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Lawrence M. Noble, Esq.
General Counsel 0
Federal Election Comnission
999 E Street, NW -
Washinqton, 4.Q 243

Dear M.Nbc

I have cbtainc,i inforration leading rm-e Co 1l,,'ieve that%* :
Congre ssman Roy Dyso-n of Maryland and his campaiqni treasurer (AZ
marlon Fedas have, Ln a total of' f'ive instances, violated Federal
El1ection Cornission regulations cov,.ering the solicitation,
receiptZ and di4,sclosur,-e of calpa.""n ,cntr.ibuti,--ons.

I request that the Federal Election Commission investigate
whether Congressman Dyson and Mrs. FA edas violated the law.
Information supportinq this request follows.

Count 1: 1 believe Congressman Dyson solicited campaign
contributions from a Federal contractor in violation of 11 CFR
115.2(c).

Unisys is a company that enters into contracts with the
Department of Defense for the furnishing of materials, supplies
and equipment. It thus falls within the meaning of a "Federal
contractor" under 11 CFR 115.1. Unisys is a major supplier to
the Defense Department and is generally known to be a defense
contractor. Moreover, Congressman Dyson serves on the House
Armed Services Committee and thus should know of the extensive
amount of Federal contract work done by Unisys.

In July of 19S7, Congressman Dyson made a trip to a Unisys
facility in New York. While there, according to later press
accounts and admissions by his staff, Congressman Dyson obtained
$1,000 campaign contributions totaling at least $17,000.
Although the donations were supposedly from individuals, these
checks were bundled and handed over to the Dyson campaign at the
Unisys site by a Unisys official. There was no fundraising event
accompanying the receipt of the contributions. (See Attachment A
for copies of newspaper articles describing the donations and the
conflicting stories as to the true source of the money.)

Later Justice Department investigations confirmed that at
least some of this money was not from the individuals who wrote
the checks, but instead from Unisys. The company channeled its
funds through employees and contractors, who in turn wrote the
checks given to Congressman Dyson. (See Count 2 below for an
explanation of this process.)
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Many of the same names appearinq on the list of contributors
to Congressman IDyson as a result of his New York trip had already
been listed as contributors by the late Congressman Bill Chappell
of Florida. B c n his campaign reports, Congressman Chappell
apparently Ieevr similar b-undle of checks from Unisys in
S e p -t ebr I: Th.e donati- ons Congressman Chlippell got at
that t ev~ck~thoso to., CongIres-Sman Dx'soln, in the form of'

r1, 17Y 1hk Jt cJ 'thn ai ~e 1" cf oac:n oh e r. Cvngressman
C hapInr 1- CCrc _7, i 'I-'-.r7mIn Cf the'1 NOUSeDe Appropr iat ions

Subcrm~tec. o~nhe and Congressman Dyson were iriplicated in a
scem t fr e hePentagon to buy, Unisys-supplit'd equipment

tht hem::try. :Iino nee:d or want. (See Attachment B for
copies ofatc.sdetailing efforts b y Congressmen Dyson and
Chappell t.-o focrc.-e the -Ilitary to buy Unisys products.)

Circmstacessuggest that Congressman Dyson solicited funds
from Unisys, a defense contractor. Given their work together to
support Unisys pro-jects, it is conceivable Congressman Dyson knew
that Congressman Chappell had collected large sums of money from
Unisys and sought similar funds for his own campaign. There is
therefore reason to believe Congressman Dyson traveled to the
Unisys facility in New York with the purpose of collecting money
from Unisys. He also knew he could not accept corporate money
directly from Unisys, so there is also reason to believe
Congressman Dyson at least tacitly agreed to the bundling scheme
Unisys used to evade the restriction on corporate contributions.

The funds Congressman Dyson received from Unisys in July of
1987 were deposited in the Dyson for Congress campaign account
and disclosed in the committee's report of January 31, 1988.

Count 2: 1 believe Congressman Dyson knowingly accepted a
contribution made by one person in the name of another, in
violation of 11 CER 110.4(b) (1) (iii).

As of July 14, 1989, according to publicly-available court
records, five individuals had pleaded guilty to and been
convicted of involvement in a Unisys scheme to make illegal
campaign contributions to Members of Congress. (See Attachment C
for copies of the plea agreements for the five individuals.)
These persons were employed by Unisys or served as consultants to
the company. tAt t.he company's direction, they laundered Unisys
money and diverted it to Members of Congress.

Four of the five made contributions in their own names to
Congressman Dyson during his July, 1987 trip to the Unisys
facility in 'New York. The fifth made a donation to Congressman
Dyson in 1986. All1 have since been convicted of participation in
elements of a scheme to influence Members of Congress by giving
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them illegal campaign contributions. This money was given to the
five persons by Unisys. They, in turn, donated the money in
their own names, in the guise of lawful individual donations.

Tlhe Dysoin for Congress campaign has returned the money given
it by one of t :en :ve, acknowledging it was an ilea
donation, but ;t '~Kept the rest. (See Attachment D for a cop~y
of an ar-ticle cescr-iLzinqc the return of one illegal donation.)

Count 3: T believe Congressman Dyson knowingly accepted a
..nt-r ibution from a c-rporation, in violation of 11 CFR 114.2(c).

Because corporate contributions are illegal, Unisys did not
make a direct donation to Congressman Dyson, but instead gave him
money through the mechanism described in Count 2 above.

Later investigations by the U.S. Department of Justice
confirmed that Unisys had, indeed, been funneling money to
Members of Congress through persons who made what appeared to be
individual contributions. As already noted, four persons whose
checks Congressman Dyson received from Unisys in July of 1987
have pleaded guilty to participation in an illegal scheme to
funnel corporate contributions to Members of Congress. A fifth
individual has pleaded guilty to involvement in the same scheme,
although his check reached Congressman Dyson in August of 1986.

Count 4: 1 believe Marion Fedas failed to make best efforts
to determine the legality of contributions that presented genuine
questions as to whether they were made by corporations or Federal
contractors, and then failed to refund the contributions within
30 days after failing to determine whether they were legal, in
violation of 11 CFR 103.3(b) (1).

The circumstances surrounding the donations that Congressman
Dyson received during his July, 1987 trip to New York should have
raised doubts in the treasurer's mind as to whether the
contributions were illegal donations made by a corporation or a
Federal contractor. For instance, the money was given to
Congressman Dyson in a bundle by a representative of Unisys. It
did not come through any kind of fundraising activity or event.
Also, the donors were not residents of Congressman Dyson's
district or state and had no apparent ties to Congressman Dyson
(although all contributed the maximum amount allowed by law).

The Dyson for Congress committee's report of January 31,
1988, which lists these contributions, casts doubt on whether
Marion Fedas made "best efforts" to determine the legality of the
contributions. In one instance, the treasurer did not even find
an address for one of the $1,000 contributors, much less an
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occupation, i and reported the donation to the FEC with a notation
that simply read "IN'A."1 (See Attachment E for a copy of the
Dyson for Congress report covering the donations in question.)

C o Unt*- -~: L I ievo, M'ir'ion Fedas fa ilIed t o re fund
c on t r ibu:o ns -I y 0 ' rporalt i on or Federa 1 cant rakctor within 1

3. , da 7 ,te +_o :L ' (-. ilk Ig it -as cn w evidence
no- ax' Wl Wth ac nd dopot;,,t i n violation of
11 7. 3A

A reas-,rer, M ir:~ F edas has a -_-ntinuinr3 duty to ensure
that cntriut~on to te campaig4n were not radeileay. O

Mrh919089, one o-f the persons whose check Congressman Dyson
r e e I e a:- th e Uniss f c L1't y in r,1e w Y o rk i1 198-07 plIea de d
guilty t:o making -illega1 camrpaign contr ibut ions, including one to
Congressm7an Dyson. This news appeared the next day in the media,
including the front page of the Washington Post. (See Attachment
F for a copy of the Post article.) Mrs. Fedas has yet to return
his donation.

in fact, according to publicly-available court records, five
persons had been convicted as of July 14, 1989 of involvement in
a conspiracy to make illegal corporate campaign contributions to
Members of Congress. (See Attachment C for copies of those
pleas.) All five are listed in Dyson for Congress campaign
reports as having made contributions to Congressman Dyson.

Mrs. Fedas has returned the donation of one of the five
convicted individuals. To date, however, nothing in the public
record or in news accounts shows that Mrs. Fedas has returned the
donations of the other four.

I ask the Federal Election Commission to investigate each of
these five counts to determine whether Congressman Roy Dyson and
his campaign treasurer, Marion Fedas, violated the law.

Sincerely,

Luis A. Luna

Subscribed and sworn before me this__ day atof _ ___ 19'

(Signed;_________________

My commission expires
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Dyson
alters
story on
money

Donations tied

to defense firm
11.'p ljoy 11 Dvvi".n ~snow offer-

1,ng a different ex pianat ion for
$17,000 in campaign donations he re-
ceived last sumnmer from people af-
filiated with a New York defense

"'-contractor
Two weeks after telling reporters

they believed the money came from
a fund-raiser held in New York by a

-def ense i ndust ry lobbyist, the
Southern Maryland congressman's

-staff now says there was no fund-
raiser

Dyson said that on July 10. 1987.
he took a plane chartered by Unisys.

-,a large defense contractor, to Long
Island, N Y There, he took a tour of
the company's weapons testing
plant, listened to company officials.
.had a late lunch, attended a Yankee
baseball game and stayed overnight
in Manhattan before returning to
Washington

Katie Tucker. spokeswoman for
-' yson. said today it took the staff al-

most two weeks to reconstruct the
events of that weekend and to deter-
mine that the money apparently was
collected by Dennis Mitchell. an off i-
cial at the time with Unisys

-Over the course of the weekend,
our [campaign] treasurer. Marian
Fedas. was handed a number of
those checks." said Tucker Some of
the 14 or so checks were mailed to
Dyson's office in Washington, but the
-majority" were hand-delivered to
Fedas by [)ison's chief aide, the late
Tom Nf Pappas. '*closely- around
coming back from that trip

"We don't know how they- got into
Nir Pappas' hands." Tucker said
The sums later were shown in cam-
paign finance reports as individual
donations

See DYSON, D3. Col. 5

THE EVENING SUN

Dyson changes
story on donations,

DYSON, From 1)1

The checks tot alIing at lej ~t
$17 00lO. were written by people "sI
connections to U nisy-s. although the
campaign reports did not show that

Fxactl% w ho solicited the chec ks
and how they got to New York has
not been explained by the congress-
man or his staff

I'nisvs also gave Dyson a $2,000
honorarium for his plant tour

This funneling of cash to Dyson.
which apparently is legal, came soon
after Dyson had proposed additional
funding for a weapons system, over
the objections of the Navy, that
would bring Unisys $78 million in
work

The relationship between Dyson
and Unisys is not unique in Congress,
nor with Dy-son, Unisys was just one
of several firms whose officers, con-
sultants or lobbyist,. provided Dyson
with direct payments called -hono-
rariums .. in Congress of expenses-
paid trips or campaign contribu-
tions

Relationships between defense
contractors and the government
have come under scrutiny in the con-
tinuing federal investigation of a-l-
leged bribery and influence-peddling

in .oiwdird (if ,iit contracts
\md a61hough invfstigators have'

indic~ited that n,, member of Con-
vre,,si a target oif the~ investigation,
key figures involved in Dyson's rela-,
tionship with Vnisys reportedly ace
under scrutin%

FBI agents have served search'
warrants on three of the people who
were with Dyvson on his July trip last.
year to New York Ctv the pilot of
the charter plane. the Unisys lobby,
ist who accompanied Dyson and a
company official who allegedly,
handed over the campaign checks.

Pappas. the congressmans chief
aide. died in May when he fell fromT
a 24th-floor window at the Helmsley.
Pa lace hotel.

Tucker said Dyson's office has
had "'no contact whatsoever" with
the FBI. -no calls, no subpoenas,'
nothing

All the press attention the de-
fense contractors' campaign contri,
but ions have drawn to Dyson has not.
caused the congressman to change
his attitude toward accepting such
donations, which he regards as prop-!
er

'1I honestly believe it's a tempesi
in a teapot," tucker said, "but every,
body's doing their job. -
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2Lawmakers Overrode
Navy, Funded Project

TIES, From AlI
r# a:-nslips center on '~C

;r -, rI :,'
ie lite,-artment official.. :-

r,'-o .t ~ek tutthey are !r,.-
1,0 es hwtween Chappe'li and

i. i m:C .haries F. Gardner. a
rrrctr %n~v ice president who

,'Arke' at Great Neck. Justice Die-
*:ilais hive cautiredi

trat no inerniber of Congress is a
tarwet of !he probe.

uhappell and l)vson said sepa-
ratciv 'h'sr at v they had dis-
(u-,'-ed the NlK942 Coherent Recei'.-

with William W. Roberts, then a
o-,nsultant for Sperry. which h)e-

SIme Unisys at the end of 198A.
Chappeil has; said he has known
Roberts ior at least 10 years. and a
member of his office described Rob-
erts as the congressman's "personal
friend.

Roberts said in an interview last
week that he worked in Crystal City
until four years ago for Sperry De-
fense Products, the division whrise
Great Neck plant makes the e&ec-
tronic SN!!,tenis for MIK92 CURT
and other Navy -,-,tems. Roberts
11aid he was one of the consultants
'.i-ited by the FBI last week and
informed that he was a subject of
the Pentawon invest igation.

Reord1 show that Roberts is a
husint's'; partner of William M. (01-
S ii. a crier 1I ni"vs conll4taiit *'no
FBI has identified as a subject oft the
Probe. Hionda state corporate
records show that (Galvin is a direc-
tor of Arnitec, a Palatka, Fla., conm-
pan'. headed hy Robert,,s

Rotwrt- ;aid last week that the
FBI had questioned him abo~ut
relationship with Galvin. and w
Mel'.'. i R. P1i,4v, a Wa."hurwt [I
consultant who sersed as a-,sistxtt
secretary 'at tne jNa'." for reseaT-,
('ngineeriniz and systems fromn P e-
cembher 19481 to April 198T. ['ii,.e.
has t'en -ser'.ed Ai'.th warrants Ly
the FBI

nIe *_enlate h sided With til'

11 'i NK92 CO RT, -,,,t tor the
v- .~ ears, :ae ue-nat

'lerernce on "he m.2itar-. pro)cure-
iltld has deferregI to the Hou-se.

Tes;t fvin g last '.ear before t,"e
House Armned 'S er'.tces seapower
r-ubcomnmittee on wh Ic,-h Dyson
serv.es, Lehman said: "We oppose

17vfL;-ter authn)r,7,itin of CURT
-,ystems.' Since 1986, Lehman arid
t'ne Navy have favored -striengthen-
ing the FFG7 frigate's antisubmar-
n,e xwlrfare rioje. ind waiting for an
upgrading of the Nav'"s missile de-
f 'rse capabiiity in the bigger AL-

GSprogram.
The Navy's initial MK92 pro-

gram had serious problems, includ-
ing susceptibility to heavy rainfall
and ' amming. Thus, the Navy
turned to CORT to solve the prob-
lem. However, the Navy concluded
,he system cost too mucn.

Unisys's electronic warfare am-
hitions previously had a powerful
House sponsor in Chappell's prede-

cesras chairman of the Appro-
priations subcommittee, the late
Rep. Joseph P. Addabbo (D-N .''.),
Ilill sources said.

The New York delegation report-
c-!y scpported tne continuation of
the MK92 CURT program;, Chap-
pell -aid that after ne became sub-
c,-rnmtee chairman, a gz.od many

oeie~e ntravrsa[ni subcon-

Iri !ors had been "concerned about
a change in contract opportunities."

Dyv on said yesterday that he was
under the impression that Roberts
\k',i i .essentially a lobbyist." How-
,-'r. his namne does niot ipprar oin
h(, House's i~st of registered lob-

'. Beckham of Uniys said one
* ' -' h rt; I '~ ,, .i '-i Rn n in t iw

k~ ,,rssoiI I Ic k..I t Ivs,
r~ ~'i~ po~rrn;related tn omr

V'rltios, primnariiy ;n (Great

H- ,,i, ' , ncluded CURT.
fipkh~i '-ii Roberts worked un-
-ier .i r- :\tered Unisys lobbyist.

SieUnisys officials and other
consult-ints have contributed to
campaigns of [Dyson anid Chappell.
;irdner gave $1,000 each to their
campaigns in 1987, Galvin gave
S1.0~00 to the Dyson campaign that
vit',r. Roberts gave $2,000 and
$1.0~00 respectively in 1985 and
1986 to Chappell and Dyson, Fed-
eral Election Commission records
show.

United Press International re-
ported that, according to FEC
records, present or former employ-
ees of and consultants to Unisys
have made more than $90,000 in
campaign contributions to members
of Congress since 1985, about a
third of it to Chappell and Dyson.

UPI said Chappell received at
least $20,000 in the last four years
from a maze of consultants linked to
U~ni sys.

Dyson's campaign received at
least $14,500 in contributions from
many of the sanie donors between
1985 and 1987, including $10,00O
last year, UPI reported.

Stast writer Elizabeth Tucker
coitbuted to this report.

I I . . I RA12 I'm Kim, Ji Ni. , , i"m?
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UNITED STATES

V.

xK-IJ

OF AMEIRICA

the above named defendant, who is accused of

being advised of the nature of the charge and of h,,' rights, hereby waives in open court prosecution

by indictment and consents that the proceeding may be by, information instead of by indictment.

Date

33ntebOtara DIi~tict Cor--" ftl I

FOR THE W

i1 -t' (* VI ( i [ I

-- M-- --

K i
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EASTERN DISTRICT CW VIRG
Alexandria Division
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Cr. No. 89-803-A

SENTENCING HEARING

July 14t 1989

Before: 'Claude M. Hilton, Judge

APPEARANCES:

JosePh Aronica and Pamela Bo th', Counsel for the United State's

F. Joseph War in and Daniel Flaherty, Counsel for the Defendant

The defendant, Kenneth Brooke, in person

UNITED STATES OF AM4ERICA,

vs.

KENNETH F. BROOKE,

Defendant.

------------------------------------
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IN THE UNITED) qT]\TfER DI(;TRICr COURT IE

F Ol~P 1T F*VT PRN DI Tc7 I T r OP' VTPG I NI A A1 o
l\Ioxandri,.1 Division

Cledi. U.S. Distict Cou-rt
Aisacandris. Virginia

UNITE[) 1:-'N\TFq 01F' F\MPHTCI\

26 7..' e.761

KEFNNT { F'. BROOK7'

qUPF'RqEDING
CRIMINAL INFORMWTION

THE UNITED CTATFq TTORNFY CPARGFq THZAT:

On or about the 8t-h day of July, 1987, in the Fastern

District of Virginia, Kenneth F'. Brooke, a resident of McLean,,

- Virginia, who during the calendar year 1985 was married, did

willfully attempt to evade and defeat a large part of the income

tax due and owing by hitm and his spouse to the United States of

kmerica for the calendar year 1985, by preparing and causing to

be prepared, and by signing and causing to be signed, a false and

fraudulent joint U.S. individual income Tax Return, Porm 1040, on

behalf of himself and his spouse, which was filed with the

Internal ?evenue qervice, wherein ri it was stated that their joint

taxable income firsai calendir -.- ,r wi'; t~~sim of $2,733.83,

and that t1-h .fD!1 K -T ax Ciu- Ini oWI nq IC 1l.ro ".;"s tChe sum of

$0, wheroea-s, as thnad >r * ikc anan b,-Kieved, their



joint taxable income

$102,954, upon which

th' Tnited Otates of

In violation of

for the said c mdrwv; the sum of

said Joint X1ii 1F eI' tlor w,-is ()W1.flq t-,.

l~me an () i f "132 ,66 1.70.

Titile 26, rqo'i 'dr,~ ction 7201.

Sfi I; vu bmIIt t e di

q t- s e

JA ,- enit (IA~~ qt te ~\ rne,

la- T, Re '-I d

qp,?,.i Attorney
..Det)artrnIlt of Just ice

1- - N



FA ;TFRN DT ;'P1 I CT OF VTIRGINI A

Alorx;~ i r ii Di vi:; i orl

UTEDP 0,TA'Fq orP AMFRH r 

V. (7TMTT M MO. Ni)(K, T, ~>?( W10

K'FNNEr~i tr' BROOKE

IrY Un Ite-nd q ta t es a nd r!e n, ~d an t, N ~ "T . BROOKF,

through his attorneys, '.Js: rian7anil T'aery hv

he ,retofore engaged in plea discussions and pr ),lsuantL- to Rule

ll(e)(l)(A.), Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure, have reached a

plea agreement, the terms and codtin f which are as follows:

1) The defendant, KFNN;:TP r'. BROKF, agrees to waive

indictment and plead to a one count1 criminal information filed

with this Court, charging the defendant with tax evasion in

violation of Title 26, United -tates Code, I-ection 7201. The

offense carries a maximum period of confinement of five years and

a fine of $250,000. The defendant -will also be - obligated to pay

court costs in the amount of fift-y dollars -$50.00) to the Crime

Victims Fund.

2) If the Court acceptZs 1 3- plea ani the defendant,

~L'N~~qF* ROOS, u'Lfl I' -:~ r :onci'i -ons sneci*fie

n e re n , t he Unie ta-t os a~r~ i to' -nr.~ carg th11e

defndat ~ithth~actvlto';'-~ 5;th n h& T nforination, any

ot-ner tax viola.:tion for 19834 m 4 1-16 as w<-- i -Any other

0' fenses of wh ich the "i 1 11~ k-f h'ton Uflif i - for the -



Pastern District of Virginia has knowledge oxcept that this

Agreement does not prec:lude the? United ',ta-tes f rom bri nging a

prosecution for per jury or falsre ftateonts arising out of the

defendant's coop.-ration.

-3 1It:i; underst1-oodj and aijr ed that the defendant KENNET1

'BPr)KF, -shil fully irid trutirutlly, disclos - all information

Wi txl r--;pect L) #, ac I cIt i,? o"S h I ins5 I f an d otherI iof Ie I(Iud i nq

1. 1CUT M. ("a LI i, concernnQ a 1 mattr about- which federal law

enr-orcem,-it- porsonnei ,I nclud l: Go on ment ', at to-rneys inure o

nhr "' his shall include t-ruthfully testifying before gra nd

juries and at any trials or other judiicial proceedings wit--h

respect to an', matter about which the United qtates 4ttorney's

Off ice may request his testimony. The defendant shall submit to

any and all polygraph examinations that.- the Government may seek

to administer to him during the course of his cooperation at the

time(s) and place(s) designated by the G3overnment.

4) If KEJNN1FTH F. BROOKE, intentionally does anything to

impede the Government's investigat ion, 0 th is agreement will be

null and void.

5) It is further understood that the defendant must at all

times aive-- complete, truthful and accurate information and

te st L!7 on y. qhoui Jit be d'~rmi ne d Th at KFNN 77H F . BROOKP, has

'tra~ .-I LS lincom!)7 "n, L2r ai~ testLimonyI or

iC'r, ifrha nit'ia:atralfac-t , or has otherwise

vo&(:) -ed any provisIon "D5 thi s*~~emrt K~N~F4' BROOKE shall1

t:ierea,-fter bo ujc to pros,-citi on for any fe~deral criminal



violation of which this office has knowledqt-, including, but not

Li~mited to, per jury a-nd ob,;t .ructIon of iti co Iny such

proDsecution may b premi srd upon any information provided by

KNFrrj F.R-OT i nd such information will be used against him.

6) It is expressly aqreed that all statements made by

KFNNFPf? F. BIOO)K'' Ito a n,, ekdera I off ice r or law en forcement ag1ent

or ;mry tes t imo ny

or )t-her tribunal

adri' sble in evi

hc-r--after brought

shall assert no c

Rule 410, Fed. R.

to this zgreement

The defendant sha

Constitution, any

ivnby KVNNT;h"I" F.13OV obt ore a qrand Juiry

made subsequer: to tnlx A lreeimnt , shall be

denco in an,,, a nd all cr i-ni nraj orosecutions

against KFTw''; V. BPCYnK-. KFNNFTH F. BROOKE

laim under Rule 11(e)(6), --ed. R. Crim. P. or

Fvid.,. that statements mnade by him subsequent

or in connection herewith should be suppressed.

11 not assert any clairr~ under the United States

statute, Rule 11(e)(6) oZ- the Federal Rules of

Cr imi nal Procedure, Rule 410 of the Federal Rules of Evidence, or

any other provision of law to attempt tobr

information.

7) it is understood that the senzence

KENJFT F. BROOKE is within the sole discreti

sentencing Judge. This is a Rul. l- )(Ir

qtates zttorney' s )~fflce cannot -- A do'c-s no:-

representat-ion als o 'whaI-it s iinn. -K' -N

7'h'e Un ited qtal-ets "t t r nv e',; N

allocuto as to the atrean

such use of the

to be imposed upon

on of the~

plea and the United

make any promise or

TIROOKP will receive.

:hright to

t-he offense. In all

events, this oEffice Will

Pr-obation Department

inform :. -nei- nq( Judge and the

2) fe nature and



extent of KFNNETHI F. BROOKE's activities with respect. to this

case; ( 3) the full naturo and exL'ent. of KFNNIT11 F. BROOKE's

cooper-ition wi th the Un i trd Sti \e ttor noy 's Offic aY ind the dat.e

when !3uch cooperaiion cominenced; and, (4) all other Information in

its pOssess ion relovant to -settncing.

T ) t 1i; f th - r u rle r stook! tha 11t, t hi Tr nt Is 1 iitod

to th* !0i R te _ re *s~fice for the V,t emor District-

of V j r,;, -) - and anoz bi nd other f-_dera I, ste()r local.

prosr),(1i-Inj author It Ies, alIthoughi tlI s of f ico will bri ng thp

cooperation of KFNNMFT' . BROOKE to 'the attention of other

prosecuting officials. 'tthis t-iire the United qtates Attorney's

Off ice for t he- Fa s tern District of' V irginia is not aware of any

other United qtates A,:torney who is investiqating KENNETH

P. BROOKE or considering prosecuting him for the scheme set forth

in the Information or other matters of which the United States is

aware arising out of his involvement with William F. Galvin.

9) It is understood and a?-reed that in the event the Court

does not accept KE7NNTHr, F. BROOK17's plea of guilty to the

information, this Plea Agreement shall be nill and void.

10) Tt is further understoo~i and agreed that if KFNNETH F.

BROOKT,- attempts to withdraw from any part of this Agreement or
fails to Comply witn arny pr)ii2scontained hereinti

2\greement . n-uil -,, voli , oxc-_%r 7 ,ir a qranh1 6 J tns, remn

shaklr! an n ~ c and -:~c ; a in, th 17n it ed q ta t es I s

free to se~ aI ifil 1 Ci 0 (:ont 1n: itn 1t I,-Ir~ (I , r~ K '2J T F.

B R ()0KT F w1.tn mulJI.t I e 0 1laItjs I k)y Ior Iatut including

blJt not - i-'i' in taiv rn nPr'rp



1) KFENNPT1mi v. BROOKE acknowledjos that no threats have

been made aq ilnst iml to securfe this plea of gu ilty and that he

is pl' adj nc q'ii I y f r--~ly and vol)untarily bcuehe is guil1.ty.

1 2 Th 15 P1f, Ta qroeme nt co'fir.~the entiro Agreement

bretwoeen the I j it-, (i( C;t-a ae tic] nd -1~ r V. BrflOKP with respect to

the1 a f, oe , i u I t~y p1e -i2r roie or-

reors(l olns hS v 11 : 0- h1 (J'- er In (r hfitone

With r'-'; tri t-. such q >;pe Vh>on 11ho ente.red into

unlss~nwri In' -:.i ri I-
Thi s daybo 'erar 139

~esc u I Sl subm It e d

L1T T TEq TOR NEY

Josh? 4ronica
-Assst/,nt United qtates zkttorney

Pame'la Joy Be 'te
4ssistant Unft'd qst-ates 2kttorney

Cecilia Reid
qpec,,aiA. Attorntey

..Deuartrnent ol Justice

KPNNIPTH F. i3R n,-) Kr
Defenda nt-

F. Jos., I ' i
Counse i or Vfna-t

Dalniel ~a~+
Counsel "-Orrfljj



The (O~ nnn

was the Pres '>Ari. ()

Iirm, &u rin,. 184 t hi

th'e compensat-ir~ri he"

r)h his 1987f'1 i

K ;'>.~~i

STATEMENT OF FACTS

I "I I 1- t W I I Id

rW(I~0 I,: fn U: I

that Kenneth P." n rooke

rital ostate de-volopment

i lf.(i t.() report. iny of

Of K & G Enterprises

Aii St '1'484. Fl n n e t h

to day oei

corporation'Sl

K & G En

const -ruction.1

bought two p~r

financing the

previous deve

con st r uc tion

Mo3rtgage in R

I n

account

oer sona 1

f rom K &

_11od T Dt:,ecion~ 5 rooke ran th.-

~on o f t he --isI n~s a nd ha (7-on tr oI o Te r th e

bank ac'n~

terprises, :n--. spec,_iaL~zed in completing

projects lthi't had (jone into foreclosure. K& G

o je c ts i n N C'r LikF V ircina after the banks

projects ha-i been forced to foreclose on the

loper's loans. K & G received financing from

loans pro-v71,ie-3 by Pioneer Mortgage and Lincoln

ichrid .

ary

day

1985 Brooke - with 4-rew from K & nterprises, Inc. 's bank

$102,954 and deposit-ed i'is monies directly into his

bank account at- McLean Bank. Brooke reported no income

C EeriesC:. -11 l935 ._-cirai. income tax return.

S>. -32,661.70.



1 I N Pr EN rT1) 'qT ?VrE < 1) 1 ;TR I CT C:OU RT -

~'MP II N D I I? I Cr OF VUT I I l G

/\l exard rIi DI VIv Ori()[

V. No. __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

2 6 vT.C~., qec. 7201

CRIMINI\I ',;FORM'\T I ()N

'~~y AT ~N~KYC 14Q~GEFC THil\T:

nnf -,r -bou Btn di,,, 1 9 87, in th ? E-ast er n

D Istr ict I V 1rgri r, K - n Lh 11 T3r oo k e, a resident of McLean,

Vi rgi nia, wno dur in.- tEhe ca Iend-r yea r 1985 was married, did

wilfu1 attemprt to evade and, defealt a iarqe part of the income

tax due and owing by him and ,Is spouse to %the United states of

kmerica for the calendar year 1985, by preparing and causing to

be prepared, and by signing and causing to be signed, a false and

fraudulent joint JT* ndividual income Tax Return, Form 1040, on

behalf of h-imselfl and his spouse, which was filed with the

Internal Tevenue qer-vice, wher. -- n it was stated that their joint

taxable income foDr wiid calend~r ir was the sum of $2,733.83,

and that - the amount of tax due and owing thereon was the sum of

$0, wherea:S, as r- n' andrl er W.K' k'K' an believed, their



(

joint taxable income

$174,028.36, upon wh

to the United Staters

In violat ion of

for tlhio 1 cal Ienda r was the( sum of

ich !;, 1i]Iit 1iie i flroino there was owinq

of Am r- 1~ (', '1 eom. 1M rt tIx o)f $66, 549.22.

Title2b1.It,( Code#,, Section 7201.

~p'tIi Fsu bmit ted,

~3FN~Y V. fltlyON
'NTVP) T'ArT$> ATTORNEY

iBv:
TJ"J/ A ron i c

U Inited States Attorney

- x

Pame1i Joy" AOthel
Ass,---, U~nited States Attorney

Cecilia L. Reid
Special Attorney
7'.q. Department of Justice

M -- M-- - N



W1aiver of Indictment 9~C I 4 -i t..No 1

1'NI'rH) STATFS OF A mFRI'A
CIL- 10L/("

No ('0

t he al-v T fl:1nlt'( (lit nd.'nit. who is acused of

Ti t- 1 2 U..C s~~~n7 ~ !.U: 1( &j-ti~1 preparat, cfl of'

being adlvised of tile nature of the charge in(] of I i' rivhts. horehy xaives in open court p)rosecution

h%, inudictmnent and consent,, that thle

D~ate

proceedling ni I,( i n itfornation 1i mtead of by indictment.

F CIM NEDefendant.

W~itness.

- Counsci for Defendanit.

1 __ I - N



UNITE~D 'ST7ATES DIs~ricT o
EINSTERN DISTRiCr OF VIRG

A)lex andr la D)iv Is ion

1

2

4

7

12

1 3

14

1 5

1 6

17

1 d

19

20

2 L

22

24

2-)

Cr . No. 89-81-A

e n (3 aLr F.

----- ----- ---" --f ---n----n-.

GL I[LTY PLJEA

March 9', 1939

Beflore: Claude

.A )p "A i\ N t,' E;

1---n r y IuJ !o n -i J c)svepn 1\r

a c y ~4t ta Ii s z:i Mllic n ae
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M. Hilton, Judge
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Dell , Coun selI

6,3rdne-r , 1 1i-,

tor tn.? United States

for I.--li De fendant

!uN ir : o

vs.
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I N THE UNITED sTrATES I) ISTR ICE COURJIT FOR THE

1EASTErFN mISTr~- 1 T F, VI PCINIA

Al exa ind ri a Di vi'; in

UNITHD SP"'1" (iP AMEFRI(;A 99

PLEA A G FEEiN

The Un it-ed Sta te s f /4,me r ca 'v: d throupgh its attorney,

Henr-y F. Huds on , 17n ited ')tA te,,- Ato)r n e., anTd t he de fenda nt

CHARLES F . G-ARDNEFR throuy'h h is attorneys, hav,,e heretofore engaged

in plea discuss ions anid pursuant to Rule I 1 , Federal Rules of

Criminal Procedure, have reached a plea agreement, the terms and

conditions cf which are as follows:

1. The defendant, CHARLES F. GARDNER, agrees to waive

indictment, to appear in open court in the Eastern District of

Virginia, arid to plead puilty tc, the three count criminal Informa-

tion filed with this Court. The Infotmation charges the defendant

with violating Title 18, United States Code, Section 371 , a

conspiracy to commit bribery and f ile false statements, Title 18,

United States Code, Section 20> ri, r of a public official and

ite 2' 1, ni ted tateq Code, e-,,c t:i 7 1116( 2' , idi ng and

a s Itf I 'i e -) nres e n tJ 1n1 i t x return. Th e

d ef"-e nida a 4di -, an d avev-eth1;1 o , in faict c lr of the



I nfornat ion. Count One carries 0i rix imiium pro fco nmfo

5 years ; nd/or a

period of conf In

Cotin t Three (-Ar r

,q TI d ( ) I 4 I ! i !! ( 4'

P C) M.', I' t C 01S

r)Ir t (' ht - Cr i

0 TI eCe 0 o C t

s-; P srve a t

T-ore th;an three

imprisonment of

terri of supervi s

f i TI (, oif S?)50 00fl.

r-rT, nt- o)f f i fte v'oi ye) r

'I " a mx 1- FI " e i od(

non~O 00. TheUfna

In t il 12u t o:f'i

r-~ of ncr ea

less tr la one v.er, he

ed release of ati z l.eas-t-L

C 01o It- Two car r iesr a ma x imum

Iind / (r .i f in fC of ',-?50,()000.

C 0) 11 f i nl Cfeme t: ()f 3 yea rs

nt- ,,i I I also he ob] ipaued

ItV dollairs ($50.O00) oil oech

Ji t I n, i f t he dot endainf isq

e of Ii- least two but not

is sentenced to a term ot

may be required to serve a

two but not more than three

Years; if imiprisonn'ent is not ii- osc-~ the defendant may be

required to serve a period of probaltion of at least one and not

m~ore than five years.

2. If the Court accepts this plea and the defendant,

CHARLES F. GAPPNIFF, fulfills the terms and condiitions, specified

herein, tre tPni _ed Statres aprees, no. to~ further charge the defen-

(lAnt n10r an,; jrrer'er of hnis fa-'niiL-' with1 any violation of federal

cri-minal law ini ccnnection with rhe act ivities set forth in the

Information and St-atemrent of Facts, the subject matter involved in

rC.e Iliwind iviatnor wifl an; other viol)ation of federal

cr~~~~~~~~ .i 1~vn' ~nr h <: oth ino inl this

*.prt~~~~~o~~~t Pr* 12. r v~ e , :~ rni a Prosecution

2''~ ' ~~' * 7 0 3. Ofl1 ~ o r~ rh e e ndant' s

2 %i ~ on.0

period of confinement of



3. Th e de ttondantr s h a I

proVi dinfyg rutht-Ai1 Comp] )It e

(1nld wh er ev e r an iiIt t ()rnf'y/ -, or

r es pe t tO( t e h r f-j tj (-, iVi

"-atters abol

at torneys,

and a3ri' in of

1 PV(r I vY( 4 i n.

b-It is nlot

s t at ements

sworn testi

(lant shall

veracitv of

p-ove rfltfeft,

povernment.

c o op e ra

;I- T*1 d fo

he tin

t e wit 11 t hie 111i ted 'Stares by

rt hir i ght i niformat ion whenever

ted !, a t e.!; r eq ie s t- S wi t. h

of , iself fl( oter concernjga

t l'hi cl fode rl1 law enforcement., i nclud inp. government-

-z.x' ot rK. re g4rdJi n P t he kri es se t fort h in rho'

St "It rT- I FalC t ;I , i In 1 -1 1 T. t i o0 n I- 1 a ;I ed th11e re 4 o

on e C %r: haveo r epa r Ii T1C P 0e Os iA (e t t- er

t ,e TI i win'; invrest ipant iofl. Phi c;C( cOp e T 4t i on1 ill( ludes

i, iited to, I-ral responses a piestion-, sworn , -wri rte n

interrog-atories; sworn testimony before a erand -jury;

7monv in courrt; and documentar-y, materials. The defen-

assist the o-overnment in determining the truth and

any informnation or statement he discloses to the

V, 11% V-t- i n in any mainner reciuested by the

4. 11f CHARLFS F. GARDNFPF intentionally does anything to

impede the Government's investigation, this agreement, with the

exception ceF Parapraph ,, will be voidable at the option of,1 the

Unit1e d S tates .

5. 1,- i-, further understood that the defendant must at all

t-i-nes p ive comnplete, t rutthfiil and accurate i nformai.--ion and test i-

on: .Te: i ede t e n- i ned thal-t GA~ F~ iT) IN F PADN in e

io 1 I v h'ia t rive Frr ~ '' e Incon.1rpete or misleiding

Aes u~n no t ion,0or hI o!n 1 Vn mateil f act , or has

- i -



Ct herwi se VIO I;; ed iny
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: IT-,( ht- I!ro i ie r q t- .3Tfl(IO

nt1 it ion ne Ih p
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thoritips s'-'all b e free

v and all infor!7at,-ion, i

ant to this plea agreere

assert any clairm under

,Constitution, any statute, Rule

'rimrinal Proceduire, Rule 410 of

any other Provision of law to at

i nfo rmat,-ion .

7. it i,, understood thar r

CHARLES F. GARDNFR is within thbe

Tuldge. The defendant unders tand

,;hnuIi not -e s At i 4:fi J with h,"

i) A t ".d ra hi i I ni 1-it-V n~ 3 . -

1 1 (e)~

the Fe

CHlAR L S

on for any

know I edge,

0t o10f

dI , res th a r i f he4

.92'i O~ir V ('11 e of 1 hi
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e-~ areeme rld the

P-ose(ution as if

any such prosecution

to use (Wdinst bim,

n whiatever form, tha

nt: or otherwise; the

the United States

6) of the Federal Pu

deral Rules of Evidei
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w.i 1 1 1,0,

d ef en -

t is

the

wi thbou t

t he has

defen-

les

nce,

of

or

tempt: to bar such use of the

hie sentence to be imtposed upon

sole discretion of the sentencing

r en 0i .s Iha t Peen1 i f he

s-le r nc o, S- h a 1 1 1)v -1 n e ro r i V"11 t
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States At t orney 's O1ffice cannot aind does not. make any promise or

represent a-i ion ;is to hiat- -wntefce CPlAPIAES F. GARD)NER will

receive. ""he IPni rtd ttsArttorney's O1ffice reserves the riylht

rt ii bIloct e 'asc to- the1 nat ure an(1d st ri usness of the offenses. InI

:411 oevent s t his 01 it i( Will into rnM t he sentencInpg Judge and the

Prnhit ion Pop;'1- rt, t of k I) t hi -AgYreement (2') the nat tire and

oyt ont of (HAP1LF' F. C;APINFR 's act ivi r it-; with respect to this

(3>" tle f il I rnature, extentt im-i ng and value of CHARLES F.

(:A P )NEFR ' s -oope rat icn with1 the Un i ted, t at-e-- Attorney's Of fice;

;j4c () qall othber information in its ~msSinrelevant to

sentencinp.

a* A F,1.i fther cond it ion of th is Av reem ent, the def endant

expressly w,,aives his right to appeal any sentence imposed by the

Court, except ;is provided below. The defendant is aware that his

sentence has not yet been determined and that the sentencing Judge

will ultimately detemine his sentence. The defendant is also

aware that any estimate of the probable sentencin? range in his

ca.,e under the S;entencing Guidelines and Policy Statements that

the defendant- nav have rece ived from his attorney, the government

or the probation office, is a prediction, not a promise, and is

not b-inding on the government, the probation office or the Court.

'The defendant- is also, aware that the sentencing Court may depart:

tromthe Sentencing Guidelines and Pol icy Statements ini imposing

~en oe ~. ~e ~z ~rhe uner a o vi est iinari iw what sentence

e wi1 niil i rAt-elv ,-,Ce ive from the Couirt , thie defendant knowing lv



waives his right to appeal hli.- sent ence in exchange for thle

concessions rmade hv, the' governmnent in this aii'roemrent. However,

the defendant- doer;, not- waive his ri 'ht t ro ;Appeal a1 sentence

imp)osed in vi olat i n of law.

9. vih, United Staites reserves the riyght to cqrry ouit its

responsibilities under this Court's Policy Reptilating. Procedures;

to be followed in G~ui deli ne., Sent omciriW. Spc icalvteUi '

S t at- (- reserves t he r i hv t, 1 C, hn t- h e'r if oa th t

th i- Case, both orlivnd] in writ ing, rthe a3t-tent ion of the

probat-ion office in connect ion with that of ticC 's preparation of a

presentence report; (2) dispute sentencing factors or facts

material to sentencing in the presentence report; and (3) seek

resolution of such factors or facts in conference with opposing

counsel and the United States Probation Office, as contemplated in

the Court's Policy Regarding Procedures to be followed in

Guidelines Sentencing. Moreover, the United States reserves the

right to file a pleading entitled "Positions of Parties With

Respect to Sentencing Factors," in accordance with §5A1.2 of the

Sentencing Guidelines and Policy Statements (Oct. 1987) and para-

graphs 5 and 6 of this Court's Policy Regarding Procedure to be

Followed in Guidelines Sentencing.

10. For the purposes of this Agreement, the United States

recommends that t he specific ciaract or is tics for (2oun t One of the

Information under S4c- ion ?X 1the Sentencingp Guidel ines, are

as follows:



AW
1) t lie valjue o~--t fit act ion rece ived by Sperry/

IUnisys in ret'lir1 for thle bribe was, over 3,5
n)i I I ion, an ;11( ;tICh the off ense l evelI should ( be
11 o ()rev tha 1 211,

Tb e detfenidan t howeve r, r-ecorpmmefldS thatr th e of fense l evelI

ShouI (I he iot- em i tied oni the bsis of the Vi I tie of t he br ibe or the

value of theo ;irt io ci eeivdb he kiefendint r and I-.such the

of fenrle ! evcI hu d he no ;~oeha 2.i

11, h)i p ar t ies iig-r ee uthait i f Ohe defendant 's t he-,)T v rs. 'a.rdinp

the corpitair ion of the of fense love I of parAgraph A ab ove is

correct, then the offense level. is 18. Similarly, both parties

- agree that if the government's theory regarding the computation of

Liie Offense level is correct then the offense level i s 21.

F. 2F . 1 - False statements

(1) loss was over S5 million ; and

(2) more than minimal planning involved, and as such

the of fense level should be no more than 19.

The defendant however, recommends that the United States did

not sustain any monetary loss as the result of the defendant's

conduct and ,as suLch the offense level should he no more than 10.

Roth parties agree that if the defendant's theory regarding

the computation of the offense level of pairagraph B above is

correct, -Ihecn the offense level is 10(. '-irnilanyv, both parties

ag~ree that tihe ,-)vornmen t ' s the rv regFardi np rhe compiltat ion of

thne o f f en,, I o.vel is, correct then the of fenso love I is 19.



C.. 3D)1 .400). The total combined o)ffense level should he
no rmre t han 21

Both pitrt i e, igtee' thai i theeIf en d n t- ' st heo ry regar1ding)'

thf, Crnmptt ion (,f the o)ff (nr1' level ()f p.-1ralpraph C, above is

,,)rrect, then the t ot;l com 1 ifled(l f t-nsek level is 18. Similarly,

bh-" p art i es ;I re k t 111t- it t-The ,ove rtien i s theo)ry rega rd i ng the0

c Or-~~d p 01 et he rt ter i cl t, f ee n shen Hte t o)t a

n~~' nod (, Lfef e I I A t

The Ulni ted t ates fur thor r ,o-.,) recommend that if Counts

T- 3 nd Vhree of" the nfomtj felli intlcr tLhe Provis ions of the

t rn ci1np Gu id e Iinres:

v. Th e specif c charact eris ri c-- o." Cotn t Two would be
the s amre a s t hose stra ted i n p'arap rap1)h 1 0(A) abhove .

F. The specific characteristics of' Count Three would be
that the tax loss under Section ?T1.4 was S114,073.
The specific characteristics of Section 2T1 .4(b) are
inapplicable. The total offense level should be no
more than 12.

11. For purposes of this Plea AY-reement, the United States

and the defendant agree to jointl7 recommend that the Information

offenses are closely related offenses within the meaning of 3D1.1.

The United States further agrees ,o reco-!--Iend that the total

combined offense level under that SerCt-ion if all counts of the

Information fell under thie Sentencing Giiidtolines should therefore

be -o more than 2

9.Th Uwd etto ;n ig ~n~ Qr~e ~roe to

0 i ri lv reo kmo n - 1) tht u Pw~d 0; is tent:v should not be
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made tinde r

of Chapt er
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Set r
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I n t it-
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~ the Unitt
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of the sent

(1 i on of Chi apjt et- Thlree of t he Se('nt e)c i li

h)i 111 Sct i ) I 1 1 ; Ilor utt>lelr ;illy Sect i on] of p.1 rt

Tb ( i I t ( od ;I1 t w-' ;I f) I- t vi I T ) r v Cofni vI (1; -

r an'r: i U w'.,i I- ;ii dls t ('11t I ~1o i 1d h) t ra d u n d c

Inri j 1St ate owevu r r rose rv es he( right t o

t~XUflI 0 C.;~ic i ct tn tit I en t () t' he at t n'~

S t It 1 t tt I I IJ t ht fO t (-)I Irt

r 0 riz I -c P I e ev ent the 1!n ite d

C" TI i an t a- t-r o 1 v r -c on)- no rid t h I a r the

-t i (In ff 'F I And th e r(-5lrt find tinder Sect ion

enc ire Guidel ines th at t7e defendant has c learly

deronstrated a recopnit-ion and affir rtive acceptance of personal

responsibil itv for hi~z crir-inil conduct, suich as to reduce his

of fense level '-v rwo;c levels.

16~. The United ',tates And the defendant aeree that if the

United States Probation Office does not accept any or all of the

Joint reccwn~endations uinder the Sentencing- Guidelines, each party

will follow the procedJures necessary to he able to recommend at

the time of s ent enc ino t hi the Cour t folIlow a 'A1 of the Joint

recomm~endat ions contained in this apr e ement. Furthermore, the

United States aprees to take those sane steps necessary to bring

to the dour' aten-tion, the recorn-rmnd-;1ions (.:the United

Co2-t an-d r ?c eP P'i' hi oe thait i, would he .3ppro-

nrm t e or t V e nOa t rx ' Vi son tence e i f: the Cour t

M__ - M



impIIoses a period of' i nciircerat ion, ait a i inimim security inlst iti-

1-ion, the Un it ed Stir atdn(es, vet, oppose suich a designation.

16 Th Ihe U n i ted ,t ;itF ;is, r ;I d vi !; t hev c-ouIr t ritat i t dove

not oppose the, det eniant '-i urrnder i T hi nsol1 voliinta r ilv to begi

h is sent ence a ftc r --!niirstitn o a been des h' nat ed, shounI tihe

Cour1t inp!oseC III -Y pe id (1 i 11C;II-C ert- 0 T-.

1 . h o e Unte d a O oes Tiot oppo '' det endant-'sr' e

t) eeai aprsa S V eo~ C 1'n 11 1!d weer t:II i-1 anT1d d e Sr

nat ion "I IP In tit 1(, hoi tI Coi i impose a period et-

i n ca r ce ra t- ,on.

1 R. The United Sttsreserves the right uinder the Sentencin

Guidelines and Policyi Statements to request i downward departure

from the Guidelines if th1-e United Stra-.e- believes that- hased uipon

the defendiant's cooperar-ion. sulch a departure is appropriate.

19,. Althoup-h Cou

Sentencing Guidelines

agrees to

defendant'

would ( h ave

Sentencing

econnend t

sentence

been if t-h

Guidelines

n-tF, Two and Th.ree do

and

h atr

on t

a nd

Policy Statenents

fo r

h ese

c nun

Pcol

purposes o' th-

counts should

ts f;4Iell under

ic-v Statements

not fall uinder the

the United States

s Plea Agreement, the

not be greater than it

he provi sions of the

20. It is further

to th17e United States At

locail prosect Ii! <11t hz"r

prcl -,e c-u t~ t a

Off ice leEs r

tinde rs

o rn ev'

I L~ I e

~A 1\1

tood that

ic e,

t h i

f j

Agreement is limited

Lhe FEastern Districts

,)er t ederal., state or

attice will brin h

ont1')fl of other

ted ' tates Attorney's

i la iware of anyI

5

11

t

P



other lin i ted St atoe; At t orney who i i nives t igat ip or considering

1)r o.;e iit i n p t he d vf on da n f-(r I hov s li ome-,s v t forth in the

Ii lt 0 t-71h t i on (II-ii errno CO TO ti n wit), t he !;uibject- inat ror of: the

I 1 ] win(! i iiv*OS i Pit j iwl

.? I . II ITId o l and '1)' re( (d tha t i n h ho ovenlt- the1 c Goiitt

i10 o lu e' I:,- &Ih I ACCV GA P I)NIF R p I ri o)f ,'o i I t ,, tin de r t hi

y r eFor n t o !-rho I r' !III; P)lea 1 p !,11,11sh 1 he nun I

dn C , SF

GA PD N'F a t:t e7-;) s t ,.i- itd r aw f-re-T- m v p)ArIt- o f t h is Agpr eemen t o r

a us t o c om p w it a an v -pr ov.i -, i )ns contailned herein, this

Agreementa Is vod e at th opinof th e United States, except

Paragraph 6 of: this Apreemient shallI rema in in fullI force and

ef fect.; and the United States is free to seek a multiple count

Indictment charp-ing the de'Fendanlt with mult iple violations of any

federal statute including hut not limited to the statutes set

forth in Parapgraph I

*-23. (>iAAR 1,F.S F. GARDNFPR, acknovledges that no threats have

,heen made aaainst h-i- toi ;eciire, -- iq plea o)f guilty and that he is

pleiding c it freplv andI 1x1101nrm rilv liais e is gulilty.

24. This Ple,- Apreement COnTI,,itu-teS the entire Ag-reement

hetween the Ini tedI States ind C 4AK EI-S F. -Af~5~ with respect to

rh e ai :-:,) ri Ple; i Wad T-c r , Preement.s or

rep r ese~ o': <~r khave a' odotendant or h is

at~~~~~ t or,. I~ e~~r w i I Ic bi i' 1 2noewlhe en tered



4
into unless,' in writ ing in ;in

anld s igned hy all

aiiendmeW u t ce to this document

a rtr i es .

i p'1 eV I, 11 ly q I 1Iflni t t e

II~~~ I*~ WY S . tON

1;N ITV F ,,S 'ATES ATTORNEY

~Tt4&'1 ) A /.Aron ica
As - 1r U i t vl S t ;-i es A t t o r ntv

P'Ibh 1 i nteprity Secticun,
Deprr~ritOf J11stice

N14ancv NewjYomb
Speci.:i Assistant
Unit ed States Attorney

Special Attorney
Tax Div is ion

.S.Department of Jus t ic e

Frai-:d Sect ion
Depart-ent of Justice

Char es F. Gardner, Defendmnr

C'i rv 4a f t,1 i-,- , Coim sel fo0'+ e edi

c / T )e11,Co- 4
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IN THE UNITED STArEs, I)sTrRICT COURT FOR THE------

EASTERN lDlSTRICT OF VIRGINIA v

Al (xJandria Division

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA)(1,-.

CRIMINAL NO.() 1 1

CHARLES F. GARDNFP

CRIMINAL I NFORMATI1O7)N

THE UNITED STATrES ArTO)RNE-Y CHARGES THAT:

I NTRMODUCTION114

At all times material to this Information:

1. CHARLES F. GARDNER was an employee of Sperry

Corporation, and its successor, Unisys Corporation and served as

vice-president and from August, 1985 through March 1988, served

as general manager of Surveillance and Fire Control Systems, a

division of Shipboard and Ground Systems Group which was a part

of Unisys Defense Systems.

2. Unisys Corporation is a major defense contractor

formed in November, 1986 as a result of a takeover of Sperry

Corporation by Burroughs Corporation. The Surveillance and Fire

Control Systems Division of Unisys was located in Great Neck, New

York. This division manufactured and supplied the government

with certain kinds of radars and fire control systems on Navy

ships as well1 as radar qrouni systems for the Air Force.

3. James G. Neal was a private consultant for Sperry/Unisys

and resided in the Eastern District of Virginia. He conducted

his business through igtVirginiai eorporat ions: James Neal



Associates, Inc., Anchorage Intornational of Northern Virginia,

Inc., Orion Tech, Inc., Tech Pl.-ns,, Inc., Polaris Tech, Inc., Jay

Dee Tech, Inc. , Dubhe Assoc iatesQ, nc. , and Del t-ech, Inc.

4. Molvyn R. Paisley was Assistiant Secretary of the Navy,

Research, Enqineorinq and Systems, and a public official froin

November, 1981 to April1, 11487.

5 . Will iam M. Gilvi n i dt-folnSt pr0c'are1ment (ind

m,--n.-jement consultant_ who conduct.-s his business through various

companies.

The above introductory, allegations are realleged and

incorporated in Counts One through Three of this Information as

though fully set out in each count.



COUNT ONE

THE UNITED STATrES ATTORNEY FURTHEVR CHARGE") THAT:

From in or about JanulAry, 19~81I% hroughI o--n or about June 14,

1988, in tho Eastern District. (.)I Virglinia and elsewhere,

CHARIJYS F. GARDNER

de foniant he r-in n ot hr s di i u nla cwf u lIy , wil11fully, and

knowi :irj1 lyconspire2, combine, confo l rriu, .-nl aqree with f-ach

other: to comiit offenses againsn- the Init'd States, to wi*t:

a. oribe:,ry or a puIc -ticral, in violation of Title

18, United SttsCode, Section 201Kb), by,: knowingly,

willfully, and corruptly, direct>;, and indirectly, giving,

offering, and promising a thing of value to a public official,

with intent to influence an official. act, to violate his official

duties and to influence such official to allow, commit, aid in

committing, and collude

commission of a fraud,

b. the making

Title 18, United States

within the jur-isdiction

knowingly and willfully

false, fictitious, and

and maki,-,, and usinq, -1

writings ancide'mt,

false, intoad

in a fraud, and make opportunity for the

on the United States.

of false statements, in violation of

Code, Section 1001, by, in a matter

of agencies of the United States,

making and causing to be made, materially

fraudulent statements and representations,

nI asn. be made~ aniA used, false

Ssa-me (ont-ined mateiallY

fraudul.-nt sn-atpmclnt s and entries; to Wit:

by)' causin. , er'Uivst ma--ke aind present to

*-he D'prtetso tnie *-avy andl Air Force



falso, fictitious, and fraudulent claims upon

aind aga inst the !J~ I . tts

(2) by cau:;,inq tho t~rrasur--rs of various

C~flqreS~i~flaII arpion committeestoflan

report- toe the ?'.'deral FElection Commission that

(coTt r ibution.; w'e n,-I by' indlividual s, where.r:;

CHARLES F. GARDNER k~ t hat the, contribution:;

had been mad., "y Sry'nis in violat-Ion of

tIhe prohibition agains, corporate contributions

imposed by thte IFe:dera! ElectC-ion Campaign Act.



MANNER AND MEANS

1. it was -I part oif the conspiracy that the Surveillance

and Fire- Control Systems Division (' 7&FC) of Sperry/Unisys

received contracts from the federal government.

2. It waS, a ar of the ConISLiracy that many of these

contract-, w'rr obt a inod or ma inta ined tlhrouqh t ho tise of bribes

and illeII-ill camlpa1in contr , bitions 1 f or(Vr to obtain inrdue

influenco iT the awarding ofF the contracts and their subs;equent'

funding.

3. It: was a part of the conspirac~zY that S&FC would contract

with outside persons referred to as "consultants" to pe'rform

services. These contracts were billed to the government either

directly or as overhead.

4. It was a part of the conspiracy that CHARLES F. GARDNER

as vice-president an rmAgs,1985 through March, 1988,

general manager of S&FC, would authorize technical service

agreements calling for the "consultants" to perform a specific

task, generally technical in nature, with the understanding that

portions of funds received by the "consultants" would be made

available for GARDNER to direct by placing these funds in bank

accounts, both domestic and foreign, for purposes of bribery,

illegal campaign contributions and in part for GARDNER's personal

5. It wa part. or tile consniracv tlnat although CHARLES F.

GARDNER could aithoriz'? technical s-3rvice2 agr-eements up to

S,00,O00O, "le limited such authorizations to $100,000 per

"Icolnsultantl" In Ord,-L to avoid clos-,_ :crut i fy.



6. 1 t was a part of the conspiracy that CHARLES F. GARDNE14

directed Sperry/Unisys employeecs to isu prchase orders to

"consultants" requesting that0 technical reports be submitted to

S perr 't Jn isy.

I t w As a jpi rt (,tf t hit ('nspi racy t+hat CHARLES F. GARDNER'i

di1r'vt i "consult ans t-o submit+ reports , whi1ch were of li1ttle ()r

no( v Ii Ue0 to the Uni ted States, i'l ono wi th Invo 'e(,o to

Sp.~r/~n1y in return for payments.

11t was a part ofc the conspiracy that CHARLES F. GARDNER

req-,IstoNi James G. Neal to set up companies for the purpose of

receiving monies from Sperry/Unisys throuqgh technical service

agreements. Neal set up the following companies: James Neal

Associates, Inc., Anchorage InternationaL of Northern Virginia,

Inc., Orion TLech, Inc., Tech Plans, Inc., Polaris Tech, Inc., Jay

Dee Tech, Inc., and Dubhe Associates, Inc.

9. It was a part of the conspiracy that CHARLES F. GARDNER

set up a Virginia corporation called AVC Associates, Inc., in

order to receive money from James G. Neal, through Deltech, Inc.,

another Neal company which did not contract with Sperry/Unisys.

'10. It was a part of the conspiracy that in 1983 James Neal

purchased Surrey Investments, Ltd., a corporation organized and

locate3 in the Cayman Islands.

twas a part oft h#, (,oflpI, rac:tn W Il I am M. Galvin

r eq u es-ti that- CHARLES F. GAR(')NUR p~caci condominium in Idaho

ownei uMlvnR. Paisley at tiio askingj tpric, of $149,000.

It1 was a part of tlw (7ouSn)irac: h1it. in or about May,

19, H~~i~W k. GARDNFR J ~' . ~;7.\~ obuy Pai sley 's



condominium for $149,000. Neal suggested using Surrey

Investments and CHARLES F. GARDNER agreed. Neal then transferri-d

a- total of app)roximately $180,0)r) from James Neal Associates,

Inc., Anchora-iqo International rof Northern Virginia, Inc., Tech

Plans, 1inc. , orion Tor-h, I nc., Jay Dee Tech, TIc.*, and Polaris

Tech , 1 ric. t o We-i qhb r idqe Trust, ,- Gue rn sey 1 S1 and Company hay jnq

a binrZ account in the Isle of Mar., 11.K. , and t htn di rected that

th'- irroney be transferred from th~Weighbridge Trust- I sle of Man

accoiint~ to Surrey Investments, Lt~d. in the Cayman Islands.

13. It was a part of the conspiracy that James G. Neal had

Surrey Investments, Ltd. purchase through Pathway Investments,

which was an Idaho corporation owned by Surrey Investments, Ltd,

a condominium in Sun Valley, Idaho that was owned by Melvyn R.

Paisley, who at that time was Assistant Secretary of the Navy,

Research, Engineering and Systems.

14. It was a part of the conspiracy that CHARLES F.

GARDNER instructed James Neal to direct that the Paisley

condominium be purchased for $149,000 and that no negotiation or

* attempts to lower the price of the condominium were to be

undertaken, despite the fact that the condominium was known by

CHARLES F. GARDNER to be of a value substantially less than

$149 ,000 .

15. It was a part of tlh ? C-onsni 1racy t Lha-t the Paisley

condomrinium was in fact purc'hase-i for S149,000 on approximately

August 27, 1986 by Pathway Invest:nent-s f rom funds sent f rom James

Neal's companies through W, Iqhbriduie Trust to Surrey Investments,

1 L'
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16. It was a- part of the conspiracy to permit Sperry/Unisys-

through CHARLES F. GARDNER and others at. his direction to make

illegal contributions; to political campaiiqn cominittees supportinq

candidates for fedeoral office without dete.'ction by the Federal

FElection Com;-sion (the Commission) or by the public, to permit

sd i e~ I I~f i utn -;fl t o be roce i ~ nd aeted by the

,v31i 'tical r-irnpa iqn committee too i-(- which t-ht-y were, mad( wihout

dIecio b the Commission o-r b_, the pu bI I,,- and to )revent the

Comm ission from imoigsanctions fo-r sic-h vjiation.,: of the

Fede ralI Election Campaign Act.

17. It was a part of the conspiracy that CHARLES F. GARDNER

would direct Sperry,/Unisys employees to further instruct certain

individuals to make campaign contributions in their own name and

in the name of others.

18. It was a part of the conspiracy that%- the said

individuals would and did make campaign contributions as

instructed by CHARLES F. GARDNER.

19. Itwas a part of the conspiracy that CHARLES F. GARDNER

would cause treasurers of the political campaign committees to

which these illegal contributions were made to report them to the

Commission as small and lawful contributions made by the

individuals rather than as large and 1Illegal contr- ibut ions made

S pe rry n .7



OVERT ACTS

in furtherance of the conspiracy and. to effect its objec

the defendant, CHARLES F. GARDNER, and ot'r;committed and

caused to be committed overt acts within "-hie Eastern District

Virginia andi elsewhere, including but not limited to, the

fol11owi1ngj

1 . On or about tho dates s,,t fortn .-- low, Jaino.-, C, Neal

incorpo)rated the following corploration0s1 the Commonlt

Jam~es Neal Associates, Inc. 4/1/79

Deltech, Inc. 10/1/81

Anchorage International of

Northern Virginia, Inc. 2/1/83

Orion Tech, Inc. 4/1/84

Tech Plans, Inc. 5/1/84

Polaris Tech, Inc. 9/1/84

Jay Dee Tech, Inc. 10/1/84

Dubhe Associates, Inc. 10/1/84

2. On or about April 25, 1983, James G. Neal purchased

Surrey Investments, Ltd., a corporation organized and located

the Cayman Islands.

3. On or about August 24, 1984, Sperry,/Unisys paid $20,

for work invoiced by James Neal Asoca, Inc., and James G

Neal depositoed this $20,000 to bho bnk -i-count of James Neal

Associates, Inc.

ts,

of

f

000

M_ __ W



4. on or about 'September 1, 1984, James G. Neal deposited

$,20 ,000 into the bank account of T)''1 tech, I nc. f rom the bank

-ircount. of James Neal Assoc 1 ifo, Inf(,.

5.On or about May- 1H , 1986 , Sperry/Un i ys paid James Neal

Associ at -; , I nc. $20 ,000 e work invoiced by James Neal

6. On or about Miy 26, 1980, James; Neil A oitsInc.,

;tied a check in th-e amount of SiO,000 t_, WeqbId rs o

i. .u~.t~ih-. ieunrc~ Tr: s n v'i in nrate 1 n theo Isle of

7. On or about June 22, 1986, Sperry/Unisys paid James Neal

Afisociates, Inc. $15,000' for work invoiced by James Neal

Associates, Inc.

8. On or about July..f 9, 1986, James Neal Associates,, Inc.

i;_su2d c -heck in the amount of $15,000 Lo Weighbridge Trust for

deposit to the Weighbridge Trust account located in the Isle of

Man, U.K.

9. On or about July 23, 1986, Surrey Investments, Ltd.

received $10,000 from Weighbridge Trust.

10. On or about August 19, 1986, Surrey Investments, Ltd.

received $150,000 from Weighbridge Trust.

11 Fo m July,, 2 3, 1986 to August 19, 1986, Surrey

Inv es te n S, td . ser, S18 5,000 t-,: pal Ihwav I nvestmonts In1 Idaho.

"2 n s3r aiboit#_ 'uyus-. 15, l966, Paithw.iy s3ent. $155,000 to

TneBro~erue r te irchase of a condom,1-i fl 1 m in Slun 'Valley,

Idaho owned by M.,lvv,,n R. Paisley, sisan -cretary of the

Nav, ~s~ar:n rFl~neen-r ino_ and vte.
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13. On or about November 16, 1987, Surrey sold the Idaho

condominium for $100,000.

14. Tn or aibout D--cembor , 1 986, ('IJARES F. GARDNER contact.#,(

Robert D. Bairrott -ind instruirt,-d iiiin to contact ce-'rtain

individual: who,- h id ~n1C soer.ico akreements with Unisys and

to obtal1il.n~i~ t!U ii mv f r t ho Bill (Thaippol 1 Campaign)

C'orn Ii t

in~ > or aibout December, 1986, Robert D. 13--rrotl contactedl

Robert ii . L i tieE ' -id ario ins~ ~JbnL~iEk dpi

contribution to the- Bill Chappel I Campaiqn Committe

16. On or- about December 10, 1986, Robert H. Liittlefield

wrote a check for one thousand dolla--rs ($1,000) to the Bill

Chappell Campaign Committee and ftthe check undated.

17. On or about July 1, 1987, CHARLES F. GARDNER caused the

treasurer for the Bill Chappell Campaign Committee to file with

the Federal Election Commission a Report of" Receipts and

Disbursements for the period January 1, 1987 to June 30, 1987

which reported the $1,000 contribuion from- Robert H.

Littlefield.

18. In or about July, 1987, CHARLES F. GARDNER contacted

Robert D. Barrett -and instructed hIrp to cont-act certain

individuails who liad t-chnic,-ai sf-rvi-e -remnt with Unisys and

to obtain c mpa Lu,, con r ih iO re Dvsor Fur- Congress

orpi'r Commit197,cotacedJ.

1~~~.I sIn orI-tJl,18,iuo1 . ~rt otce o

Rob-rt- i HniJs's emplovee-, an.i rii-tel him to obtain a

cam ',1 ()ot 11 ion fo c b) r -- iou ~> ampaign

C om i

n

I
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20. On or about July 9, 1987, Dori L. Lynch wrote a check fot-

one thousand (101 1ars ( $1,000 ) t o rho Dyson For Cong ross Campaign

Cormii t t,'. a nd I-f t- t-ho chock iinda to

21. Tn or about July, 1987, Robcert D. Barrett received the

che-'K f rain Don 1I. Lynich inA qai -e It to( an agent of Unisys.

22 & tn _ h'i uy ~7,~ un ttns dtd the

c~~~~ r~r n t to t ht Dy son F*o r onr Campa i n Comm i ttee.

~n Dr ab~out January 31, 1 988 , CHARILES F . (.;ARDNER caused

r-h ora r r for tho D,-yso-n For Congrqrs (-A -11ig Comnmittee to

file with the Fede ral Election Cormmission a Report of Receipts

and Disbursement.-s for the period July 1, 1987, to December 31,

1987, which reported the $1,000 contribution from Don L. Lynch.

(In violation of Title 18, United States Code, Section

371) .



COUNT TWO

(18 1-. S. C. § 2 01 (b) (1 ) (A) (13) and (C)I

THlE UNITED) ST'ATES3 ATTORNEY F JrTii ERi CHARGE ; THAT:

On or ihou -vBs 27, 1986 in th.-' TE:tst----rn Di strict of

Virginia arini ~otwhcore,

CHARLEPS F. GARDNER

did knowintgly, wi lt ul ly, andI cot ruptlC-y, di roctly, and

indiroctly, gvoffer and Promnise a thing of value, namely a

~~ c~f r~n r~ r? airn rrncv to Melv.'yn R. P-a'sle,, a public

official., who was Assistant Secretary of the Department of the

Navy, Research, Engineering and Systems, a department of the

Un ited States government, with intent to:

1. influence Melvyn R. Paisley in the performance of

official acts, to wit : decisions and actions pertaining to the

ongoing Aegis and MATCAL contracts.

2. influence Melvyn R. Paisley to allow, commit, aid, and

collude in committing a fraud, and make opportunity for the

commision of a fraud, on the United States.

3. induce Melvyn R. Paisley to do and omit to do acts in

violation of his official duties, to wit: his duty to avoid

actions that might result in, or be expected to create, the

giving of preferential treatment.-

(In vio inn (,)' Ti1t le 18, !1n ited States Code, Sect ion 201

b I ( 1 A) (B T") ir, ( K:



COUNT THREE

126 1j. S.C. § 7206 (2)

THE UNITED) STATES ATTORNEY FUJRTHER CHARGES THATr:

On or about thto- 3rd daty of December, 1986, in t-t- Eastern

[)isritof- Vir,,iinia,

C.HARLES F. GARDNER

the doferlda-nt , ild willfullY .-I'd Ind C1;in c (onnection with

th'f presentation to the I nternal Revenuo Sorv ~ f r.S

Corporation Inrome Tax Retu-rn, Fo-rm 1120, for Dtltech, I.,a

corporation, for the fiscal year ended September 30, 1986, which

wa's filed with the Internal Revenue Service, which was false and

fraudulent as to a material matter, in that it represented that

Deltech, Inc. was entitled under the provisions of the Internal

Revenue laws to claim contract services deductions in the total

sum of $292,020, whereas the total contract services deductions

which Deltech, Inc. was entitled to claim for the fiscal year



ended September 30, 1986, were in an amount substantially less

than the amount claimed.

(in violation of Title 26, IUnitled

7206 (2 ). )

State~s Code, SrThtion

By:

Lee R adrfe'
Deputy Chief
Public Integrity Section
U.S. Department of Justice

Nancy Nicomb
Special Assistant
United States Attorney

Jeffrey F. Michelland
Speclia1 Attorney
Tax Division
U.S. Department of Justice

-ki~ . Davidovich
4-tial Att-)rnte y

'' D .epartinent of Justic



S-TATEMENT OF FACTS 1

The qovernment 's~ ev idience woul d show that CHAR LES -F-.-GRJN'R

was omploved( i-Y/ Sjp')"Iy COrjoralt -i of, and its successor, Unisys

C1orporit ion and served i:; vice-president and general manager of

urvex- 1 ac m 'r Cnr ystems, a division of Shipboard

T he ~rve i 11a nc 2 a -ci Fr1 Control Systems li1on(S&FC) of

whic-h were obtained or maintained through the use of' bribes and

illegal campaign contributions in order to obtain undue influence

in the awarding of the contract-s and their subsequent funding.

S&FC contracted with outside persons referred to as

"consultants", 1ncludinQ Jam~es G. Neal, to perform services.

Thes conracts were billed to the government eitherdietyo

as overhead.

CHARLES F. GARDNER, as vice-president and from August, 1985

through March, 1988 as general manager of, S&FC, authorized

technical service aoreements calling for the "consultants" to

perform a specific task, generally technical in nature, with the

understanding that portions of funds received by the

consultalnt[-s" wo lbe made available for CHARLES F. GARDNER to

di recir b%, ii a:b~m ankz ai.countS, bDOth. domeostic and

foreign, or~ro;scf Y'r1er, i ical campaign contributions

and in pi orHARLF" F. GARDNER'S sprnaIuse. Although

CHARLES IF. GARDNE-,-R rolin;hrz~technical service agreements

Up) to -,;,)I VO , 000 00C 1o a osi $100 ,000 per



" consultaint" in order to avoid close scrutiny. CHARLES F.

r;ARDNER di rected Sporry/Un is5ys omployoos; t 0 ) issu purchase orders

4 "corlsult-ants.r" includiing jaines, G. Neal, requesting that

- ch n i ca1 reports ho s;ubm i tted to S-3porry/Un isy s. T h

"ostf u 1 17t ~ t if i noir~ James G. Nea I

W'rO ot t I or ) no tit, t h.e ITnito

1 os toiysi Spe-ry 'Unisy inot uirn for,,

CHARLES F. G.-ARDNER requested James

-,r~rJ~3for tepurpose of receiving

ruhtechnical service agreements.

-7jMpanies: James Neal Associates, Inc.

,,f Northern Virginia, Inc., Orion Tech,

Polaris Tech, Inc., Jay Dee Tech, Inc.,

C:HARLES F. GARDNER set up a Virginia co

subm I t ted

(-j S -

G; NI. t

mno n ie f

N- al set u

Anchorag

I nc. , Tec

and Dubhe

roorat ion

reports which

lONwith

) ot UD

p the following

e International

h Plans, Inc.,.

Associates, Inc.

called AVC

Associates, Inc., in order to receive money from James G. Neal,

through Deltech, Inc., another Neal company which did not

contract with Sperry/Unisys. In 1983 James Neal purchased Surrey

Inviestments, Ltd., a corporation organized and located in the

Cayman Islands.

William M. Galvin, a defense consultant, requested that

CHARLES F. GARDNER purchase a condominium in Idaho owned by

vle>vn R. PaisleyV Assistant Secretar', of the Navy, Research,

71 ri n & 1.stcs 1t -7L s r~ fS4

Qr ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ H botCALV .JRN drod James G.

-al o bj pa 1s3l1 v S CO lonumnn fo 1l~,O 'n' That no

2~Q7 ~~tsor att-om;-ts to 1ow-r the :rc n condominium

usnr~ ke , esi-. ~p~ h~ ALI F. GARDNTER



knew the condomilnium to bo of a valuo :;ubstantially less than

$149,000. Neal suggestod u,;i riq SurriY I nivcstrnents and CHARLES F.

;ArIDNER ag ref'(. Neal t hon t r;in!;!hor r#-d a teta il of approximately

S180,000 from James; Noal Associate -3, Ticn. , Anchorage

I nternationa-il )f- Nort ho[n VirTnj n-. , Tech Plans, Inc., Orion

Te-ch , Tic. , 3 iy Dee, Tech, I rc. ,-nd Pol I r i Tech , I n(-. to

Wei rlhbr idge Trust, a Guernsey I sI and (om1any lt.' i nq a- bank

~i ")ntin the Isle of Man, ".K. , ruthen d rected ( that the

'rrs-vho t r ansfrred fro-m th ~bi~ Trs I oMan

-icount to Surrey Investments, Ltd. in th#: Cayman Islands.

The Paisley condominium W3S purchased for $149,000 on

approximately August 27, 1986 by Surrey Investments from funds

sent from James Neal's companies through Weighbridge Trust to

Surrey Investments, Ltd. On or about November 16, 1987, Surrey

Investments, Ltd. sold the Idaho condominium for $100,000.

During the period of time in or about May 1986 through

November 1986, Melvyn R. Paisley, while holding the position of

Assistant Secretary of the Navy;*, Research, Engineering & Systems,

performed certain official acts to benefit Sperry/Unisys with

regard to the Navy's procurement of the AEGIS second source and

the Marine Air Traffic Control and Landing Systems.

Sperry,/V-nisys, throuqh CHARLES F. GARDNER, and others at his

dilrect ion, Tao?,- Illeqal cnr 10 in S0 to 1 oi t icalI campa ig n

coMM It eeos -,sup) Dor t 1 c andI. i de s j r fdraI(- offic e w ith ou t

(I~ec r1 bv +',i, Fedora' 0~c icni Covuniss ion (the Comission)

~'RES F . G ARDN ER di r, t ed -l r U'ins ys eployees to instruct

c ,r ta 1n indi v~duJI s to nak mij cent ributir'is In the-ir oDwn

:- i- 'A nd ill v- nim-I ()I- i- H



In or dlibout December, 1986, CHARLES F'. GARDNER contacted

Robert D). 13.irret t and instructed him to contact certain

individue-ls who had te-chnical service agi~rociflnts with Unisys and

to obtain (campaicIn contributions for the Bill Chappell Campaign

Committoo'. In or ibout December, 1986, Robert D. Barrett

contact-,i 1<01)01t Ii. .i t t l#t tld <-n(i i nstructoed him to mnake a
campa n con t r bu ion t o t ho PIll1 Ch-ippol 11(m7 i 0m e

On o)r ihout December 1A.0, 1986, R obe r t- H. 1,Littieil rt

--heck f -- r one thousand dollars ($1.0C0 ) "_o thp Bil1l Chappell
Campaign Committee and left thle check undated. O raotJl

1, 1987, the treasurer for the Bill Chappell Campaign Committee

filed with the Federal Election Commission a Report of Receipts

and Disbursements for thle period January 1, 1987 to June 30, 1987

which reported the $1,000 contribution from Robert H. Littlefield.

T ~ ~ r '- ,A&I iir 97 CHARLES F.GARDNER cnatdRobert

D. Barrett and instructed him to contact certain individuals who

had technical service agreements with Unisys and to obtain

campaign contributions for the Dyson For Congress Campaign

Committee. In or about July, 1987, Robert D. Barrett contacted

John Roberts, a Unisys employee, and instructed him to obtain a

campaign contribution for the Dyson For Congress Campaign

C ommi1tt. On or aboutL July 9, 1987, Don T,. L% nch wrote a check

for on,-: tho-usand doll irs (S$i , 000 ) to h- yo XrCnrs

Campilcn Comrn1tttoc" an.] left the cil-k; undatei. 15n )r about July,

1987, DoetU. BirreoL L received t check f roirn Donf !,. Lynch and

gave-C it-t- anl agent o5 Unisys. In )r abouL July, i1-8-7, an agent

of 'ku 5~' sit~ a5- (11k qn oav hon I -h. ')"sonr Fo:r

011111110 __ III



Congress Campaign Committee. On or about January 31, 1988, the

treasurer for the Dyson For Conqr.--;s Camp,-ign Committee filed

with the Feor(il Election Commissio)n a Report of Receipts and

Disbursement,; for the period July 1, 1987 to December 31, 1987,,

which reportrod the $1,000 contribution from Don L. Lynch.

Th~t *'I;trers t he pcli t eal (campa iqn co('mmittees to which

t he(-,se i2 1 ljal contributions were made' would and (did report them

to 4-h- cf rninission as small and lawful contributions made by the

individ iis., rather than as larqe and ilgal contributions mad,-

by Sperry/Unisys.

On December 3, 1986 James G. Neal presented and filed the

corporate income tax return for Deltech, Inc. for the fiscal year

ending September 30, 1986. The return falsely claimed contract

services deductions in the total sum of $292,020, whereas the

total contract services deductions which Deltech, Inc. was

entitled to claim for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1986

were in an amount substantially less than the amount claimed.

Because CHARLES F. GARDNER had previously failed to provide

James G. Neal with bogus invoices substantiating the contract

services deductions, on May 24, 1988, during a telephone

conversation, CHARLES F. GARDNER agreed with James G. Neal to

provide Neal, for his submission during an Internal Revenue

ervc 1#-i, bogus, invoices :3 sutpport the $292, 0 2 0 contract

services ue,_duction claimed on meDt4,--ch, Inc. corporate income

taxretrn ridon Decemnber 3, 1986, which was then under audit.
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

Cr .

r~i

CL RK. USDISTFRIC C URTALEXAkNV13A. VIRGINIA

JOSEPH E. HILL*
De fend ant.

GUILTY PLEA

January 27., 1989

Before: Claude 1M. Hilton, Judge

APPEARANCES:

Joseph Aronica and Nancy Newcomb, Counsel for the United States
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
EASTERN DISTRICT Or VIRGINIA

Alexandria Division

VS.

Hamilton P. Fox, III, counsel for

The defendant, Joseph E. Hill, in

V.

I

0 %a .7 # # Ar M



jo!;f-'fh At-miIiCI

cr 8'-3

!JOSE.P1 EDMUJND)I 1.1.
DEFEND)ANT

CAS;E CAI.I.1:I) FORZ: moTI oN:;
ARRA I (;NMf:NTl
1PROB VIOLATION
(iIlAN(;E- OF 111.1A
1INFO) & PI.E.A

DEFEEND)ANT APPEAREDI)1N PERSON: YES;
W ITH'l COIJNS~E!L YE:;

kILEi) IN OPEN COURT: INFORMATION

0EC ELVEI) BY PULIE 20 FROM USIX____

/4 .. 1.Lc i

SLITT Nt;Tt AL, DATE
APPEAL FROM USMC
PRE.- I NI CTME.'T PLEA
,, ENTFENk 1 NG
on)TlH-:R

No)
N o

(v
(V

(

(
(
(
(X
(

WAIVER OF INDICTMENT ( )

URRA1G;N4NT &PLRA: WFA ( FA ilk;G ( PNG
TRIALLBY JURY ( ) TRIAL BY COURT ( )

___________DAYS TO FILE MOTIONS WITH ARGUMENTS ON________

)HFENDANT ENTERED PLEA OF GUILTY AS TO COUNTS

DTION FOR DISMISSAL OF__

RDER ENTERED IN OPEN COURT
-BY UNITED STATES - GRANTED
ORDER TO FOLLOW

OTIONS: (See listing on reverse)

RFP.NDANT DIRECTED TO REPORT TO P.O. FOR PSI - YES ()

ASE CONTINUED TO JURY TRIAL( ) COURT TRIAL( ) SENTENCING( )

DEFENDANT COMMITTED TO THE CUSTODY OF THlE ATTORNEY GENERAL FOR A PERIOD OF:

OURT( RECOMMENDS INCARCERATION AT:______________________

INE, IMPOSED: $ PAYABLE STAND COMMITTED FOR NON-PAYMENT()
ND SET AT :$_____ --SURETY () PERSONAL RECOGNIZANCE()

DEFENDANT RELEASED ON BOND (vV DEFENDANT REMANDED ()
RELEASE ORDER EXECUTED)( NO BOND/DETAINED()
SPECIAL ASSESS3MENT OP $ON EACH COUNT FOR A TOTAL OF $_______

k.LL EXhIBI1T:; AND/OR CHlARTS MllJ:;T Ifl:E FILED W1I11 THIE CLE--RK WI.THIN WORKING
i)AYS3 BEFOREI TRIAL. ANY E:(H131 1T AND/OR CHART N40T FIED WILL NOT BE ADMITTED

COUNSI:I. F'OR i

Ap r I I

A'uE F 4O:

(

NO(

Do* t 1100k_
D~ocket SlhecL

HlamilIton Fox

COUNSEl. FO1? I)EFT



ORIGINAL

RECEIPT FOR PAYMENT
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

for the

tATF RN DISTRPICT OF VIRGINIA

C 66212

RIECEIVED FROM

___________--

]riqi_ ~*

27'/ ____

Account Code ACOUT-

100 Deposit Fund
101 Trustee Fees
102 Restitullor

200 pegIstry Fund
201 Casht BaitI
202 Land Condemra! c-

Genera nd Special Fund
310 Immigration Fees
320 Attorney Admssor Fee
330 Filling Fees

331 cii cases
332 Wyrit of Habeas Cc'l
333 Appeals
334 BankruptCy Cases (Clerf s Fee:

340 Sale of publicat k,)rs

350 Copy Fees
360 Miscellaneous Fees
370 Inteest Deposits!' L'
380 Ceu't Co0sts to Ul S

36 Resiltu1ion to U S
391 Cowribviloons to US
392 Mist: Gifis to US
400 Crime victims Fu-::~
X601O Unclaimed Money

C*;Icks and drafts are accepted~ sut~ect to cc~'

lection and full Credit *mI only~ be gioln *heP"

the check or draft has bor acee by the

nanclal instItution on which it *asdra-

DATE/ C--~ C~'~~~0

5 1~ Ci -

Li*~

(Rlev 31W6

DEDUT"I CLERK



we

I N THF iH rNIr 'P1) j)P ( il TRTI CT (70URT FOR TfIu

N 1) 1N'."PP I CT I" VTIRGI NIT~

Iox 1- n,, r 1 1-1 Til <, ioni

ARMJ'\ I T *\T~

-117 UJITFVD QTTF( r TT(ONFY (HA4PGF; 'r~iT:

1.~ .t -I~ tims r vant to this information JOqEPH EDMUND

vrrthe defendant herein, was self employed as a consultant and

was_, a3 financial supporte,--r of several candidates running for the

Uinit-ed qtates Aiouse of Representatives and the United States

qenate (hereinafter referred to as "federal offices").

2. The political committees referred to in this Information

supported candidates for nomination and election to the federal

off Ice s

su -I ect1

I i in, i .- ai I

referred

3.

re

to

t

p

lerred to in paragraph~ I ai

the reporting provisions

s of th-li Fe'deral Fiection

o as the "PFCA") described

Olitcaleomit~~e5wnicnI

io I' -

1 ':4

I~ii.L ~ 1; ' IL ifl11VI

oove, and as such were

and the campaign financing

;qmain Act (hereinafter

in paragraph 4 below.

fininc 11% supported

~Qj~r.id ; Title 2 rUnit'-cd

:)-riri~:roports with th e

4-TOrt wer to accurately

,jais and entities which had

* ~' i~'-~ ~x'';S 2kV J i-i ~ f

PRl&
I" OPEN COURT-

Ck.A.D"stict court
_AjjpenrA0. Virginia

:~n~r I:~

I IM ! J f,

T %I I N 'N I

1)011 Cal comml '[_too

1W 
0



Iw

Th t p , a n in 1)i

Ot rit (' :~,~ , f or ba (1, ,

r ti (-uIa r 0,oc t I o n 4 41.f o f Ti1tle(- 2,

~I n d r, n ( or(,d I 1 I - qa 1 , i ct: r i bu t on

rn 1, 7h'(If)I~ L t t~1~i1Cnh( ~;1 i ta w''I- md (I n he

na in'' of ru s~ (11: rt~ thi s' pxr(r rpn 1 b I for thr'

Con r io biT, ion s ij t ciont -

oP d -In w' uv;o -1~i t t '-I IIfer'' toI

'jur s Ian :n 437ri(i) of Tt'2, T71ni ta tr o(-k to0

detect, n.s~t and take enforCrement action against

violatinns -f he PT.FC4 InclUdI provisions re-,ferred to in

:ja a~rph 4 aoe.

-- 6. T n ajdition, the Corami ss ion was '2ntrusted with the

authority and responsibility pursuant to qection 438(a)(4) of

-it>- 2, TUnited ctates Code , to ma k.:: avai1lable to the public

speciic "nomto hc a enfled with the Commission

;)ir su-a nt to the rrovi sions ci'?scr i b'd in paragraph 3 above

.=rn11c; C_-M

'ortina can

7. Be, i n

X:) 1 A1 .

coaian contributions to( Political committees

did-3tes for federal office.

nina on or about- Jul, 1987 and continuing

()- n or 3O-u U n l~~ nMnoa, New York,

;. ~rnnis' io ~2& ~)rZ, '~P~wD1MUND 4j~~

I, Kn o 1 i -;I I : L. VI I Lv ma-do (-ont-ri'buton
~~n violw~~~~ ions '.rl~rsinCmaq

4

Un it. d

3 P F



* 0

'\ct , 
2 .t- i ons 4 31 through 4 55 of Ti tle, 2 , U Inited Otates

tho mannor It' f i I~ ly dw-;er I b( ( i n Count , ()n. through

8n d~r -i cae r yca r 1988, the v Io(latI o ns o f t

lC t I on (>imp'll ct. (1.'~scr 1 bed i n Counts nno- and Trwo o

I nf or ma: to I o (-),I IS .,000 withi re-szoc: to tho dofr-n

~~~~, vr 1a.na 0e 1 a8, c ;iI io n s Cf t

pi~ 12 -~' n ic escr ibed In CooIn t s' reo(- and 700

jnfor .I- onaroqaltoJ $ 2 ,000 wi th respect- to tho def en

Code, i n

Four o)I

h e Ir (-r d

f t hI S

dant na-mo~d

ho 7'ederal

rof this

dant named

COUNT OlNE

[2 U.S.C. §§ 441f; 43'7g(d)j

TliE UNT7P- qTT~ ATTORNEFY FURTHER CHI\RGEq THAT:

In or ab~:June, 1988, in Mineola, ',Jew York, within the

EasernDxsr~c ofNew York, JqFlPH EDMUND H4TLT,, the defendan

herei, ciiii knowinqiy and ilul permlit 'his name to be- used t

effect a contrib6a-tiol- having a total value of $1,000, to the

t'rinds~f im- p'ass-r, in -)I --ion Of ~~tos441' and 437g(d)

T> ie d - . A-

(W.9



COU!NT TWO~

12 5")r § 441f 4-17q(d)

m j p N T rP . I, 'T' ?\ 'T'PW. r ,J-prM TN ;:Y P I J RT 11 'R I A RG '~ TH AT'

I r a ho'At M a Y 1, 988, M I nro1(- l , Ne(w York, wi th I n the Fa st ori n

i) i st r i Ct- Of Now yar 'K , ; I VpJ vDMUND T~IT 1,T , t- h1 (1( fo0nd an t

h re I ,, i ,L, 11 ("W 11li~ '1T1 W, i ill ly j'-.rml 11,11nm-, to eI) I "SOid to

offor'~o I I:fl Y1~I I % IVf~ Itj ,,Iw <i , 000 to the

Pjr'riPa' f or Conirrosn- Carn; .).i 'n C7omm i t t:- , n vio lat ion of

qoc-t ions 441.1 anil 437g(u') of TIto 2, UJnit,~ 3 .atos ('ode.

COUNT TTHREE

[2 U.qKC. §§ 441f; 437g(d)]

rT'4E UNITFED qTATFq 4TTORNEY FURT9FR CHARGE;' THAT:

In or about October, 1987 In Min' ,ola, New York, within the

Eastern District of New York, JOqF'PH F-DMUND HILTL, the defendant

he~rein, did knowingly and wilif-illy permnit his name to be used to

effect a contribution having a total value- of $1,000 to the

Dickenson qpecond District Congressional Committee, in violation

of ~csons45 ;and 437a(-i) o§- di'L~2, T-i ,I t-Ates Code .



COUNT FOUR

[2 U.q.C. §§ 441f; 437g3 (d)

TTJ!: IJNTfIV-I) qTATV'q TVTTORNEY FIJRTITIF CHA1RGE'- TmvT:

Tn or about- July, 19)87, in Mineola, N--w York, within the

P;;is t (1rn 7) s t r 1 ct jnqpt F' ok J~~HDMUND TJ lLt, the dendt

herol n, , ii knowi l y i" '11d wi 1 1t u 11y p.-Irrn it hi1 narni' to be usod 1(

eff .~con ribution having a tot-al vili- ±' S1 ,000 to the Ds

,-o-r C",r- rOss CorRMttcl,--,, in violation &t~ir;441If and 437g(d)

Cj mj 2 nte tatocs Code.

UNITR D. TFQI\T NE

By: ,iz

lss stant United qtates ~tre

Nancy N~wcomb
Qpeciai Assistant
United qtates Attorney



IN OPN C("L.,

~T 'TF~ENT ' ~ ~ Cik.U.S. District Curt

Ae flis. Virginia

mh ~ ~ qvolrft'~(vi 1~~ 011dSo a rorn oil or about

1977 to Frs')s; I)S'P P:tv ~T IT , j' 1 ()niyoda

COnSU Itan Ilt -11 W-1' w,)1 -KISl O k1 ill hom~ i i noola , New York.

I ts pr I in, I v 1 1'~ -1.- '1 1,- r'' i S .r ('(or no rato n .i ni

I~su p;o~ DrS-J; rkl l

n. 4- -~~~4 r i ln -1 n t-nzi- wnich

(1te r e di i to a s - c.................__

.4ij~ wis requir-r! to nrovIG-2 rmr :wrynisy S as detailed

tnthe pirchase order stat'r-nern of ~r. H~,untrWSpi

for the work rictdin ,Ejfos-- Te~c ts n fac-t, from in or

atboui 1982, t--hese payments we-re pro-vid,!d with, t-hs understanding

that an unspeclii portion of :-hese funds wou'-i be- used for

,certain purposes, including pol. tical contribut Ions for

candidates iri'n--ifued by re-Presena t V o-; q::-3ry/1Unisvs at a

later dat'-e

lullwas intac, a~Zeu repese~atresof perry/Unisys

to make numerous contributiiollS 11 -IS namte. qi2ec ifi ca1I1y, 11i1

wa s a sked by Denni1s M 1tche L, a p. r ryini1Sy s emp loyee , to

make contributions in the- form c c--ckq t'u candidates designated

by itlw I. Tn~v:I nstc. I:- C n~s ~ undate -d so

tha'iteJi* -- :v. contributions by

1-er' 'Vu7': 1 vu . maci -- to certain

ca nidt ;3 1t d:a~i ku;~~. ; theseQ

co n,, s I but I()!,, i>1 ~ m: il C It S I[

consr 1 r I 55 7i P~2-i v,



'V.

r mi

n I--l r1

nl or .ibout July, 1987, 1111 know ngl Iy in(] wiIling

*- i h i ,; nicr' t () ho~xA;( t ) ot. f-ct ,i 1 , 00) 1)()1- It Ci I

or In~uik~)to~ 9H7 I 11 know 1 nil y aind wilIn

O'd h' nu"1 :;(,d t f ff oct a $1 ,000 poli 1t Ical1

[oil) I 02-I(k . 'r ~~o ir i n

r abo2 1A-11 w 1 1b,:1 -2 ~ ~ 23 wl

A. 4 Pr IH prL ca I

cn~~~r~~~but~~~Mcn t1 "chr y ?r- Cpign Co0MUite"

Tno aDt uw -w% Hil knownv a nd willing permitted

his naMe -0 usoci to 'ff'-ct a$,'D e.tc1contribution to

(MW 

0



T N T IIE U N I T ED ~T rTFO 1) 1 qTR I CT C70U0RT F R

Till- ! '!I' N I T '~IR ('fl P VIP?(fNIA

Al\Iexaindi a L ) vi 3 ;( rl

IANV ITE MT\~I6 Ib N\P 7\ INO

rTho Uni t'd 14tatos; of ?mer;, vIY its counsel , He~nry F.

Hudson, United qtates Attorne*.' for the? Fastern District of

Virginia, Joseph J. ?\ronica, ?\ssistant_ United Qtates Ittorney,

and Nancy Newcomb, !-pecia1 Issistant U-nitted qtates 4ttorney, and

the Defendant, Joseph Fdmund 14iiIl, and his attorney, Hamilton P.

ox, state the following plea agreemrent reached after

negotiations pursuant to Rule 11, Federal Rules of Criminal

Procedure:

1. The defendant agrees to appear in open court in the

"Pastern District of 'Virginia, MNexandria Division and plead

gity to the four count information filed with the Court. The

defendant agrees to waive venue with respect to all counts. The

information charges t.-he defendant i violating Title 2, United

~at'6 '0I" , 2~'t on441 Cl), c'i rq i :.th*- imvkin7 of pol itical

con r bu' iw, .th-" namo~- omr ' d--fr-ndant recogn i ze.

*naut, W1111 r6." : Cou nt. .I l I, V1~tCSt6 ount: a t errm

~~rnnr1~~~~ '1vr~n c, 1_ ao' vr;a:J til p to $100,000,

[iw o )m t~'X) ': iso- -- cs 01 o n yea r i n the

~~~~~~~ Ir-)r b'-1' '_ I~p';': n':' 'K :ra :-' St' l st



one year and not more than f ive Years, if imprisonment is not

i m u'') 'Iu l If (IIa In. .;' n n t ot $25. rp I o- ( i' fnd.in t

r~crji zn; ht~wit h rcospo('t t,, Con i an d 4 , ho' f arcs , per

cou nt, a t - rm of ~rnpi ;(n r n t- 70 u on1) , a fin"1 l' o f u p t,

SI1O0 0)o -ind ai I,~~ ri I of;nr~ $ 25 Tho Government

rr~CC~ ~ hwo'~'t hat .ik l hauih Cnunt indu~ 4 doa not.al

41 hn (1 ntenc irn Guide I ns an Id 1)uli1C t- La t e in e I I

(~~i rk- idonti '-a I inl n- r~eCoulnt_,L 1ind 2, walich do fall1

-II(, r-~ therovlsio ns of the I-entencing Guidelines an-d Poli

ta t emenIts. Theref _'ore, the? Gove'rnm,_nt does not object to Counts

3 and 4 beinq treated as if they fail under the provisions of the

qentencing Guidelines anid Po-licy lqtatements. Thedfnat

further recognizes that the termrs of imprisonment, supervised

r'4 ease and/or- probation on eaci count may bte consecutive to

those imposed on any other count, and the fines imposed on each

countL- may be cumulative t-,o thos- liposed on any other count.

2. ~The defendantC aarees to fu"Lly and truthfully disclose

allnforatin, about his act"v:tIs and those of others about

whicri federal la,,, enforc-?ment., o< fials require. 9e agrees to

testify fully and t7ruthfully be-fore all grand juries and all

t -rials an1d Oth -r nudicil oc-dic a; requested by., the United

-IA- T'Iw Ai-f ~2Ia r subi S all NMIIpolygrap

axajina yA~; i i ii> 'Vtorn-y's fic for

ac : [ 1', -

(ii1 ~ r~'acc,-pted by the



spcfed he re in, the Unted qta-tes Attorney's Office for the

Fa st e r I) 1st r ict o f V irq in ia and t he Un i tod qtzites At torney for

the Fasterr n District of New York ag'enot to bring addi onal

c-riminal charios irilinst the defendant arising out of or

connectedI wilh t he ikt i vi t-ies -,et forth in the '-tatement of Fact s.

Bit it * I - -e tI m-fth nite ta s Atorney ', Off ice fur

t ie 'a s tr isri1ct1 of 17Vira i~ia d-lo rmnies-' thit- the de-fendant

ha -s ;:i,",.At' fuif ill completely each a-nd every one of his

obliqatinris undeor Ithis agreem-rent or naS intenr-lonally qiven

mratrlly1% Ilse, incomplete or misleading testimony or

information, the United qtates \ttorney's office for the Fastern

District of' Virainia will be f.ree from its obligations under this

agreement and may seek additional charges against the defendant

arising out of or connected with the activities set forth in the

Istatement of Facts. The United states Attorney's Office may also

prosecute the defendant for perjury, obstruction of justice, or

other charges arising from his giving of any false testimony or

statements to the government.

4. The de -fendant agrees that if he withdraws his guilty

plea at any time, or otherwise violates this agreement, and

subsequent crininal prosecution results, any and all information,

i n what#--eve-?r *~~i -Ic lud I nq a ny 9 een Made by h imi to law

I-,nfo rc,-e men N or an% t 1 trmony% g I ven by; h im, subsequent to

thedat o~~n: a~eemntshall he aidmissible- in evidence

-Aga inst nIr Ete7' d--fendfint acr,--s Itco assert no_- claim under Rule,

LI~Qe J, <ls . : 2r-rn.nal Procedure-, or Rule 410,



T'deral vu sof videne tithat the ';t atoerents should be excluded

f romn ovid(ence

J.1tisnnes e h'it t listt,~ n t.(,beh imposed on the

de( fe(,n dant ri wi thin 1h1 oe(i ee o of t-ho sentencing judge,

a~ resribd b th ~eten i o GIe inr-r' and Title 18 , United

staten ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ I'l ('d, et o ,c (t .Te o.ndar't understand., 1and

-i hit OVf f h 1 0lit. s Ie s i 1 -at- I ,f ie W1 wth hII

sentec lie shall have notic) to withdraw his guilty pleas

after accroptance of his pleas by the qsentencinq judge. The plea

is entered into and presented to the Court under Rule 11, W'ederal

Rules of Criminal Procedure, and the, United qst-ates Attorney's

office cannot and does niot make? any1 promise? or representatkion

concerning what sentence the defendant will receive.

6. Both parties to the agreement reserve all rights of

allocution at the time of sentencing. The United States further

agrees that as part of its allocution, it will advise the Court

of the full nature, value and extent of the defendant's

cooperation with the United qtates.

7. ?\s a further condition of thsaqreement, the defendant

expressly waives his right to appeal any sentence imposed by the

Court, including his right to appellate r-eview of a sentence

u nd(Ier T' - ' o 18 , I fl ii *-- 11-t ato!; o7 a ,, ~ct io-n 37 42. The d.?fendant

is aw~ re tint is setne:ias nos - 1~n(~'m e n that

th o sn t on(1 judcje. w~il l St 1 ~mJ3 *>X_' Vt ri r his sentenrce. The

defendant- is also' awair tatiny *'s m tn.- probable

set~rl~n1ranque in ni-, s a ncntni udolines

aInd PoI Icy ~ta mn" hi' I' VI' i. I v~ercie]fo



W.0 ( 1W

9
his attorney , the (lov.'rnmeflt or, the probat ion off ice, is a

predict ion, not Ii prom i !;(,,, cd 1(Ii. notA nillri nq on t-he government

the probation oti'~ r the (?ourt_ I z n q the_ uncertainty I

estimatinui wh 1 t 'n 'n~ho will :ltit, Iy re(-coive- from the

Court I the- (It ton(i 1"" 'Knew I nq(i'7 Wi , v ni s r iQht to appealI hI S

S~fltCD 1"2 IT)if te hf~~~~ (love rnmen t
i n tn c

Ih n~t'~ t In~ ~ev ~t~oerryoti>

responsiit'3 ndrtis C7oujr*'s P, 121 'L egulatinq Procedures

to be f ollowel 12n 7jide~li nes qentenc Ini. cpe CIfI.-Ical Iy , t he

United clt-ates reserves the riat to --rinq its version of the

facts of this case-, both orally and in~ -writing, to the attention

of the probat-ion office in connection with that off ice'1s

preparation

factors of

report; and

conference

Office, as

Procedures

the United

"Positions

acc o r d an c

Pol Ic CY

of- a presentence

conte

to0 be

Qtate

o f Pi

re port ; (2) dispute sentencing

material to sentencin in the presentencing

seek resolution of' sucni factors or facts in

opposing counsel and the United qtates Probation

mpiatEed in this Court's Policy Regardinq

followed in Gidelines qentencing. Moreover,

s reserves the riqht tlo file a pleading enti--.ltled

rtil's With Respect_ -c Th:ntencina Factors," in

5~ .2 o- the err c -tn7 u IdeIn1es and6 POli cy

an 71~r _Irn h -1h si:'

Drrc [Ir ', 'D s 7 Gire e

ent nc i n i

9~~~~~~~ V: Mn~~ca2rsr s ,Ioh ne h

'~eteninu(>ji'li:.s miPj>7 r; eueld(iw wr



departure f roi thro Guidelines if the tuniti-d Otattes believes that

-)-Ised uponl the do fo~nd int-' I (oO0J -i on, ';II-:h i dopairture is

arpr op r la t

10.T t, I understood h, ~ho flni 1J ct 1-1t(s Attorney 's

O)ffice- for t h,- T.I!,t oin Di~ ric Vi Ir~rl ni -;inno4., bind other

in parraqi ii it_-)ov!,. It-1; f-,irthor ud r2 i the o itk

Q - for t0Fistcorn District n V~~ti <i 1 not

w-ilvi r. , tu h'31 -'frorn u dcion of -(i -''xra lcion

Corn. :;w. ur thermore , teUnit'ed trs Aorr, e y s Of fice for

the F,>s;to rui P 1stri1ct of VL rq in i . repre sen ts that it is not aware

Of any oth._'i prosecuting official who 15is rvestiqatinrg the

defendant or Considering prosec .iti og hlirn.

±~. Theattached Qltat-inn: of 'acts is h.-reb' incorporated

into this Plea Agreemnent and the defendant does not disagree with

those facts in any rnaiierial respect.

12. -,his written r remn constitutes the- complete plea

agreement between th nt dts he de fendanrt, and his

counse'l. ~onromi sos or 'r-presentat ions hvive b.,_en made by the



w(

United qtates except as sot. fort-h inl writ-

a greceme n. An y mr-ifc] t (1f f ~ *1 hi ii

valid only a!; stforth ini wril1) i I ] I

plea agreoinont s i 4ne(1 by Al i pnir r-

0-0serph Edmund fl; I

Hamnilton P. Fox, Esquire
Counsel for the Defendant

19 
0

ingq in this plea

I (-ene(-n t s h~ 1 1 be

1.)') oien ta Ij o r re v i so (I

I I TTr)c-N(-

Jro n ica

3 ~'-Ti Ied 'qtates Attorney

-- , --

NAttorne

E---- -M -

9



Cn II
h 0;8 gW.mier of hidict illcot

FOR THE 4I~

UNITED) STATES OF AMFRICA

V ~~. No. S

the above named defendant, who is accused of

.n v Jmr, e

being advised of the nature of the charge and of h S rights, hereby waives in openl court prosecution

by indictment and consents that the proceeding may be by information instead of by indictment.

Def endant.

........ L -
Date ........ CnUnj -e -I f-or-Defr~rda.-n t. .



D)ATE. It -

rimE:- I'2 ')
COU1NSE1. FORZ (1i

CASE NUJMBI:

i~L'

:2

L 7 I K-1
DEFFEND)ANT

D)OCKETI BOOK1'_____

B3ENCHI WARRANT--
I & C
P:Z11 COP I E:;

-C- 'I. FO E '

MOT I ONS

ARRA 1 GNMNTi
PR( )B ViWl AT ION
CIlAN;E 0F PI.1EA
LNPO( 6, I'l.IA

( )
( )
(

(

)EF'ENI)AN'' APPEAkRED I N PERSON: YES
WITH COUJNSEL.: YES (-1

FILED) IN OPEN COURT: INFORMATION ('

PLEA AGREEMENT (
RECEIVED) BY RULE 20 FROM USDC_____

AR-RAIGNMENT & PLEA: WFA ( ) FA
TRIAL B3Y JURY()

SETIT ING 'R [AL IDATE
APPEAL, FROM 1JSMC
PREF- INIICTMENT PLIEA
S *NI'lNC I N(;

OTHIZ

No
NO
WAIVER OF INIlCTM4ENT(1
STATEMENT OF FACTS (-

P3G (-1) PNG
TRIAL BY COURT(

____ ___DAYS TO FILE MOTIONS WITH ARGUMENTS ON _____________

DEFENDANT ENTERED PLEA OF GUILTY AS TO CO~UNrT/ 6AtI. t
MOTION FOR DISMISSAL OF COUNTS BY U.S.(a) BY DEFT()

ORDER ENTERZED IN OPEN COURT ( ) ORDER TO FOLLOW ( )

MOTIONS:(see listing on reverse)

DEFENDANT DIRECTED TO REPORT TO P.O. FOR PSI: YES (I NO

CASE CONTINUED TO ,ZIA ki'9& 'p FOR: JURY TRIAL ( ) COURT TRIAL ( )

GUIDELINES SENTENCING ( ) NON-GUIDELINES SENTENCING (f

DEFENDANT COMMITTED TO THlE CUSTODY OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL FOR A PERIOD OF:

COURT RECOMMENDS INCARCERATION AT:__
FINE IMPOSEI):$ PAYABLE_
BOND SET AT: $ SRT

RELEASE ORDER ENTERED)
DEFEND)ANT REI.F.ASEI) ON BOND)
GUIDEI.I NES S;ENTENCI NG 1'lIT. Y GI VEN

DEFENDANT ASSKS'SSEl) AS' TO CY

TADCO?4MITED FOR NON-PAYMENT()
PERSONAL RECOGNIZANCE (
D)EFENDANT REMANDED ()
NO BOND/l)ETAINEI)(

)U NT(S ) TOTAL,

ALL1 EXIBITS AND/ORZ CTIARPTS MUS.T BE FILED) WITH TNIE CI.ERZK WI'I'HIN __WORKING

D)AYS BEFORE TRITAl,- ANY EXII11 'P1 ANI)/OR CHARTr NO T F ILED WI1.I. NOI' BE ADMITTED

I NIl r .-V ii .fk I.*-

_ - j~ -~~~,QP\ f

C ASEF

CALLED) P1
FOR: ,

( )
( )

.V E PORTE IZ



TN rTHP UJNTI) STATFS - r) I T~I(PCIRT PFl r PH

P.A(;TP4tN 1)1,"'P I 'T' Ow VIRGINIA\

Alexand irli a I lVi:3 Ion &-

UN ITr'D (;PTAV7. OF1 AM -'N ICA

V. Q~~~ I MINAL, No.'< /~

GP'RA~r J . SCARAN)

PLFA -A(,-P ';'MNT

The United states of America by and through its attorney,

Henry w. Hudson, United States At-torney, and tChe defendant

GFRARD J. SCARANO through his attorney, have heretofore engaged

in plea discussions and pursuant to Rule 11, 7ederal Rules of

Criminal Procedure, have reached a plea agreement, the terms and

conditions of which are as follows:

1. The defendant, GPRARD J. SCARANO, agrees to waive

indictment, to appear in open court in the Pastern District of

Virginia, and to plead guilty to the one count criminal

information filed with this Court. The information charges the

defendant with violating mritifo 18, 'United States Code, Sections

1001 and 2, aiding and abetting the making of false statements to

the Government. The d,?fendant admits and avers that he is, in

fact, guilty ol- tho chara.4o C2i>1ir th- Til-forndt ion. The

Information carris-s a imix Iim r I o-. cof )r". o 5 years

and/or a fine of $250,000u. T'h. df in will (a) bo obligated

to pay a spe~cial assossnont I(Ji-o 11 v (101Ii rs

($50.00).



je
2. 1tf the Court accepts this plea and1 the de-fendant , GFRARI

J.S('APANCO t u If ill sp the terms and (-on] it i ons sp!'c Ii f ied herein,

thle United St,ates agrooes not to(- f urt-hor ti-arq(e t he defendant with1

iny v olat ion ot fdra cr-nltwi onetinwt h

act iv 1t 1 e~ e r t 1i n t he I n"Orina i -. on and tatmntof 'Pacts or

with ;ryother violat ien ot teet, I m :i, I law no)w known to th.,

ant' t.te s At to r n es C tfi, 1 m*~ )m 1 r 1 1 -q nia

Notn i r';l i n thi1s Agreemen - priod- 1 udes teVn., o Sate roI

bri n,,u1ri'j a prosecutionr for pe-rju -ry or -1 -1 s- stat errnts ari1s Ing

out of- the (jef endant 's c oo pe ratio10n.

3. The defendant shall cooperate- -with the United States by

providing t

whenever, w

tor the Uni

form" inclu

questions;

testimony b

documentary

limited to,

agencies.

determining

statement, h

mnann,-,r r

4. 1

anytningi to

Agreement-

'he ()t ior

ruthful, complete, and forthright

herever, to whomeve r, and in what

ted States reasonably requests.

des, but is not limited to, oral

sworn, written

efore a grand

mat--erials. Tr

federal, stat

The defendant

the truth and

e discloses to

sta

jury

he t

e a n

shal1

ye r

imei t ie QOuaV~

'With the- oxce: )tle:,

.1 A Q

i nfo rma t ion

evec r 'form an attorney

The term "whatever

responses to

tements; interrogatories; sworn

;sworn tes:-- mony in court; and

erm "whomever" includes, but is not

3 local cr-iirdlnml law enforcement

1 assist thqovernmnent In

acitv or anry intormation or

V ~ n Co o 1) -rta nin an y

£(Il K11on and nW1,-191y does

)-1 r~ 1 L7i o vodable a

[I ill lIta t ion

W co 11 n



5. I t-i! f u rthor understood t ha-t the- defendant must at all

times qJIVr

t es ti1mony

give n ma t r

in ftormat: ion

vi1olat r-d an

th- fe ft o

TC to

should fall

obligations

wil be fre

t-he defenda

if this Ple

prosecution

or local, si

any and all

oursuantC to

shall not a

t-he vederal

-_I~ o 0f '

*ji~ ~~ 51 S

L

0

Im ( o , t 011 t r

;Ao iot

wncn hi

d ef e -cda n t

t o -I 1ull

under this

tit h fu I n-i d t iat I n forma-ti1on a nd

N (let.,rrn I nr- ( t h~o GF (I'ATRD J (,('A RA Nn ha s

ncmf1 I or Imisi eadi ng ttest imony or

od atny ma-iteorial1 f act , or ha s otherwi se

tt , Atli 'eot , (PRAP) . ';CARANO shki II

o r~ o c ut I,- i rn; f e (,eri I c r 1tm1i Fl-i

offik'ohi knowledg, in,-ludina, but not-

oostruti(Th a:justice.

fur-the-r underst-ands and agrees that if he

completely each and every one of his

Plea Agreement, then the United States

e from its obligations under thie Plea Agreement and

nt shall be fully subject to criminal prosecution as

a Agreement had never existed. In any such

0the2 prosecuting authorities, whether federal, state

h~all be free to use against nim, without limitation,

inf'ormation, in whatever form, that he has provided

this plea agreement or othe2rwise. The defendant

ssert any claim under any st-atute, Rule 11(e)(6) of

Rules of Criminal Procedur--, Rule? 410 of the Pederal

i d e nco, e, or an'v : ethe I r;~ i lr-1,Ia W, t-o a :te mpt to

I C3 1 -'n r St f a o -I +- "A) be ' .- -I I,"I, t( _ imposed upon

7.~~~~~~~ )lA s wtrunte cy *i.; -,-ion o~the sentencing

~ t at ~en f he

*a I sIi havo no riqht_A A



o~r withdraw his g;ui It y plea after acceptanct, of his plea by the

,;ontenci nq judge. Thifs is a P1111 11 (#) ( )(B) plea and the lUnit.d

atLes Attrny'; f i ce cannot- andl do(-; make any promise ot

r- pre sen t at Ie (lA; o Whait- sen t- on co T~A 2. 'APANO w ill recet Ii V

-1e Unit'~d Ctte t re' l0 i co ietv~ h. ri ght to

-Il 1oc (:,-tI t o ho n),0 1t0- aInl T2 nf'J a Ie Ifr . I l

,en th s off I,-. wll i 1nform ",,e I<.2: J1nd(;e anld the

P roa 5 u1i De p ar rz et * (I) th 1 7 A 3-Nr (?.<c h rii at u re , a nd

I~I kJ JEPAP D _T Sf'.%Pik - J _- ) CI _ S L I

-ase; 3te fil n i t-L arE, tx~ rni 7:1 value of G RA D J.

SCAPAWN's cooperati on wi1thn t he Wn itd -it s torney' s ")f fice

a nd ( 4) all ot her inf7o r ma tion I~ nit-s :3 sses I n r eeva nt to

sentencing.

8 . A s a f ur th er cond1'ti on of thI S Agr-eeren t, the def enda nt

expressly waives his right to appeal anty sentence imposed by the

Court. The defendant is aware ,.hat his sentence has not yet been

de termi ned anrd tha t the sen tenc ing J udQ- wil 1 uliIt ima tely

determine his sentenrce.

9 . I t is. under - stood a nd a-ore.e th a' 1' t1 he even t the Court

does not accept GPARD J. ;CARANn_' S plea 0;_ 'illty under this

agreement to the TInformation, this Ple2a A, ree-,ent shall be null

and void.

P isI :~ u~dr~eI m n I~a' f G'RARD J.

~C~r~A~:~ .V t er:V S ihi ra ra: ni s A greemento

fa i t cam 1y ~ 2 n t I S 1 C C) -1 1' i rt i n , thi s

,jrpeo~i; ~Iai on, ite AnO ~e tos, (e-xcept

7-1:1 - a "-' h 1, ro and



(-f f ect ; a nd the [Init ed States 1 ,; f

TInd 1ctment cha ryIn (I the deon d at

fodo ra I st at u to Ie i i d 1 n1(11 )i b t- ne

f orth i n ;'V r (I Irafph I.

11 (' -R A P ) ,I . CARANC) acknowi

mnade againit; himI ~r to hi p1

ree to see(k a multiple count

with muiit. ip1( violat ions of any

I in mIt i. to s h t- au ts se(,t

ha-t no threats

c,11j iit v i nd t ha-t.

have been

he is



12. Th is PlIea

between the United

the aforesaid quilt-

representat-ions oxi

attorney wit h reqakir

docuiment and sjff

Agremenit- c'ornst it ut;t he entire Agreement

(-,t ; 1- rid GP-ZAIM J . !,CARANC) wi th respect to0

y p1 'i ii re t hor promi ses, aiqreements or

st nocr 11~v, !ye--n Iafa. to~ the defendant or hi,!;

d to inJ Iypea s no-.ne will be

1~i-v n' i na'-,rnent- attached to this

I Ii u m I o

sP'~:ll' Setioed

-. 5 I -irten- of,; Justice

Nancy Newcq~n
Special Assistant
United States Attorney

/John A. Davidovich
~a i A tI'-o r ney

1'rauJ S.,c ti ()n

It t
/ '1I

r-ear I a(j n e ncan

nt or Justice

$ph en H. 7,3ch s 'OU I r nd



IN TIIF UNTED STrATFS DISTRIC'T COURT FOR 'THF

T;A!-TErRN 1)1STR I( ( )T-' VI RGIN IA (/f (*ti

Alexandria Di vision

UNITED qTATIUS ()P AMT'RICA)L

V. ) ('RIMINAL NO.

G79PARD J. ';CARAN,)

CRIMINAL.INPORMATION

THT. Tr4ITFD SrrATFS ATTORNEY CHARG~q TfAAT:

INrrRODUC mrI0N

At all times material tL-o tnis information:

1. GP'RARD J. SCARANO, the defendant herein, was

self-employed as a consultant.

2. The Bill Chappell Campaign Committee was a Political

Committee which supported a candidate for nomination and election

to federal office, and as such was subject to the reporting

provisions and the campaign financing limitations of the Federal

Pliection Campaign Act (hereinafter referred to as the "FFCA")

described in paragraphs 3 through 6 below.

3. Political committees which financially supported

candidates for federal offices were required by Title 2, United

S-:ates Code, Section 434 of the ~'Ato file periodic reports

wilin the 'ederal 7'lection Cominission, w41hich rreports were to

a.-irately ref lect thr ideit -il- ' ~il' individuals and entities

wnIcnr had given in exce-ss 0. 3200 .00 t.( coacn such political

c,--)rm I t to in any g iven ca lenda r ir

4. Th 1Pt' -C2 CA an, in pari-t c - r :7 1 o n 441a of Title 2,

2:i ~' aIoes co'i' I pronii I i i I i r, rI '1 Iilgl



contributions to any f ederal candidate( f rom any given individual

that exceeded $1,000 in cenn( c-t ion with any given elective

con tfe.;t-

~.The FV'CA, .mid in pfirtiicular Soct. ion 441b of Ti tle 2,

Un ited qtat es Code, t'rhade , arid rende re-d ille1(qalI, con tr ibutions

and expend 1it ire.-r from t )I, t.sm y ases co corporatl ionls mnade- in1

connect ion wit h the m no il -,"- 101 k) *, 1 ri0 i ca~l(.t e t

federal .' ~v'of Ic(?s3

6. 'flo ' ICA, --Ind in part-icular S-ection 441f of), Title 2 ,

Uniterd st it 'sCodo, Iforbade and rende,-red illeg-al , contribultions

to the? campigqns of federal candidates that were made in the

names of individuals other than the person responsible for the

contrihoition in question.

7. The F'ederal Flection Commission (hereinafter referred to

as "the Commrrission"t ) was an agency of the United States

Government pursuantl to Section 437c of Title 2, United States

Code; and was entrusted with the authority and responsibility

pursuant to Sect-ion 437g(a) of Title 2, United States Code, to

detect, investigate, and take enforcement action against

violations of the FP'CA, including the provisions referred to in

paragraphs 4 through 6 above.

8. Tn addit--io2,, tlh.- Commnission was --nt-ruIsted wit-h the

aiur i- v 2 .- I'2iulvotla. on 438S(a) (4) o:-

mTitle 2, (-'e~~.i~~ o(;,,, 1-o iae a alabl toDL tn0 public

specific- -omlncoc~nIr~:ainpiiqn cont-ri bations. tO

DOliia Imm tte I sup Irt [o-nidts r fedlera 1 oft ice0

wI ch haI d -f wi I I >1 1, 112, ~ )



'"f-i ' UN IT'I t.'1 ) T'A'TWI; A'PTOIRN Y "' IJTHWRV ('fj APGF.S THIAT:

In or ih~vil 2.p qbr 1. 981

Vi rgi n Ia, al n 1 ;#whero, in ai ma-t

h ho T-oderi I "I o t 1 nf Cornini 19sn 1 () 11

ther3 fr:' ~~ i~r~i ,did knowin,4

I n t i , -.t , r n D i s t r 1 ct. ) of

t"r wli hirn the Jul-isdict ion of-

in a~~~;cv ~jIthe Un t a~ st.t

~:' 1'' -i~- o b

(I

r e s''- Cat U Sn 1y sn g th 11T_7r '-ISUr r 17 t hi- Bi I nappel 1

C-ampairjn Commit t ee to report to the 7o~d--ra. 1ection Commission

tha a ontibution of' approximately- o-.? thousand dollars

($1,000) had be'-,-n made by GPRARD J. CAN to the Bill Chappell

Campaign Committee, whereas in truth an,] i fact, GP'RARD J.

SCARANO, the defendant, then and there ~eIknew and believed,

said contribution had been made by the defendant at the express

Arequest and direction of Unisys Corporation from funds provided

-- to the defendant by Unisys Corporation for that_ puirpose, in

vlation OL th prohibiion against cor'L~orate contributions

imposed by the_ 7ederal Flection CampaiQ,- 7%:_- and specifically by



0
United State-s Codte , S'"(ct 1.of 4 4 11.

' i t I 1 8, ln it j .' tit Codo' %''(L ions

1001 and1 2).

I!NTmt~ ~''ATPF- ATTC()RNT'Y

p .iLy Chi f ,PublicTt~rt

T) p )tdrflft QITn ofjustic
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S3peclal Assistant
United Stlates Attorney

Jqfmn A. Davidovich
TriAl. Attorney
U .5. Departmentk of: Justice

"' itl1e- 2,r

(In vioLition of



0

Xf- .2493 ,4 1. T'ATFMFN

tl.5.don.0

A~~ Lf989uu

would show th-it, f rom in o -7

197 4 "-- Jin !'88 (;:")A m J. "'AP \O was :;'t- II f-rp I (oei as aI

C70.' N tan -I I Ia ok n '~ his honi, I n Connoct icut. H I f

pr irry vsIa a Sc p.,rry, (Trporat ion and Its

7a Ws 7'. J. ir f'r PC)r t; o 'st1w~

'Un rv iS y T' ne I n . p'rchas.'-~r~ statement of work.

Sca ra3n, iv r, was pa1 i or wY work r fr I td in t hrs'-

r eprts n :*r , fro 1986 , these payments:: were provided with

th.- -expectatc that an unspecifi ed opro 13f these funds would

beu~[ or ceti upss ncludin o7itica1 contributions

for candidatez; idenztif ied b-,, representaiv S of Sperry/Unisys at

a Ilater date.

_)carano was, in fact , asked by representatives of

;perry"U,'nisvs to make nume rous contiibut ions in his name.

pcif icallv, Scarano was asked by Rob.ort Barrett, a

Sperr'vr/"Unis ys employee located in the -a stiern District of

Viru-ilnia, to ake contributions in t:he 'form of checks to

cai n i dt (i.s c-,rasa-, I)b; Bai r r e t 7 a1 111% ';tances, these

S 5<v~ ~r~ss: C~r:V :.:sotati.~swere

I rr -- c. ca r ano

M M M



In 'September 1987, Scarano wrote a check for $1 ,000 to the

~n11'apelICam pa idln Committee(t,, thereby know Inq I y and wi 1 Iin (l y

~i1n(I t. he- rra surer f or t-he lBi 1 I ('hapel 1 (ampa iqn Commit ttee

rc~ort ot . PderaI l ction Commi ss ion that a con tr ibut ion

-I' 011(JO haid be'n r made, by Geirard J. Scarano to the Bill Chappel

3 m-)-AI~ 'oI m I ~ M. I, t he" xre1) reu3 an( t1S IId d ir oct-i on oft Un i sv%;

in)r n o co rpx)r it i tnj( ro %,.d to h'in f or thlat purpose.



AO 4S5 filev 5/Mr. W.,verf of Indictment

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
V. WAIVER OF INDICTMENT

.T::rK~ H ~i. .

CASE NUMBER ,4

I - ! -the above named

Un8e "~~e -n * n'vc- -

po ~a~ 'n t r bu (7n 1 n th' e T-1 c a nt he r.

defendant, who is accused of
,Idf raud the

14 1 f , ma,:!kin I a I

being advised of the nature of the charge(s), the proposed information, and of my rights, hereby waive

in oen our on 1 Y14 989prosecution by indictment and consent that the
Date

proceeding may be by information rather than by indictment.

Defendant f .?B

Counsel (or DpfendabtA';.7 K I 1,1 TNI

Before- -
Judici'al Officer



IN THlE UNITFJD $STATFSc I)ISTFTC P COURT

FASTWVIMND 'R[(f ()T- VI RG INIA

AI Coxi nd r i i ) 1VIs10an

J 011-1PPH c,

QIRIMTNAL NO.V.

U 1 T[A

-IMI N1."INFORMT'IaON

'rif V 1JN1T--D STAT~' Arrc)RT-'Y CHARGPS THAT:

INTRODUCTION

At all times material to thlis Information:

1. JnSFPFI S. ZUBA the d,_-fendantL herein, was self-employed

as a consultant.

2. The political committees referred to in this Information

supported candidates for nomination and election to federal

offices, and as such were subject to the reporting provisions

the campaign financing limitations of the Federal JFlection

Campaign Act (hereinafter referred to as the "FPCA") described

paragraphs 3 through 6 below.

3. Political committees which financially supported

candidates for federal offices were required by Title 2, Unite

States Code, Section 434 of the FP~CA to file ocriodic renorts

a nd

with the 7ederal F'lection Commission, whfich

a ccur a t ely r r 'f 1.,c t 1 1~ ioI don , i -- 1 o§ allin

wnich had qivo~n 'I ~xosO' $2010.00 0m f -1,1Ch

connmi t te e in any qlvc-nl ca1ondar- year.

4. Lnhe FVC(A and, in [p--rticular ~ta

U n t(d Stat.7 - - Co0d ( , p r ohIi h1 1 ,- c.i, ,ai ndk ro n d or1

eports were to

viduals and entities

such political

4 41ia o f Ti1t I - 2,

Ii q 1(,-

U N ITT P[)1 ST A T T- ) A M VP I CA

1 4I~

M____ M _M

d



contributions to any federal candidate from any given individual

t hat exceeded $1,0O 0 i n connec(t ion with any y ivo-,n elective-

co(nteNst. vor tho puirpose of t his I ljmit ation on campaign

contributions, tho bFCA, and In (~r clrsection 441a(a) (7) of

,flit le 2, un it ed t i Cod, pr vided t hat any and all payment-,

made bv an i nd ividI na t-o t hi '11 par* inconsul tat ion and

coord InatI-Iin wi1th agents of a candidate o)r- political committe,

or on bohitlf of a politEical Comm it' or candildate, were to br,

treated zis cont ri1but ions to that -politlical, committee.

5. The- FPCA, and in particular, Section 44lb of Title 2,

United States Code, forbade, and rendered illegal, contributions

and expenditures from the treasury assets of corporations made in

connection with the nomination or election of" candidates to

federal elective offices.

6. The FPCA, and in partZ-icular Section 441f of Title 2,

United States Code, forbade and rendered illegal, contributions

to the campaigns of federal candidai es that were made in the

names of individuals other than tLhe person responsible for the

contribution in question.

7. The Federal vlection Commission (hereinafter referred to

as "the Commission") was an agency of the United States

Government pursuann,- to Sect-ioni 43-- c-f Tt2 United States

C-odre2; a nd wa s o.,i trtus ted w~ i ,-n -I"' II' nr-1-- an re.,sponsib ilty

-ir s ua n to Set1n437g(a 2, In vI tates Codt

etcinvti(IatI + I dak n r~rnta ion agains

A. ola 1--i1o ns o£ the -AA ic 1 ', in (I Iro)v i S io()n s referred to in

;.iaqr us4 fhroln;n r



8.1 n addii 1on , t lit Conmi SF si on wa s en t u St ed w it h tihe

author it y 11ni r o Spo 11 s 1 i* I)r!,,i~mt t ion 4 38 i ) (4) of

e1 ~1 2, 11nit '-d St dt-0-s od ,to nk. va1L )1 to pul- t . p I C

~;'r f r 111:1rm t i (n ('()n r r I r'. ( . m pa1 q n5 no r 1 1) 1 t i o n t
j)UI j(CI I cam:' n d d1p:~ aj cnid s fr f oderl o )ff c

wh icn hild 1 I wl il i 1, r I ri I V I 1 11 .1;

-:~2r 1ibod in. paracjrciph 3 Jibnv,

~~~~~ t-~O~ r oi iduco 7' r 1 1 I I STJ I ~ 1*(.d ak

1, h~rh f u I 'i. y ca oC I n 'a c r ) ir,



COUNT ON P

TH ~ '~ T2) ;TATV ; A'rrOIRNWY'~ F1rHVP~ 'UA ;~'sT t

tro or Ibnu I T)( a In u'- t.y 198/z h r (,h I I r I lOU ho ube

1987, in rl t- is Ir r) q ri rt 1i :1n~ , 1 r 1,1

J I v ini

knowi n,- 'n s ii r , r-mn L- co n ~rva~w

to~~~~~~~ 4c fnv p2'~ dni'i ~ a,. ;i:
Fi~ect Ion v'' S7, 10",b'. ~ r1on ril'_drl

the Comiiss~on t th lwu1 dIsa Sa- st.or I I ies

n amely y:

a. The du ty imsud n h OMrMIS~ion b!Y ti 2,

United States Code, Section 438(a if4) to r%-ke available to the

public acc-drate informat-ion concerning the ldentities of

contributions to federal campaigns, :nd 'the dates and amounts of

su ch c ontr ibu t1ins.

The duty imposed on th',_ Ccirission b-.-tl 2,

rItd qtte Code, qprtion -3(gtDet viola-ions of the

1irua~on oncx.2siv campaign c(nrbtos ad corporate

campaign cotr ibuions, and to se civi1 1niamnsrtv

sanrctions *ns indiv-duais- who mai.- I roIcon .r ibut ions in



MANNYER AND MT 2AN"'

~'d' 1i ; I I-r "Iha "'jt in Iy th ComIissis

h y h ~: d, f , - a 1i 1 : I krot I Iu I fens I )h

:c, a~~c to prev' ~ i tn* Thn m o insn snci

-or- such--on tiotin hot

2. TIt w-as a par 41f rn~ onirc htic- i sy s Cor po rat1ion

ain d c ertILa In inrd Ivi1d ual1.s w oud I A -2r Int t'cna sevce

agreements callinq far ih~ end' 1 (3ual to S prf.-o rmI s pe c if ic t a sks,

-wneralivn tehna in ntre, inte u nde rsta nd ing that

pr)r t 1o ns o f f und s rt-ce Ived ty 1h ind]viduals wo-uld be made

aivailable for campaio Q1Conrib, in asdrected by Unisys

('-orDo r at 10on1

3. TIt ws arorti cosiaythat emnployees of Unisys

C:orporation wouldj ask d.W orctOi±3flt, S~P . ZUBA, to make

campaign cont ributi onls nf ni's own na~an ri n the name of others.

4. T'- was a further part ,D-' this conspiracy that JOSPPH S.

ZT~i4\ ouli p~~oar~ -:c~s: ~oa~:'~v~.cont-riMutilons in his

(j~%l ra ~ev-' 1V ( £r av Ld )rVd; them to

w ~ h, L rF -1' t_: ti cc'sic tt th t2 a ge nts

z; Wi 1 ):' :~K adi * hM t o



a nothor ,i(jent of Unisys Corpo rat ion wh- would provide them to the

ItwasI, a furt-hrr ir t-hi- eonISPj racy that the

r'a n r; ~J)2 it1 1c3Ilt 1 (;f n2mit to which these

ii '~~ I 1t ht irisw~r 1nd2wouldA ir- did roport them to th,

'),l Imi I()[I I,- 5iI1 I I I iWt t I1 icn; m de by the
viuai s rathe~r than a ~ A I: a i us nt ributiosmd

!t yf (o~ Or I)-)ra z i Or.

-yrisin w o uIdr ma ke a va 1caol b_ 11~ul inaccurate

nurm(Ia i on con ce-r n i n th. i'l1e1alI conlr Lbu ti on s pro vided by

Ujnis ('orpora -ion through the d-2 endant-, Tf~H .ZUA in the

7narnnn-r described above; that heComffnission would not impose

sanctions against The said 5.~ ZU-BA and Unisys Corporation

forr making il legally large , and ilIlegal corporate contributions.



OVER T ACTS

I n t ho rtheacea t-h- conspfi racy, andv to ef fect its

Clhj~o tho (irfondant- , ZIf .1'/ABA, and ot tiers committed and

-v;1t 7(-mmfli t t(i ovr t. -ict-s w ith in the !-astern District of

*i1 rn~ an eW~herein'Iidinq but not limited to the

1 1 lOW 11

1.In cr ab~out ('opte-ombolr 1181 , ain agont of1 Un isys contactod

.!- -I-AjP S. ZUJBA and instructod him to make a campaign contribution

I ''I C'nappel I Campalinitulite

'2. IoraotSpebr1987, JOSFPH S. ZUBA wrote a check

:)i one thousandj dollars ($1,000) to the Bill Chappell Campaign

7ommuittee and left the check undated.

3. In or about September 1987, an agent of Unisys received

1h- check from JOSFPH S. ZUBA and gave it to another agent of

Un ISYS.

4. In or about September 1987, the agent of Unisys dated

the check and gave it to the Bill Chappell Campaign Committee.

5. Subsequently, the T'reasurer for the Bill Chappell

*ampaign Cornmite f iled wi th the Feeal lection Commission a

Report of Receipts and Disbursements which reported the $1,000

contributions as being from JnSt'PH S. ZUBA.

JTn vi.ajn of Title 18, '7nit-ed Stat~-es Code, S;ection 371).



COUNT TWO

[2 u;..E§441 t ;4-37q( d)

TfF UNUMT7f) (;~'FATTflPU 1 'UJ'T1 rNCITG HAT:

nn~ or abiout Novemb~er P1,i 86, wit il n tho Fa stern [)I stri ct ()I

Vi r~j in i a an f( e I seh J~HS. :JUBA the defeondant here in , d id

knowllnqly indh %I lIt I'li IV tri11t hi; l. IB to e Sti to effect (I

co r, .r I hu t: iW hivi, i Iil i, SW& *i to tt,1,Ihe Congressman

fill. 11roufl Campaiqn Cemnittoe -, 11 Vlion a Ct' ions 441 f and

4 --3 ) 70 t f 13>0 , p -njt~ , " _a s rir~



(
0

COUNT THRPE

[2 ... §§ 441 f; 4379( d) I

'PUP UNITT.'[) STATI'S ATTORNEFY f;IJPTHJP'P CHARGES THAT:

On or about TJuio 29, 1987, within the Eastern District of

Vi rciinlia an th 1s'w 0 Pl I1BA the defendant here i n , did~

knowinqgly ani wi 1 1 ! ,ilv por it hi nam, to bo used tc tI o

cont r i bition haWii oa a1u-, of S"'100).00 to t he Fr j rnd.- ()f

con- rre';mn Hochbru,-ckner, in q(linoLSction,- 441ff: and

4 3 7 Q d)o i 2 , 1.n it alqt-ec o



(
0

COUNT FOUR

[2 .US.-C. §§ 4 41 f; 4 37 q (d)

'1 j% ' TW[) !'TP'FS ATTORNWY FUR'r11V1? (iI1ARTGF r~HAT:'

In )r- -ihoiit '-tombt'r 22, 1987, withi t ' 'as;t .- n Di striclt

a: Vrg~ia ri ~~~h~'0 ,~J~l~tTM!~ .~(JA ,th~dofonda int hc--re n,

ii kno~wi flr -,. itidi W 11tu i 1),ttmi i 311 o b' 115( to IttUc

~ contr i er'. vi n I~ a Lot aj ofi1 ~a $1 , 000 t at 1o B1l

'nap')'1 1J Min 1-i~r t7nn~ e in -iolatiCon d ~to. 4 f~

437' (d) o-,- 2, -,nitod qa '-vCode

HvNRY F. HUDSON
LTNTD STATPS3 ORNFY

By:

Lee J. Radek
Deputy Chief, Public Integrity

Section
U.S. Department of Justice

Nanc Newcojnb I
Spec fal Assistant
United States Attorney

/ ~ i
Jo0" A. Davidovich
'rial Attornev

**Departm-?nt of Justi1ce

M - M - -- I



1IN THIF UN ITPI) ';TATP' )15 (P(hIR

Al fxa d i (I 1 1 \,7 - -

UN~T-- ,rT 1'c, 0I)' AM4T,71rv;\

'PTMTNALf NO.

VLvA AGR Q M;'''

0 2 ioi~ztcs f mor ' )' f 'I nru(3fl i t (orney

H'. /V udon, ~ -rd 7tat' , 'i on ndm tho dot on(lan

JO1V 1 r~3~ tr (D h ni s ai irv Ka retoDoir o .-ngaged i

ple _a discussions and p-ursuant t Puil li, ~d~aI Rules of41

Criminal Procedure, have re:ached a plea aqreernent, the terms and

coflditilons of whicn are as follows:

1. The defendant, JOSPPH S. ZUBA, agrees 'to waive

indictment, to appear in open court in the Pastern District of

Vircginia, and to plead quilty to --he Jfour count criminal

Information gj1 led with this Cour

defendant with vioLatirg "ritie 1.

371, a conspirac' to defraud h

U n It"-d States Code, Section 441ff

in the name of" anothe-r. rvhe def,

I_' I C 12. JJ1 1;, 0 Vh

('o'ir.-- x'.'

a na i M . (

Lorr 124< 012 2 oL4)to(d

t.The Information charges the

",Uited States Code, Section

United States ndTitle 2 ,

Making a political contribution

etndant admits and avers that he

03 n e d fl , inttho Inormat ion.

win 1inomnn of five years

_ro01 oi -ach carryf a

,-I r a and a fn r, U p to0

ga Pil 1',o' jy a spe 23Cial

do £i A 0) o)n C7ount O~noi

F()fTHF 
,



an tw#n y- 'dolrs ( $2' .00 ) per co(-unt. en Co(unts Trwo through

T. I-t the ('(- iir f acript- is 1) -- 1 - rid thfte ( d F, n (I anLt

~l )CFPf ~ I- I Ii i\, I 1.t I I I hI I (I and (- n, f l.I o n j -,l S1) (1C 1f i e d

herinhe nit('( S ite'5~re'V et afurtl-hor ('harqe, th(e

df(i , n(3i i w I i n yl .'ilt1 ionWf o! Iiy~ Irm~ Ii lIW 11

conni-u( if.r wi tn thr ei(ativities K 1n? errinit an a:ld

jtt'~'T~o 'CtF or wi th ayc vra o ir c-. ca* fe-deral

cr ri , il la w now known to the Tintd S~ate nfrny f ffice

r'a S tr2. District of Virg4inia ~n 1r-,( i ni Ageem en t

precludes the UnIted States frcTr rin gn a prosecution for

pe rj -lry o r f aIs e sr-a t em ent---s a r I --' ou oU t-0 h,- defendant's

cooperation.

3. he defendant shall -orjperate- wit," the United States byr

providing truthful, complete, and forthright ifrmto

whenever and wherever an attorney for t.-he Ujnited States requests

with respect tI-o the activities ofr himself and others concerning

all matters about which federal law enf~orcement-, including

government attorneyvs, inquire of. nim re~ardin2c the crimes set

forth in the Information, Statem,,nt,- at Pact-s, any information

related] thereto anJ any informat-icn ii-? minv n-ave- regarding the

S u b j 71i rn'liin :i tLm.Tis cooperationr

In,- 1.eS LY II' 1 o questions;

s wo()r, .~r i ni st -,-i 5 ;-I in' '-) ei.; rn testimoniv

before ~ua1~r;son~i~:;1 ' r and documentary

ma~er ~j~;. T''a u*~>~rIe:,' I i ;si ; r' (ornment in

I.';~1 'n.- 'I A : Ii. . IA rl~ n 01:



s t kat ement- he 'ItdI s cl o s of t o t he q'r nrin i ,by c--oope-,r ati ng i n a ny

mat. t. r r iti cs t e ( 1 byr t ( (p)vorn- ' r

4. If ~J CS PP ) 11 S'/ZIN i7\In c) ia ii a o aniy t h Ii n q t o( inmpe d

thlt clov~r1nont '; i nv(-s i cqat I c., I S~ren n wit h1 t h'.

nXCep' _ion1 I.) P1di)hpfit WiILI'''o a' tho option of the

rjn i t-,, 2 ' * It - -

u r rhor nor'

tm'' i v OI~ copet, tutf

t-stimony1. Tho ul It I r det(r

materf Ia 1.1; taso -nOMplt or

information, or has omitted anv

violated any provision of this

shall thereafter be subject t+o

criminal violation of which tin

but not li

6. 77r

should fai1

- obligation

will be Ifr

the defend

ifr tihis P1

1)ro' 0 r1

0 ,CL

a-I," ari a~

p-,i r s,-, -

h e

0 e

a n

ea

ted to, pe

defendant

to fulfill

un d er tn i s

from its

t shall be

r jury anad

f,_rther

comol ep

.1 hio fil'fndant must at all

-'3 axirit i normat'inI aIr"I

I ta~Jn'SPPH q. Z1/WBA .nsgiven

_.ISlov.1d.ini tes9timony or-

m ator a I f ac'--, o r ha s o th er w ise

* ~eenetjnSrpj1 S. ZUBA

~roscutontor any federal

offic-:' has knowledge, including,

obstruction of justice.

~ndrs~ndsand agrees that if he

_eacn and every one of his

Pi1c-,a c r .2, m ewn th e

obi iqati-> n~ th

*fully 'w. c t11 cr

* the United States

* Plea Agreement and

iminal prosecution as

7, any,' such

wnctherfederal , stat

it hout, 1imitation,

_1,1T h:_ has provided

s3-; tho de"f--ndant sha

0

11

not ~ aa: 'I.

SAl'

0Vi t- u t i on anyn (D _7i s r *_ i



Procedure , RuL1e 410 of the Pede(:-ral

ot her provi s lonl of law, to at tempt-

inftormnt 10 on.

7 . It j ur'1(lrst-ootl t hit t he,

Rul es of V.vidence,

to ba r such use- of

or any

f he(

senitence to be impo-sed upon

jo5F;vp~I I. YJI wit it n the so di scret ion

,Judg(- rhe Je endant nes n:;11,i10

Showi I (I not 1), sat 1isf ied with the ;',ntoenc-~ ,

tie w it lhdraw hi1s gui 1 ty plea af ter accepta nco

se-)ntrerinq Judge. Trhis is a Rule ll(e)(1)(B

States Attorney' s Off ice cannot andl doe-s not

representation as to what sentence JOSPPH1 S.

The United S;tates Att-,-orney's Office reserves

allocute as to the nature and seriousness of

events, this office will inform the sentenci

Probation Department of (1) this Agreement;

extent of JnSPPH S. ZUBA's activities with r

of the sentencing

of his plea by the

plea and the United

make any promise or

ZUBA will receive.

the right to

the offense. In all

ng Judge and the

(2) the nature, and

espect to this case;

(3) the full nature, extent, timing and value of JOS'PPH S. ZUBA's

cooperation with the United States Attorney's Office; and (4) all

other information in its possession relevant- to sentencing.

8. The United States agrees to advise the Court that if the

Court and the Bureau of Prisons believe that it would be

appropriate for the defendant to--- se-rv- ni-; .srnt---nc--,, lf the Court

ipssa p,--r jd o)L i ncarceratioevi, at i vli :ciiu;ni s-curity

11 nst it u tion , --t, Un ited St-a ties (o - no O thc sue-n a

d,- s i gn at i0 o v.

9.Th.~L~t cl q ta t es a gree: hic na t it

ir.-s not. opos. t- h', (Jfe(-nda nt srri r d r- n i im',;I !eur. .rrily to



begin his senrtence afte-r an institution has been designated,

shouild the Court -I po ape'riod of i n101ra1in

10). mrhe U ilt (1 tdt(;(itd riot )50the detendant's

request to rr-ina in on a pl-'rsona ocrn afe bond betwee, n plea

-ind designation ()t an inst I u t 1011, should t-he Court impose a

:'r iod of i no(:i r ,- it- i 011

T1 It 1 s u ndert d a nd ij i I t i t nr t- he ovkn t the" Cou It

a oc(-s not a(V)LJnS 7 PH qu flA la gilit.- undo _r t hiS

r! qr eemen t to r)1ihe I nf o rmatin r-10 mIs P1i'_11 Agreeme~nt shall be null

mnd void.

12. it is further understood and agreed that if josppEI s.

ZUBA attempts to withdraw from any par2- of this Agreement or

fls to comply with any provision coaned herein, this

Agreement is voidable at the option of- the United States, except

Paragraph 6 of this Agreement. shall remain in full force and

effect; and the United S-tates is fLIree to seek a multiple count

rIndictment charging the defendantm with multiple violations of any

federal statute including bit no+- limitced to the statutes set

forth in Paragraph 1.

13. -O~PS UAakolde riat no threats have been

made against him to securp this plea of4 quil ty and that he is

ea d Inr g guily r-,-ly an rioI I :~aii oaus" h'? is guilty.

74 hs~ aAjo~~ ~V~~ the ont i re Agreement

n~~twr~n tho n 1t.'' ats a § /.UBA wit-h r,_2spect to the

~ooa ~ pg~t l-'a anld r> <e' romises, agqreements or

r~ur. ~ntatios x i ",st nur n ' 'r Vt,- -ht? defendant or his

V trm' wia rv~ o , ndnorl- Wil be11



enteed ito nles iiwr it i nq 1 n a n Junonidinon t a tta ched to t

and siq(nocl bvy .111 p'trt-

lhf A i t -d ,

'~TV'D "V ~'4 A')iN L'Y

S~ Deat n f Ju s i ce

Narncy !Pwcomfls "
S;peci1 Assistant
Tn ted States ;\ttorney

Joh4 A. Davidovich
T ri'alI A It---o rn ey
Praud Section

7**Detartrnent of

Paul J. Kilion,f CounseKl ;or D,--Lendant

1~~~~~~-

Just i ce

(Ioc umnon t

entered into unl(,.,:;,--, t h i s
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-S7 TATTMFNT 0P ACrT'- CL
A LEXAN 0i fIA, V I

r'j~- ~ -nino[P ',t- s e~vi (1(1 C'w(),-, ~ 'hw W W f on nf or ab1out,

19 8 ) to J u ne ~8 JfT-p!K7VA waS W; PH -r'rnpoy(,d -

--onslt ni sa wor I -- ( (It c:11 21) I Io. 11 _k Po, i n syl1v V f13 a i

:)r 1 1y. 52. 980 hs 2 po rr r 'rpo r ation a ndit

~ r- i int a s -r- 1 ofI tc ni 1 ~ rv F ;r Cn 'I I i,, whlich

Ws --I ~ c~ So provido- I rst ~';U~y as dtIle

h'. tvir'.-hase ordieir staten'r- wor . a'm ,ituwspad

f~ o A- w o rk r efL ectd I n t h e s - r c)rt .L .n _ a ct , these payments

were, provided with the understan~linr that i portion of these

corpo-rate funds would be used for :'-.rtain purposes, including

TojI !-i1calI con -ri1but ions for cancid ates ident If ied by

representa t 1ves orf Sperry/Un isys -a, a lat* ,. date.

Zuba was, in fact, instruc.-.i by r'-oresentatives of

Sp.-rry,/Unisys to make numerous cont-ributiLons in his name.

srecifically, Zuba was told by ~eetBarretlt, a Sperry/Unisys

employee, t o mnakt- Contributions in the r7, (.-I checks to

candidates designated by Barrett_*. In iranI. instances, these

chocks were undat.od so that --h. daivz- couli-ia be filled in

w.nsien c on _r b io n s tm; q, r sso r .. ros..i ;ntatives weroI

r~~.. is 1 iI" 1-. 1~< 1-
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Ch a pp-

C.

n septo'mber 1(18,1, zuba was~ contact ('( by Robert Barrett

o~ ed t ()i - a $ 10 01 eamp 1) (( erl r bI t t I Ie I 1 i 1 1

Ci(amnpI i (In 'Co mm i t t e' "i~ 1)), 1 r I Ie~~' I 1- ft

Uf~i~ dand ~~rtit t o 1I r rot"

V i ro (, I rI I:.-I . t I' t lit. T rtI SUa sure (, or

C amrpa 'r com i t t '~ I wit i Vs, ~'de I- II

Rep ,,0 rjI & T? p ;bu r sren: wn i c

or 0'.r rnoZv1ib~

pe~rrri d h> amtobusdt effc

c o n r1 u t io n to the "Conqressman BiI Yo un

:n or about June 1987, Zuba knowi.n L v

perr-itted his name to be used to ellffect i

conl.ribution to the "Friends of Congressma

in or about Ssrptember 1987, Zuba knowi

permitted his name to be used to effect a$

contribution to the "Bill Chappell Campaign

i ',t 11 C'mm h q a o p

I~u [)01 1 M I I;0 'I

,4 C M Pa I( Co0mm It te,."

and willingly

$500 political

n Hochbrueckner."

ngly and willingly

1000 political

Co0Mmi t tl" ?

a fld

in tho r
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Dyson says he'II return contribution

legld (imIipiiw ( 'itriniutiori by a
forrn'-r defense consultant wkho
last mionith ple('a(led guilty to the
federal offense. Rlep Ito% Dyson
CD-.Nd 1nwvk says he will re'turn
the , c)((r"tribut iofl D\y SOfl
ma intairis he wasl unawa~',re- the
m (uevV 1 a L 1''i llgally and
has rno irntention of ko-epiri! it

, aLd I krno%% ii) I certainty,
woul li've I1(\ or acc(epited i an-
legal c'ontribt)tion." sai Dyl~son.
"We do evervhing in this office
very much above Lxard

Joseph E Hull, a former con-
sultant to the New York-based
defense firm Unisys Corp.,

p leaded guilty Jan. 27 in U.S.
District Court-to making political

contributions in the name of
others to several members of
Congress, including a $s1. XX)
payment to Dyson in July 1987.

Hill was asked by Unisys of-
ficials to use money he was paid
by the defense firm campaigns
between 1982 and 1988, according
to prosecutors, Also pleading

guilty In the FI's on goingL In-
vest iga t ion in to the 'entitagi n
procurement scandal "A ere
Robert I) Barrett, aI former
Unlisys executive, and Ja('k
Sherman. a Marine Corps civilan
purchasing agent. Barrett plead-
ed guilty to two counts of con-
spiravy to defraud, while Sher-
man ple-aded guilty to t'A c (ounts
of bribery following his accep-
t.nc -of $43,30M from a defense
consultant in exchange for reieas-
ing secret Pentagon (contt H)'I i

formation
Hill1s $1,M0 contribution was

part of approximately $17,w) In
contributions Dyson received
during a trip he and former chief
aide Tom Pappas made to New
York in July 1987o, to tour Unisys'
Great Neck defense plant.

During that weekend, Dyson
met with several defense officials
targeted in the federal investiga-
tion, including former Unisys' of-
ficials William Roberts and Den-
nis Mitchell, according to Dyson
chief of staff, Christopher Robin-
son.

Robinson said following the
tour of the Unisys facility, Dyson,

elng t itI I 'a] (.hd I 011 ii

bac'k t o Wa- ,Ian:,, i, ' ri
iit'xt Iuiorriliv

Katie' Tucaker, I)i\ -

('hief (if af rep'e ,

reporters last ur - t
$ 17,() a pairt of aI- 'I''
fundrai'r tirgarizel trv
official Dennris Nwlltl I -,
.osim]ai thep mrt\''''M
s-irately andf that I
nothiig about a iinl

A\s news, of the FI- Ipr
fa-edl last stliurilerli o m
under s('rutiri\ in the ir i:. i
Ins Close ties to I rI isvs

In March 1987, 1 Dyso, n I Ih it>
on the powerf ul Hiouse A rmed -o
Services Committee, helped push
througvh his corn in itte 11-c'

a''ner tauthoer-milt! $7t'1 ril-
( 1w -,ii~)N v hips itli an

- - ' I s
f- I -'r the )iv a-m (eAr, -s- rTan

- . -' . :i he T 1W> 0 pref er
- Itreat them U ni ,vs iike

coill t ti\ (flt n i ntI t

,:ri m er, of Cotngre-s %%ho ,t on
if-;o:i a defense vom rnir te-os

-t#N im Sasser 1)-Teunn and
Rt-In- Willi ari Dickinson P. A-ia

Ri--hard Rav , D-Ga
All members said they would

r'- urni the contributions md l
e~l\to their campalggns by

( I " ; I " t ( ) I I , M I ) ) , ; t ; I r - I ) I I I I ( ) ( , r 1, 1 t
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IFormer Executive, 2 Others
In Defense Prlox Plead Guiflty

CHARLES F. GARDNER
*..bribery. election-law violations

BV car.'>

:,,,cr t ~~ e-e:dK
eecul~vt' who -I W ~: ~

G1 1c Ce .

fired t var '% ~e presad nt ,
U1'.Corp., a ileadingz rmnl4ta'rV

C' mt raictr, and( oilbUltant Jan~e>' (.
Neal adlmitted payi:-.g in inflated
price 111 1986 for a Sin aliev, Id,.
ho, corIlornhium o)wned by Pais Iev
to Influence the then-Navy offica;

m';i ard IOf tO Incrat IVfe iil-
i: otraci't. One of the con-

n ; trtt. M)~~ -Vtrfin

'A - ar~dt, Un!,v, a month
t'C~A C ar' oiuNca bought
n ~ICtlt 0n
I' -~~, V0) cft hl,. Pentagon

-*t a LsIt11 .cea'' tor re-
h. ngieerng nds:,.stemns in

1967, Sai1d ye:sterday he "uinequiv-
tivrclec ti the contention that he

\ ai bi ibed by Chairles Gardner or
aflVoile else While at the Navy."

Ini a statement issued through his
attornie* S, P111slev Said he "had no
k.nowledge that the [condo] sale

was anything other than a corn-
See DEFENSE., A20, CoL I

N
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

*I~.T P.Septemiber 15, 1989

Gerard J. Scarano
31 Tanger Lane
Gales Ferry, CT 06224

RE: MUR 2981

Dear Mr. Scarano:

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 2981. 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 C .ommission'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
Commission may take further action based on the available
information.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. 5 437g(A)(4)(B) and 5 437g(a)(12)(A) unless you notify
the Comxission 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 Mark Allen, the
staff member assigned to this matter at (202) 376-5690. 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 G. erner
Associate G3eneral Counsel

Enclosur-es
1Complaint

I.. Procedures
3. Designation of Counsel Statement



~ FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

~0 September 15, 1989

Robert D. Barrett
2026 Lakebreeze way
Reston, VA 22091

RE: MUR 2981

Dear Mr. Barrett:

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 2981. 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
Commission may take further action based on the available
inf ormation.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. 5 437g(A)(4)(B) and 5 437g(a)(12)(A) 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 Mark Allen, the
staff member assigned to this matter at (202) 376-5690. For
your information, we have attached a brief description of the
commission's procedures for handling complaints.

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble

General Counsel

BY: Lis .erner
Associate General Counsel

Encl1osures
1. C7omplaint
2. Procedures
3. Designation of Counsel Statement



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSIONr,
A ~ ~ ~ ' 14t, UN )

September 15, 1989

Paul E. Wilson, Jr., Treasurer
Bill Chappell Campaign Committee
21 S.E. Wenona Avenue
Ocala, FL 32671

RE: MUR 2981

Dear Mr. Wilson:

The Federal Election Commission received a complaint which
alleges that the Bill Chappell Campaign Committee and you, as
treasurer, 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 2981. 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
Commission may take further action based on the available
information.

* This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. S 437g(A)(4)(B) and 5 437g(a)(12)(A) 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 Mark Allen, the
staff member assigned to this matter at (202) 376-5690. For
your information, we have attached a brief description of the
Commission's procedures for handling complaints.

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

BY: r ois G.ere

Associate General Counsel
Enclosures
I. Complaint
2.Procedures

3. Designation of Counsel Statement



FEDERAL ELECTION C-OMMISSION

fist*~ September 15, 1989

Mary M. Schumacher, Treasurer
Friends of Congressman Rochbrueckner
P.O. Box 426
Coram, N.Y. 11727

RE: MUR 2981

Dear Ms. Schumacher:

The Federal Election Commission received a complaint which
alleges that the Friends of Congressman Hochbrueckner and you,
as treasurer, 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 2981. 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
Commission may take further action based on the available
information.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. 5 437g(A)(4)(B) and 5 437ga)l2)(A) 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 Mark Allen, the
staff saber assigned to this matter at (202) 376-5690. For
your inforuation, we have attached a brief description of the
Coamission's procedures for handling complaints.

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble

General Counsel

BY: Li G erner
Associate General Counsel

O.nc losures
l. C-omplaint
2. Procedures
3. Designation of Counsel Statement



September 15, 1989

michael A. Nemeroff, Treasurer
Friends of Jim Sasser
1722 Eye Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006

RE: MUR 21981

Dear Mr. Nemeroff:

The Federal Election Commission received a complaint which
alleges that the Friends of Jim Sasser and you, as treasurer,
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 2981. 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
Commission may take further action based on the available
information.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. 5 437g(A)(4)(B) and 5 437g(a)(12)(A) 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.

FFDLR,-\L
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if you have any questions, please contact Mark Allen, the
staff member assigned to this matter at (202) 376-5690. For
your information, we have attached a brief description of the
Commission's procedures for handling complaints.

Since rely,

Lawrence M. Noble

General Counsel

BY: ri .erner
Associate General Counsel

Enc losu res
1. Complaint
Z. Procedures
3. Designation of Counsel Statement



FEDERAL- El I (110\ (-NMMISSION

September '15, 1989

Congressman Roy Dyson
326 Cannon House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515-2001

RE: MUR 2981

Dedr Congressman Dyson:

The Federal Election Commission received a complaint whichalleges that you may have violated the Federal Election CampaignAct of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). A copy of the complaint isenclosed. We have numbered this matter MUR 2981. Please referto this number in all future correspondence.

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate inwriting that no action should be taken against you in thismatter. Please submit any factual or legal materials which youbelieve are relevant to the Commission's analysis of thismatter. where appropriate, statements should be submitted underoath. Your response, which should be addressed to the GeneralCounsel's office, must be submitted within 15 days of receipt ofthis letter. If no response is received within 15 days, theCommission may take further action based on the available
information.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with2 U.S.C. 5 437g(A)(4)(B) and 5 4 3 7 g(a)(12)(A) unless you notifythe Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be madepublic. If you intend to be represented by counsel in thismatter, please advise the Commission by completing the enclosedform stating the name, address and telephone number of suchcounsel, and authorizing such counsel to receive anynotifications and other communications from the Commission.



0 0

if you have any questions, please contact Mark Allen, the
staff member assigned to this matter at (202) 376-5690. For
your information, we have attached a brief description of the
Commission's procedures for handling complaints.

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble

General Counsel

BY: L G.erner
Associate General Counsel

EnclIosures
1. Complaint
2.Procedures

3. Designation of Counsel Statement



FEDERAL ELECTION, COMM0kvISSION

September 15, 1989

William M. Galvin
600 New Hampshire Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20037

RE: MUR 2981

Dear Mr. Galvin:

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 2981. 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
Commission may take further action based on the available
information.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. 5 437g(A)(4)(B) and 5 437g(a)(12)(A) 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 Mark Allen, the
staff member assigned to this matter at (202) 376-5690. [For
your information, we have attached a brief description of the
commission's procedures for handling complaints.

Since rely,

Lawrence M. Noble

General Counsel

BY: Los ." erner
Associate General Counsel

Enc losures
1Complaint

4&. Procedures
3. Designation of Counsel Statement



1?41% 40September 15, 1989

Joseph S. Zuba
4815 Virginia Road
Mechanicsburg, PA 1-055

RE: MUR 2981

Dear Mr. Zuba:

The Federal Election Commission receivred a complaint which
alleges that you may have violated the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971l, as amended ("the Act"). A copy of the complaint is
enclosed. We have numbered this matter MUR 2981. 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
Commission may take further action based on the available
information.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. 5 437g(A)(4)(B) and 5 437g(a)(12)(A) unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be madepublic. If you intend to be represented by counsel in this
matter, please advise the Commission by completing the enclosedform 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 Mark Allen, the
staff isember assigned to this matter at (202) 376-5690. 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 ' G erner
Associate General~ Counsel

Encl1osu re s
.Complaint

2Procedures
3. Designation of Counsel Statement



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

~41q~September 15, 1989

George L. Patterson, Treasurer
Congressman Bill Young Campaign Committee
P.O. Box 47025
St. Petersburg, FL 33743

RE: MUR 2981

Dear Mr. Patterson:

The Federal Election Commission received a complaint whichalleges that the Congressman Bill Young Campaign Committee andyou, as treasurer, may have violated the Federal ElectionCampaign Act of 1971, as amended ('the Act"). A copy of thecomplaint is enclosed. we have numbered this matter MUR 2981.Please refer to this number in all future correspondence.

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate inwriting that no action should be taken against you in thismatter. Please submit any factual or legal materials which youbelieve are relevant to the Commission's analysis of thismatter. Where appropriate, statements should be submitted underoath. Your response, which should be addressed to the GeneralCounsel's Office, must be submitted within 15 days of receipt ofthis letter. If no response is received within 15 days, theCommission may take further action based on the available
information.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with2 U.S.C. 5 437g(A)(4)(B) and 5 437g(a)(12)(A) unless you notifythe Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be madepublic. If you intend to be represented by counsel in thismatter, please advise the Commission by completing the enclosedform stating the name, address and telephone number of suchcounsel, and authorizing such counsel to receive anynotifications and other communications from the Commission.



if you have any questions, please contact Mark Allen, the
staff member assigned to this matter at (202) 376-5690. For
your information, we have attached a brief description of the
Commission's procedures for handling complaints.

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble

General Counsel

BY: Lis G erner
Associate General Counsel

Enclosures
1. Complaint
-. Procedures

3. Designation of Counsel Statement



FEDERAL E[-[CTIONS ( OMMiSIO\N

1 5 98

Robert H. Littlefield
3500 Holmes Run Pkwy. 4605
Alexandria, VA '22304

RE: MUR 2981

Dear Mr. Littlefield:

The Federal Election Commission received a complaint whichalleges that you may have violated the Federal Election CampaignAct of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). A copy of the complaintis enclosed. We have numbered this matter MUR 2981. Pleaserefer to this number in all future correspondence.

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate inwriting that no action should be taken against you in thismatter. Please submit any factual or legal materials which youbelieve are relevant to the Commission's analysis of thismatter. Where appropriate, statements should be submitted underoath. Your response, which should be addressed to the GeneralCounsel's Office, must be submitted within 15 days of receipt ofthis letter. If no response is received within 15 days, theCommission may take further action based on the available
information.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with2 U.S.c. 5 437g(A)(4)(B) and 5 4 37 g(a)(12)(A) unless you notifythe Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be madepublic. If you intend to be represented by counsel in thismatter, Please advise the Commission by completing the enclosedform stating the name, address and telephone number of suchcounsel, and authorizing such counsel to receive anynotifications and other communications from the Commission.



if you have any questions, please contact Mark Allen, the
staff member assigned to this matter at (202) 376-5690. For
your information, we have attached a brief description of the
Commission's procedures for handling complaints.

Since rely,

Lawrence M. Noble

General Counsel

BY: erner
Associate General Counsel

Enc.l.0sures
Complaint

.Procedures

3. Designation of Counsel Statement



St~tc~er15, 1989

Joseph E. Hill
277 Roselle Street
Mineola, NY 11501

RE: MUR 2981

Dear Mr. Hi]J:.-

The Federal Election Commission received a complaint whichalleges that you may have violated the Federal Election CampaignAct of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). A copy of the complaint isenclosed. we have numbered this matter MUR 2981. Pes eeto this number in all future correspondence. Pes ee

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate inwriting that no action should be taken against youints
mater. Please submit any factual or legal materials which youbelieve are relevant to the Commission's analysis of thismatter. Where appropriate, statements should be submitted underoath. Your response, which should be addressed to the GeneralCounsel's Office, must be submitted within 15 days of receipt ofthis letter. If no response is received within 15 days, theCommission may take further action based on the available

information.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with2 U.s.c. S 437g(A)(4)(B) and S 437g(a)(12)(A) unless you notifythe Commission in writing that You wish the matter to be madepublic. If you intend to be represented by counsel in thismatter, please advise the Commission by completing the enclosedform stating the name, address and telephone number Of suchcounsel, and authorizing such counsel to receive anynotifications and other communications from the Commission.



if you have any questions, please contact Mark Allen, the
staff member assigned to this matter at (202) 376-5690. F'or
your information, we have attached a brief description of the
Commission's procedures for handling complaints.

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble

General Counsel

BY: Lois G3.1erner
Associate General Counsel

Encl1osures
.Complaint

2.Procedures
3. Designation of Counse'l statement
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September 15

Macy M. Skinner, Treasurer
Richard Ray for 'Congress Campaign Committee
P.O. Box 1352
Perry, GA 31069

RE: MUR 2981

Dear Ms. Skinner:

The Federal Election Commission received a complaint which
alleges that the Richard Ray for Congress Campaign Committee and
you, as treasurer, 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 2981.
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
Commission may take further action based on the available
information.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. 5 437g(A)(4)(B) and 5 437g(a)(12)(A) 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.



0 0

if you have any questions, please contact Mark Allen, the
staff member assigned to this matter at (202) 376-5690. For
your information, we have attached a brief description of the
Commission's procedures for handling complaints.

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble

General Counsel

BY: LosG erner
Associate General Counsel

Enclosures
1. Complaint
2.Procedures

3. Designation of Counsel. Statement
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September 15, 1989

Don L. Lynch
11100 Byrd Drive
Fairfax, VA 22030

RE: MUR 2981

Dear Mr. Lynch:

The Federal Election Commission received a Complaint whichalleges that you may have violated the Federal Election CampaignAct of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). A copy of the complaint isenclosed. We have numbered this matter MUR 2981. Please referto this number in all future correspondence.

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate inwriting that no action should be taken against you in thismatter. Please submit any factual or legal materials which youbelieve are relevant to the Commission's analysis of thismatter. Where appropriate, statements should be submitted underoath. Your response, which should be addressed to the GeneralCounsel's Office, must be submitted within 15 days of receipt ofthis letter. If no response is received within 15 days, theCommission may take further action based on the available
information.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with2 U.S.C. 5 437g(A)(4)(B) and 5 4 37g(a)(12)(A) unless you notifythe Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be madepublic. If you intend to be represented by counsel in thismatter, please advise the Commission by completing the enclosedform stating the name, address and telephone number of suchcounsel, and authorizing such counsel to receive anynotifications and other communications from the Commission.



0 0

If you have any questions, please contact mark Allen, the
staff member assigned to this matter at (202) 376-5690. 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 G. erner
Associate General CounselI

Encl1osu re s
1. Complaint
2.Procedures

3. Designation of Counsel Statement
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Charles F. Gardner
50 Roosevelt Avenue
Malverne, NY 11L565

RE: MUR 298'1

Dear Mr. Gardner:

The Federal Election Comm-Ission received a complaint whichalleges that you may hav.Ie violated the Federal Election CampaignAct of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). A copy of the complaint isenclosed. We have numbered this matter MUR 2981. Please referto this number in all future correspondence.

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate inwriting that no action should be taken against you in thismatter. Please submit any factual or legal materials which youbelieve are relevant to the Commission's analysis of thismatter. Where appropriate, statements should be submitted underoath. Your response, which should be addressed to the GeneralCounsel's Office, must be submitted within 15 days of receipt ofthis letter. If no response is received within 15 days, theCommission may take further action based on the available
information.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with2 U.S.C. 5 437g(A)(4)(B) and 5 4 3 7g(a)(12)(A) unless you notifythe Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be madepublic. If you intend to be represented by counsel in thismatter, please advise the Commission by completing the enclosedform stating the name, address and telephone number of suchcounsel, and authorizing such counsel to receive anynotifications and other communications from the Commission.



if you have any questions, please contact Mark Allen, the
staff member assigned to this matter at (202) 376-5690. For
your information, we have attached a brief description of the
Commission's procedures for handling complaints.

Since rely,

Lawrence M. Noble

General Counsel

BY: L O 1.s G. er ne r
Assoclate General Counsel

Enclosures
1. Complai&nt
2. Procedures
3. Designation of Counsel Statement



Lloyd Lancaster, Treasurer
Dickinson Second District Conq9ressional Committee
P.O. Box 4539
Montgomery, AL 36103

RE: MUR 2981

Dear, Mr. Lancaster:

The Federal Election CommissIon received a Complaint whichalleges that the Dickinson Second District Congressional
Committee and you, as treasurer, may have violated the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). A copyof the complaint is enclosed. We have numbered this matter
IMUR 2981. Please refer to this number in all future
correspondence.

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

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with2 U.S.C. 5 437g(A)(4)(B) and 5 437g(a)(12)(A) unless you notifythe Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be madepublic. If you intend to be represented by counsel in thismatter, please advise the Commission by completing the enclosedform stating the name, address and telephone number of suchcounsel, and authorizing such counsel to receive any
notifications and other communications from the Commission.



0 0

if you have any questions, please contact Rark Allen, the
staff member assigned to this matter at (202) 376-5690. ror
your information, we have attached a brief description of the
Commission's procedures for handling complaints.

Since rely,

Lawrence M. Noble

General Counsel

BY: ,.ot .s G . erner
Associ.ate General Counsel

Enc losures
1. Complaint
2. Procedures
3. Designation of Counsel Statement
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September 15, 1989

W. Michael Blumenthal
Chief Executive Officer
UNISYS Corporation
1 Unisys Place
Detroit, MI 48202

RE: MUR 2981

Dear Mr. Blumenthal:

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 2981. 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
Commission may take further action based on the available
information.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. 5 437g(A)(4)(B) and 5 437g(a)(12)(A) 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 mark Allen, the
staff member assigned to this matter at (202) 376-5690. For
your information, we have attached a brief description of the
Commission's procedures for handling complaints.

Since rely,

Lawrence M. Noble

General Counsel

BY: r ois G. ernet
Associate General Counsel

Encl1osu re s
1Complaint

Z. Procedures
3. Designation of Counsel Statement



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

September 15, 1989

Marion R. Fedas, Treasurer
Dyson for Congress Committee
578 Paradise Road
Aberdeen, MD 21001

RE: MUR 2981

Dear Ms. Fedas:

The Federal Election Commission received a complaint which
alleges that the Dyson for Congress Committee and you, as
treasurer, 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 2981. 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
Commission may take further action based on the available
information.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. S 437g(A)(4)(B) and 5 437g(a)(12)(A) 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 Mark Allen, the
staff member assigned to this matter at (202) 376-5690. For
your information, we have attached a brief description of the
Commission's procedures for handling complaints.

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble

General Counsel

BY: LiG.erner
Associate General Counsel

Enr Iosures
IComplaint
2Procedures

3. Designation of Counsel Statement

E
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FEDERAL ELEC:TION COMMISSION

September 15, 1989

John Roberts, III
4825 Red Fox Drive
Annandale, VA 22003

RE: MUR 2981

Dear- Mr. Roberts:

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 2981. 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
Commission may take further action based on the available
information.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. 5 437g(A)(4)(B) and 5 437g(a)(12)(A) 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 Mark Allen, the
staff member assigned to this matter at (202) 376-5690. For
your information, we have attached a brief description of the
Commission's procedures for handling complaints.

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble

General Counsel

BY: eosG rner

Associate General Counsel
Enclosures
1. Complaint
2Procedures

3. Designation of Counsel Statement



Mr. Luis A. Luna
P.O. Box 23230
Easton, MD 21601

RE: MUR 2981

Dear Mr. Luna:

This letter acknowledges receipt on September 8, 1989. of
your complaint alleging possible violations of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"), by the
Dyson for Congress Committee and Marion R. Fedas, as treasurer.
The respondents will be notified of this complaint within five
days.

You will be notified as soon as the Federal Election
Commission 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 2981. Please refer
to this number In all future correspondence. For your
information, we have attached a brief description of the
Commission's procedures for handling complaints. If you have
any questions, please contact Retha Dixon, Docket Chief, at
(202) 376-3110.

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble

General Couns

BY: Lois G. Ler er
Associate eneral tCounse~l

Enclosure
Procedures
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September 20, 1989

Dennis Mitchell
4 silver Beech Court
Poquott, NY 11733

RE: MUR 2981

Dear Mr. Mitchell:

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 2951.

Please refer to this number In all future correspondence.

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate in

vriting 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

Commission may take further action based on the available
information.

This matter will remain confidential In accordance with

2 U.S.C. I 437g(A)(4)(B) and 6 437g(a)(l2)(A) 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 Mark Allen, the
staff member assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-5690. For
your Information, we have attached a brief description of the
Commission's procedures for handling complaints.

Sincerely,

Lawrence H. Noble

General Counsel

BY: Lois G. Lerner
Associate General Counsel

Enclosures
1. Complaint
2. Procedures
3. Designation of Counsel Statement
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FEDERAt f LFCTMIN ~

T~Tt'Tj~NI( (fN 189 SEP 27 AM 11: 3 7

SECONI) DISIhCT CONGRESSKIONAL COMMh
September 25, 1989 T

I 4,Jeral Election Conmii-io'0 CA.

01*. Steet, NWV
v;ishington, D)C 2i' 4o3

'J W)IVIJO0N I I T \fIA\N CO()NCI-RN:

This letter is- in response to a recent letter from your office dated Se'ptember
199regarding alleged violation; of the Federal Election Campaign Act oif 1971. The

D~ickinson Second District Congressional Committee has not violated this "ACT''
As soon as w-,e were advised by the Washington office that the contribution by Mr.
f () Jseph Hill -was a violation of the "ACT" we were instructed to make a contributionl
o)f 52,00.00 to Charity. This was the total of the two Hill contributions as indicated InI
our 1987 Year Enid FEC Report. This is documented in the enclosed information.

I wish for this information to remain confidential. If I can be of further
jac;sistance, please contact me at P0 Box 4-539, Montgomery, Alabama 36104.

Sincere~v,

Lloyd Lancaster
Treasurer

1 YS7 c ar E'-nd FlEC Report
Instruct.*ons from Washington Office
Copy of check for 52,000.00 to Montgomnery Charities
19S9 Mid-Year FEC Report

o~r h\kh w dn-;iv Seownd D~istrict CxigressionAl Commnitte. P 0) Box -639 MongomwtN. AlahAma 36101
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The above-nlamed individual is hereby des,.gfldted as my

counsel 3nd is authorized to receive any notIficationS and other

communications from the Commiss.ofl and to act on mny tehalf4 tefore

the Commission.

Date 
Si 1 (r-na tu r e

ADDR~S277 Roselle Street
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Lawrence M~. Noble
17eneral Counsel

LY: c':s G. Lerill :
-e jnral Counsel
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BY o0is G. erner
Associate General Counsel
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'7eer~al Counsel

BY: G.7</ G ner
Associate General Counsel
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BY: Lois G. ~ere
Associate General Counsel
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Law~rence H*. Sl'Dje
General Counsel

AF~skciate General Counsel

ENCLOSURE
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Lawrence M. Noble
Geriral Counsel

BY: Lois G. >,,rner
Associate General Counsel

ENCLOSURE
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>~Septembe, ~.1 0Q~ I, Vo i~

El1ec ti1on Comm 13slo n rece ived a com p1L3 1rnt
alleging violations of certain sections

Campaign Act of 1971, as amended. At th
copy of the complaint and informed that
complaint should be submlttcc! within 15
notification.

f ru [nfu s A. funa
af the Federal Election
at time you were given
a response to the
days of receipt of tlhu

It has come to the commission's attention that several of the
newspaper articles Included In attachments A, B, and P to the
complaint were not reproduced In their entirety. Enclosed are
copies of these articles.

If you have any questions, please contact Mark Allen, the
staff member assigned to thil natter, at (202) 376-8200.

Lawreiice M. Nobic
General Counsel

Asso-ciate G~eneral Counsel

ENCLOSURE

-I . .



Dear CUIuIgres3Man Dyzoi:

On September 153, 1989, you vere ncl-ifled that the Federal
Election Commission received a compidint from Luis A. Luna
alleging violations of certain sections ot the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, as amended. At that time you vere given a
copy of the complaint and Informed that a response to the
complaint should be submitted within 15 days of receipt of the
notification.

It has come to the Commission's attention that several of the
newspaper articles Included In attachments A. D, and F to the
complaint were not reproduced In their entirety. Enclosed are
copies of these articles.

T f vyc, 1bive any ques 1r, :'ea ce cont act M I Pen, the

Sin Ce r 00

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

BY: ois . -y

BY: Los G. krne r
Associate General Counsel

ENCLOSURE



De ar 1 1ongre33mcn jrC,

On September 15, 1989, you were notified that the Federal
Election Commission received a complaint from Luis A. Luna
alleging violations of certain sections of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, as amended. At that time you were given a
copy of the complaint and Informed that a response to the
complaint should be submitted within 15 days of receipt of the
notification.

It has come to the Commission's attention that several of the
newspaper articles Included In attachments A, 5, and F to the
complaint were not reproduced In their entirety. Enclosed are
copies of these articles.

If. you have any questluns, please contec2 HarK Allen, ttc
f m iT'-,sr.r a s q ' i .3 76 -$20 1).

Lawrence M. Noble

General COiwln; !

BY: Lois G. werner
Associate General Counsel

ENCLOSURE



CP aL t a r'- re r

Dear Mr. Patterson:

On September 15, 1989, you vere notified that the Federal
Election Commission received a complaint from Luis A. Luna
alleging violations of certain sections of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, as amended. At that time you were given a
copy of the complaint and informed that a response to the
complaint should be submitted within 15 days of receipt of the
notification.

It has come to the Commission's attention that several of the
nevspaper articles Included In attachments A, B, and F to the
complaint were not reproduced In their entirety. Enclosed are
copies of these articles.

I- -it f rneTn:,r as3I:> r~ I ~ ni *-~ ' -

S inc erely.

Lavreince H. r1

BY: Lois G. Lerner ~4,
Associate General Counsel

ENCLOSURE



Dickin.-on Second DlstricL
Congress ional Commnittee
Lloyd Lancaster, Treasurer
Tom Brycevell, ASst. Treasurer

Dear Mr. Lancaster:

On September 15, 1989, you were notified that the Federal
Election Commission received a complaint from Luis A. Luna
alleging violations of certain sections of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, as amended. At that time you were given a
copy of the complaint and informed that a response to the
complaint should be submitted within 15 days of receipt of the
not ifi1cation.

P;r j l~~

copies of

ccle
were rnot
these art idles.

, -* -- ,0,:I , ' -4 - , ,,1 7 '' ' - C!-

1.L CtijWi~A PV- dl

It YOUJ Dav 6ty questionis, please contact
3t(3tf member assigned to ,t is rntt-r

Mark Allen, the

S r.f'lre Y,

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

B:Lois G. Lerner
Associate General Counsel

ENCLOSURE



H{ ichad Raf~y for Corig: eM:
Commit tee
Macy M. Skinner, Treasurer

Dear Ms. Skinner:

On September 15. 1989, you were notified that the Federal
Election Commission received a complaint from Luis A. Luna
alleging violations of certain sections of the Federal Election
Campaign Act Of 1971, as amended. At that time you were given a
copy of the complaint and Informed that a response to the
complaint should be submitted vithin 15 days of receipt of the
notification.

It has come to the Commlssion's attention that several of tbe
news;.c er articles ind "dcd in at taC""1e11t A, P.to the

CC~~~5of t..r-9e jrt-icke5.

IfL yM:" hav'-" an:y questions, please contact Mark Allen, the
.3tatf meicber A~iolned to t"-ic tratter, at. (202) 3/6 32100.

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

BY: Lois G. erner
Associate General Counsel

ENCLOSURE
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;-1Y Hand

L.ois G. Lerner, Esq.
Assoc-'ate General Counsel
Federal' Election Comfr.r4ssionl

WasinqonD.C. 2046 3

Re: Gerard :. Scarano-., File No. MUR 2981

Dear Mr. Allen:

We represent Gerard J1. Scarano and have received your
letter to Mr. Scarano, dated September 15, 1989, and reflecting
the above-referenced file number.

I attempted to reach Mark Allen, the staff member
assigned to this matter, by telephone on Thursday, September 28
and was informed that he would be out of the office until Monday,
October 2. 1 would appreciate it if either you or Mr. Allen would
call me.

Thank you.

Sincerely yours,

Scott D. 'od shall.
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September 29, 1989

-Y HANS)

?<o~aI lection Comiission

eW--jshngton, D.C. 29463

Re: MUR 2981

Dear Mr. Allen:

This office represents William M. Galvin. Mr. Galvin
has forwarded to me a copy of Lois G. Lerner's letter of
September 15, 1989, which invites Mr. Galvin to respond in
connection with the above-captioned matter. Mr. Galvin did not
receive Ms. Lerner's letter until yesterday because he is no
longer at 600 New Hampshire Avenue, N.W. Obviously, given the
serious nature of the allegations described in the letter,
Mr. Galvin is not in a position to respond on such short notice.

Accordingly, I would ask that you extend the time for
Mr. Galvin's response until October 30, 1989.

Yours truly,

William D. Nussbaum

WDN: lsw

N~ VVA % 3' 'N". 7"E Ex. 2 48370 (R CA), 89Z 75 7 W,, T TELE COP! ERS': 2 02 /347-1372, t373,1374, 1378.- E ASY LI N. 62 776 734



KRAMER. LEVIN NEsSEN KAM N &k F~AW' M

~ .. "OCT -2 AN* 52

September 28, 1989

Mark Allen, Esq.
office of the General CounselC
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 2981

Dear Mr. Allen: U -10

In keeping with our telephone conversation yesterday
afternoon, I am writing, on behalf of Charles F. Gardner, to
respond to Lois G. Lerner's September 15, 1989 letter to Mr.
Gardner.

As I explained, we believe that, as a threshold matter,
the Federal Election Commission should take no further action
with respect to Mr. Gardner. In the first place, the September
5, 1989 'Letter of complaint of Luis A. Luna only requests that
the Commission investigate Congressman Dyson and Marion Fedas;
there is no request that Mr. Gardner be investigated. More
important, as reflected in the criminal information attached to
the Luna 'Letter, Mr. Gardner has already been prosecuted. H{e
pled guilty to that information last March, 1989, and was
sentenced on September 15, 1989 to 32 months incarceration and a
$40,000 fine. Furthermore, as reflected in Mr. Gardner's Plea
Agreement, also attached to the Luna letter, "the United States
of America by and through its attorney, Henry E. Hudson, United
States Attorney . . . agreed' 'not to further charge the
defendant nor any member of his family with any violation of
federal criminal law in connection with the activities set forth
in the Information and Statement of Facts, the subject matter
involved in the Illwind investigation, or with any other
violation of federal criminal law now known to the United
States." See id. at introductory paragraph and 'F2. While



Mark Allen, Esq.
September 28, 1989
Page-2

ra raqiraph ?ofthe Plea Agreement --oes on to state "that this
Ag.-reement Is ~mtdto the Un'-itei States Attorney's Offices fc-r
--'e Fastern Dls~ir.cts cf 2rvnaand New York?, and cannot bjn't
ot,,her- federal, state o-r I'ca.poectr authorl't7es' I the

i t ed Stat es Attorneys 41ffi-e fo te ';astern D-+--4o
~ron~aagreed to note cooooperat_:'cn cf Charles F. Gardner

cth-e attent4- In of oter r-roseoutino offlcials." A-.s stated by
--sstn .nit4-ed States Attornev .7oseth .^. Aron-,oa In- Court on

S er)t ember _9 1r. >rde 1s c :n atIo ha 51ne e a b ee n so
renarkable that th-e '.nited S- tates a-_nlied for a downward
de pa rture from te S entencing Guidelines, r-,ursuant to Section

V . e u n derstand that Mr. Gardner Is teonly p erscn
=onvIcted In th*,-,e -ll-wind investiacation for whom the Government

'-as requested a downward departure prior to the conclusion or
near conclusion of his cooperation. Should you have any further
qllestions about Mr. Gardner's cooperation, please contact Mr.
Aronica (Tel. 703 557-9100)'

:n short, we respectfull1y urge that it is neither
appropriate nor necessary for the Federal Election Commission now
to spend any time or energy, in response to the Luna letter, on
any inquiry into Mr. Gardner. We respectfully hope that you can
, .nform us at the earliest possible time that this matter has been
closed with respect to Mr. Gardner. If not, we respectfully
request the opportunity to make further submissions on his behalf
and to be informed of any and all matters relating to him.

Respectfully yours,

c:Mr. Charles F. Gardner
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LEONARcD N. BEBOHICK 89OCT1- 2 AM 1: IS

ScrtemI-o-~ i969

c,

r e 7-:,

res~ndst te s rrisicn S letter c e~n'
w n.:cn t:reatLs our client, Don L. Lxncn-, as a resrocndent Wjr:
beer, nameo on the enclosed com -a-'-oLisA Luna as one
alIleged to- have violated the Act. The charging 'Letter invitVes
mr. Lynch to demonstrate that no action should be taken against
him. Thie Commission is proceeding under 2 USC §437g(a) and 11
CFR §111.4 -§5111.6.

The Commissi.on s letter should be withdrawna
improper-ly issued and without foundation in and contrary to the
dictates of the Act and the Commission s own regulations which
are binding upon it with the effect of law.

ThA1Z statut ory and regulatory provisions cited a bn--
reflpct a caref-ull,.-y crafted requlatoDry format. One becomes
resporn dent only ifl a complaint- is fIled which alleges 'ande:-

penalty of per-jury that such person has violated the Act.A
respondent is a person specifically charged as an alleged
lawbreaker by the sworn statements of the complainant.

Luna s7opan is very clear in alleging his b4e

thattheActhas been broken by Congressman Roy Dyson and- h's
c amoal-I-cn treasurer, Maricn Fedas. T he f- ve well1-dra ft.-ed r-nqjs
,i the 'ompiaint recite i n de t ai t'Ihe allegedly unlawful a(3-

ofnConiressman Dyson and Mr. Fedas. From its opening chargilnC
Para(grauh to its concluding prayer which are directed solely
Messrs. Dyson and Fedas, the Luna Complaint does not mentlion,

~.a_ -n charae as a lwbreaker, Mr. Lynch or indeed any
Lhrcronecp h late Congressman Chappell.



rTho Co:mmission 1ioe heo r -q uirements of law in treating

Yr. lync-h ac; a respondent and thus in requiring him to respond

t~l allepgations c) ILI r. Luna which do not charge him with
-,i;at~ing the Act and which provide no recitation, let along

tho requisite clear reci1tation, of facts which describe any
v~-atC Il y ()ur clie(nt. There iF nothing in the complaint for

l~ 'nt.respondi -~ he Cr-mmission's letter is a legal

- te as sert 1 he- Ca r dIneri plea (ier.'men* t hat
~Vn-Cn wrote cl 'hrk~

'illrs $IO~ te yson f1.or Congoss Campaign-)
::~an-- =e:~ hr::'datI.ec. But thra, unswor

the A(-,.

:r _-t-n~ r vn<.n: r 'ina un d e rt+-a ken m make
.,vr, Lnc- ~hno ha he .violated ths? A,_r in rnakl-4

~'ntibuion o te Dvmn ampaign.

Th e mat-ter-s comrllpl ained cf by Mr . Luna a re the subject

an n-got ng Gr-an-d Jury Investigation. The conduct of
Cormisiencompliance proceedings can serve only to interfere

With -he prompt, effective and fair progress of the criminal

trocess. The Commission thus should defer to the Department of

Ju-,sti-ce and should place this matter in suspense pending a
conc' us icn of Grand Jury proceedings. Such a course would be

wholy onsstet wth oTmmission s Memorandum of Understanding

with he? Justice Department as to such areas of jurisdictional

Sincerely yours,

Leonard N. Bebchi'ck
Counsel for Don L. Lyncn
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October 2, -1989)

By Hand

Mr. Mark R. Allen
office of General Counsel
Federal Election Commi;ssion
999 E Street, NW
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: Gerard J. Scarano, File No. MUR 2981

Dear Mr. Allen:

As we discussed today over the telephone, I am
requesting an extension of one week to respond to your letter to
my client, Gerard J. Scarano, dated September 15, 1989, and
reflecting the above-referenced file number.

The reason for my request is as follows. I did not
obtain a copy of the letter from Mr. Scarano until last week, and
Mr. Scarano and I spent the week preparing him for grand jury
testimony and sentencing in connection with the matters outlined
in your September 15, 1989. In addition I leave this afternoon
for a status conference to be held tomorrow morning before a U.S.
Magistrate in the United States District Court for the Central
District of California, in Los Angeles, California.

I would appreciate It if you would grant me an extension
until Monday, October 9 to provide a responsive letter.

Thank you.

Scot D.oodhall'

/
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FRIENDS OF CONGRESSMAN w_

HOCHBRUECKNER N-Y 01

September 26, I'm()

CD

Lawren,-e A". Noble
Gener,,: Counsel
Feder,'1 Election Cormssion
WciSf. n1'-tor, D.C. 2o4t,

nwri ti1ng in response to notification at a complain
against the Friends of Congressman Hochbrueckner (MUR 2981) which

received on September 19, 1989.

Fi.rst, I wish t,-o state that the Friends of Congressman
Hochbrueckner was never aware that the contribution made by Mr.
Joseph Zuba was illegal or represented an unlawful gift through
the Unysis Corporation at the time of the contribution, June
1987.

On July 18, 1989, an article was brought to Congressman
Hochbrueckner's attention which indicated that the committee had
received funds made in an unlawful manner (Newsday artic]f
enclosed). Congressman Hochbrueckner then wrote directly to tig
prosecuting attorney, Henry Hudson, to ask for spec if V7
infornation on which contributions involved his campaig0
committee (draft of letter enclosed). Mr. Hudson's rEsponstated that Mr. Zuba had made an unlawful contribution of $500 t
the committee. Mr. Hudson also indicated that a contribution W
$1000 from Mr. Joseph Hill should be viewed with suspicion (cO%
of Mr. Hudson's response enclosed). j

Mr. Hudson's letter arrived shortly after Congress
recessed for August and was not read by Congressman Hochbrueckner
until the first week of September. Upon reading Mr. Hudson's
letter, Congressman Hochbrueckner began to search for a charity
to donate the amount of unlawful and potentially unlawful
contributions given to the committee ($1500).

Upon receiving notification of complaint MUR 2981, the
committee contacted the Democratic National Committee and was
informed that the correct way to refund illegal contributions
made by a corporation through an employee is to return the funds
to the corporation (copy of Federal Election Commission opinion
enclosed). The Friends of Congressman Hochbrueckner has since
returned $1500 to t7-he Unysis Corporation (copy of check
enclosed).

Q'1'

\t Q~ 2- C , r %N 7 ? 
7-k)4

DeC -- "r. !iobie:



I hope that the information contained in this letter along
with the enclosed attachments sufficiently indicates that neither
myself nor any agent of the Friends of Congressman Hochbrueckner
was aware of any illegality surrounding the contributions of Mr.
Zuba and Mr. Hill until July 1989. Once made aware of the
circumstances, the committee and Congressman Hochbrueckner acted
in ciood faith to correct any inproprieties. Given these facts, I
do niot believe any further actiC-n should be taken against the
Friends of Conqressrkin fiochhrue(ckner inr thls im('tter.

~ncerev

a rv M.chu-icher., -reasutc-r
r~1n7s o-Cnnress:-an .H;cIchrueckncr-

MIMS: j g
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~~ 7 .

HD SON:

rread of additiocnal inoictrnents 11n Operation !-'l Wind in a
r__ent_ Newsday arti cle (eenlsd. was surprised to see my name
__sted as orne of. the con~gressmen who received contributions from an
>llegal source throuan Unysis officials. . checked my campaign's
FeJeral Election Coimmission records to determine which of the
d--efendant.s had made a contri-bution. I was unable to find any of them
.sted as having made a contribution of any size to my re-election

campaign.

1 would like to ascertain which contributions to my campaign were
any way connected to either the fundraising scheme administered by

7tne Unvsis officials mentioned in the article or any other source
~nv~ve ~ntheIllWind investigation. I still am not aware of wnhc

sceifi cotriutonswer ilegalymade to my campaign. Therefore,
am as~ing that you provid me with a list of these contributions, to,

tn -e extent that you are permitted by law. While your office has
puoli'clv acknowledged that the congressmen In receipt of these
co ntriuions were not aware of their illegal source, it- is my intent

aosonive my campaign o-f any current or fluture association with any
targets of your investigation.

...ans you for your ongoDing and excellent efforts with Operation
CIA and your assistance in this parti-cu'lar situation. I look

::r;arc t-o hearing from yo-u.

Sincere I y,

Georce J. HCchbruecKner
Member o.f Congress
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United States Attornev
Eastern District of Virginia
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1emadpna. ripi~7nO 223)4 0'nWi NWMhie r

August 2, 1989

Honcr~bit-l George J. Hochbruochner
?.UnitP'I States Congress
House 7f Representatives
24 Cancn House Office Building

Wash -lrton, D.C. 20515

Dear C1-.grsynn Hiochbruechner:

T have received your letter of July 21, 1989, and hasten to
reply that I can only be of limited assistance. As a forner
elete I am~z very BensiLive Lu yuuL deblie Lu ;.lIeawa
your campaign commnittee of any potentially illegal or improper
contributions. Unfortunately, to identify contributors to your
nuiprii1rn onmmi'tn T~hm m~kr hn riihJnre rnf thn 11Itaind 'lnirnrirjm.
tion would be a disservice to those individuals who may later be
exonerated. At this point in time, there are a large number of
individuals and corporations that are being scrutinized by our
investigation. Obviously, not all these people and corporations
will be the subject of future criminal action. Moreover, a
substantial amount of the information in our investiqation has
been gathered by grand jury and its dissemnination is consequently
contrcll11ed by Rule 6(e) of the Federal Rules of Criminal
Procedure.

In order to afford you some immediate relief, I am able to
advise you that Joseph S. Zuba has pled guilty to making an
illegal. contributicn to your car'paign. That contribution is
recorded in Federal Election Commission records as being from:

Joseph S. Zuba
4815 Virginia Road
Mechanicsburg, PA

The contribution was in the amount of $500 and made on June 29,
1967.



Honorable George J. Hochbruechner
August 2, 1989
Page 2

Additionally, Joseph Hill, 277 Roselle Street, Mineola, Now
York, has admitted to making illegal contributions using Unysis
funda to federal campaigns other than youra.

However, Mr. Hill did make a $1,000 contribution to your
campaign on June 30, 198.

S-nrely yours.

1 1n4 -,L-

H.4enry F-. Hudson
Assistant U'nited States Attorney
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M.(''Skinner

P~for Congress Campaign
1.0. Box 1352
Perry, GA 31069

Committee

Dear Mr. Skinner:

On February 1, 1989 you sent to re a letter returning a
$1'1,0 '00 contribution made in the name of Joseph E. Hill to the
Rzay for Congress Campaign Committee. It has taken mre some time
to determine precisely what to do with this check. After
checking with the Federal Election Commission, and reviewing
Advisory opinion 1984-52, a copy of which is enclosed, I have
determined that the best course of conduct is to return to you
this check. I believe that the money must be returned to Unisys
and not to Mr. Hill personally.

Very truly yours,

A. ~i)~ t (
L

"2
'V.

Hamilton P. Fox, III

Enclosures

cc: Joseph E. luill

E--- -M I--- I -M
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June 10, 1989

John'

rf thle

P.O. Box 1352
Perry, GA 31069

912-987-2091

1,1 --
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CO~L a: 1-:11 :s

-->.chard Ray-.
ca-.pa; as that-

CD cnec.-c: dra'.;n

--,,ear, Joseph Edmund Hill pleaded guilty
ng plitcalconributions in the name of

For Congress Campaign committee" was one
received such funds, specifically a
from M-r. Hill' s personal checking account.

Pursuant to the Federal Election Commission's Advisory
pinion 1939-54, a copy of which is attached, I have enclosed
a check fo $1,000.00 made out to the Unisys Corporation. In
complying with 11 'CFR 104.3(b) (4) (y), the "Richard Ray for
Congress" campaign committee will report your full name and
aiddress as: r.John S. Autry, Vice President,, Government
Relations, Unisys Corporat,-ion, 2001 L St1-reet, N.W. , Washington,
). C. 200C3 6.

Sincerely,

Macy Skinner,, Treasurer
RICHARD RAY FOR CONGRESS

Endls.

cc: Conn7ress-man Ric-ard 13. R-1av

Pad 1 f r by Ricard Ray For Con~ress Comminee

mldkARDRAYF-111
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Assoojate Genera'. counsel
Federal Election Commissicn -,

999 E Street,
Washington, D.C. 2")4 63

Re: MUR 2921
NO

Dear Ms. Lerner:

On September 19, 18,1 received a letter from you
requesting a response to the con~laintL designated as MUR 2981.
The complaint alleged that Congressman- Roy Dyson violated the
Federal Election campaign Act by soliciting and receiving
contributions from Unisys Corporation. The complaint alleges
that Congressman Dyson was aware cf the source of the funds,
although this was concealed by transmitting the contributions
through various employees and consultants of Unisys. The
complaint does not directly or indirectly allege that Friends of
Jim Sasser, or anyone associated with the Sasser campaign,
solicited or received any illegal campaign contributions. The
complaint is directed solely at Congressman Dyson and his
campaign.

Attached to the complaint, how,,ever, is a criminal
information and plea agreement for Joseph Edward Hill in which
Mr. Hill acknowledges transmitting an illegal $1,000 contribution
to Friends of Jim Sasser in his name from Unisys Corporation.
Nothing in any of the documents attached to the complaint
suggests that any representative of Friends of Jim 'Sasser had any
knowledge at the time of its acceptance that the contribution
from Mr. Hill was an illegal corporate contribution0r.
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Beca3use Friends of Jim7 Sas_ -r no k-nowl;edge that Mr.
H~ls cont riJbution was an il legal -,- orro rate cnribution at the

timne it was accepted, the Committee's acceptance of the contri-
bution diiJ not violate the Federal. Election Cam.paign Act.
Furthermore, the Cormmittee follo-.,ed FEC.- policy in returning the
contributiocn when it learned the true facts. As a result, there
is no reaso-n for the Commission to openI a proceeding or take any
action against Friends of Jim Sasser or any representative of the
Committee based on the contributionI from M Hill.

'*.~-~ uly yours,

«1>~~

Lois G.
October
Page 2
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-2001. 5 tr e t, N.w.
Washington, u. -0036

De:_ar Mr. Autry:

COn behalf of Friends of Jim Sasser, I am enclosing a

chec:k in the amount of $1,000 made out to UNISYS Corporation.
Friends of Jim Sasser has learned through press accounts that
Joseph Hill made an illegal contribution to the Comm~ittee
utiliigtefnso NSS In accordance with the procedures

set out in FEC Advisory opinion 1984-52, a copy of which Is
attached, -we are returning tfils contribution to UNISYS.

Very truly yours,

Michael A. Nemeroff

7nrc losure

K.AN80881 WP



FRIENDS OF JIM SASSER
SIDLEY & AUSTIN

1722 EyF qTRFFT NW
WAWlNGOvN. (). C. 2flOO!

WAY TO THE UNISYS Corporation
OWE" O_ _ _

___ May 9- 9 89
07 123

941

__ $ 1,00 0.0 0

One Thousand and no/100----------------------------------
DOLLARS

FIRST NAT10NAL B3ANK
OF LIVINGSTON
LIVINGSTON. 7INNIFOSF 10970

__Contribution refund re Joseph Hill

.8000 3 5 11 10 , 0 LU 2 1 33:

FRIENDS1 OF JIM SASSER

50,35S 911t.

354
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Dorothy Baker
Friends of Jim Sasser
P.O. Box 24723
Nashville, TN 37202

Dear Ms. Baker:

On January 27, 1989 you returned to my client, Joseph E.
Hill, a campaign contribution in the amount of $1,000, which was
made in Mr. Hill's name to the Friends of Jim Sasser. It has
taken us some time to determine precisely what should be done
with this contribution. After checking with the Federal Election
Committee, and consulting Advisory Opinion #1984-52, a copy of
which we have enclosed, we have determined that the best course
of conduct is to return this check to you. If you wish to return
the contribution, we suggest that you send it to Unisys.

Very truly yours,

Hamilton P. Fox, III

Enclosure

cc: Joseph E. Hill
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DEWEY. BALLANTINE. BUSH BY. PALMER & WOOD
1775 PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE, N.W. "WOT-3 NtI31S2

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20006

- 4A . 4 H. A:AA.

A < .October 3, 1989

rdws,,rence 1N. Noble, Esq.
cTeneral Counsel
Federal Election Commission
9f),9 E Street, N. W
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 2981
Mr. Joseph E. Hill

Dear Mr. Noble:

I am writing in response to your letter dated September 15,
1989, to Joseph E. Hill. This response is being sent within
fifteen (15) days of Mr. Hill's receipt of your letter. Mr. Hill
requests that no action be taken against him in this matter for
the following reasons.

Mr. Hill is not named as a respondent in the complaint filed
by Luis A. Luna which initiated this MUR. It is a matter of
public record that on or about January 27, 1989, Mr. Hill plead
guilty to four counts of violating 2 U.S.C. §§ 437g(d) and 441f,
that is, to making contributions to federal election candidates
in his name on behalf of another. He was assessed a fine of
$5000 and an additional amount of $100 in connection with his
conviction. He has paid this $5100 penalty. United States v.
Hill, Cr. No. 89-35-A (E.D. Va. 1989).

Mr. Hill is now 77 years old. He is ill and lives in
retirement. He has already been severely punished, and his
punishment will serve as a deterrent to others. Therefore, in
light of his conviction and fine, and considering his relatively
insignificant and unwitting role in this activity, we believe
that the interests of justice would not be served by proceeding
against him in this MUR.

Sincerely

Myle V. Lynk

MVL: ao
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October 2. 1989

4a7 Allen, Esquire
O-ffi.ce of the General Counsel
Federal Election ComMission

999 SteeL N.W.
'Jashington'. D.C. 20463

Pe: MUR 29 8 1

Dear Mr. Allen:

Pursuant to our telephone conversation of October 2, Unisys Corporation
formally requests an extension of 15 days to file a response to the
Complaint in the above-referenced matter. The Complaint only recently was
received in the office of the Unisys General Counsel. Further, the scope
and nature of the allegations require a detailed review of various factual
and legal matters. Thus, to properly prepare its response, Unisys requests
an extension of 15 days, or until October 20, 1989, to respond to the
Complaint.

Thank you for your consideration of our request. Please contact me (at 556-
5526), or in my absence Jeffrey Metzger (at 556-5609), regarding this
matter.

Very truly yours,

Rebecca C. Smith
Senior Counsel

RC S/pr
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October 3, 1989

Lois G. Lerner
Associate General Counse'l
Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 2981

Dear Ms. Lerner:

This is the response of Mr. Robert D. Barrett to the
letter from the Federal Election Commission dated September
15, 1989 and received by Mr. Barrett on September 22, 1989.
Enclosed with that letter was a Complaint filed with the
Commission by Luis A. Luna, alleging violations of FEC
regulations in connection with contributions by the Unisys
Corporation to Congressman Roy Dyson of Maryland. As the
attached Statement of Designation of Counsel indicates, we
represent Mr. Barrett in this matter.

For the following reasons, Mr. Barrett requests that
the Commission take no action against him with respect to this
Complaint.

1. Mr. Barrett has already pleaded guilty to two
felony charges in connection with improper campaign
contributions made by his former employer, the Unisys
Corporation. On January 27, 1989, in the United States
District Court for the Eastern District of Virginia, Mr.
Barrett entered pleas of guilty to one count of violating 18
U.S.C. § 371 (conspiracy) and one count of violating 18 U.S.C.
§ 2,1000 (aiding and abetting the making of false statements).
Both charges were predicated on violations of sections of the

A P '

I UPO

PC C 4



0
Lois G. Lerner
Associate General Counsel
October 3, 1989
Page 42

Federail Election Ca-mpaign Act and grew out of the "Operation
Ill-Wind"l investiqattion being conducted by the United States
At-tornoy'Ist Of fice f rom the Eastern Di strict. of V i rginia.
(Copies of Mr. Barrett's Plea Acqreerent, Inforrnation, and

Statnentof Facts iro attached hereto as F>h~ t A.)

2. On May , , Mr Barrett o;7i-: -entenced by
IAzeClaude M.. Hilton to a period-- of probatiorIn and community
sevce in connection with his gulity pleas. Tns sentence
was ~ A inoe fe h rscor i- he case, Assistant United

States Attorney Joseph Aronica, described Mr. Ba rrett's
cooperation with investigators in the wake of. ',.s guilty plea
as ",substantial and extraordinary.1 ' (See Washington Post
Article, May 6, 1989, attached as Exhibit B.)

3. Mr. Barrett, who Is now retired from Unisys,
currently faces severe financial and health problems. The
full nature and extent of those problems, as well as
additional information regarding Mr. Barrett's background,
were detailed in a memorandum submitted to Judge Hilton at the
time of Mr. Barrett's sentencing. (A copy of that memorandum
is attached hereto as Exhibit C for the benefit of the
Commission.)

4. Mr. Barrett stands ready to cooperate fully
with the Commission in its investigation of this matter and is
willing to discuss a mutually-agreeable arrangement for doing
SO.

For all of the above reasons, it is submitted that
no purpose would be served by the Commission taking any
additional action against Mr. Barrett in connection with
events which have already been thoroughly investigated and
disposed of by federal prosecutors.

Please do not hesitate to contact r~e if you have any
questions or wish additional information.

Yours truly,
I

James A. Bensfi16ld

Enclosures

cc: Mark Allen
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Ocetober 4, l1q39

William D. Nussbaum
Hogan & Hartscr,
Columbia Square
555 Thirteenth Street !xWe
Washington, -..20004-1109

RE: MUR 2981
William M. Galvin

Dear Mr. Nussbaum:

This is in response to your letter dated September 29,1989, which we received that afternoon, requesting an extensionuntil October 30 to respond to the Commission's Notificationletter. After considering the circumstances presented in yourletter, I have granted the requested extension. Accordingly,your response is due by the close of business on October 30.

If you have any questions, please contact Mark Allen, thestaff member assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-5690.

Since rely,

Lawrence M. Noble

General Counsel

BY: Lois .Lerner

Asso iate General Counsel



October 4, 1989

Scott D. Godshall
wilme, r, Cutler & Pickering
2445 M Street NW
Wash~ -n2~ D. C. 20037-14 20

Dear Mfr. Godshall:

This is in response to your letter dated October 2, 1989,
which we received on October 3, requesting an extension until
October 9 to respond to the Commission's Notification letter.
After considering the circumstances presented in your letter, Ihave granted the requested extension. Accordingly, your
response is due by the close of business on October 9.

If you have any questions, please contact mark Allen, the
staff member assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-5690.

ei i se

E3: ~ en L L. e : ble
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Yours truly,

William D. Nussbaum
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'--z .7repi' toour let ter of September 15, 1989 , concerninA'
Vistih ~ te above-referenced complaint. 1 have enclosed a cop.,

tr'ie desio-,7ation of counsel executed by Mr. Zuba on September 29, 1989.

1 ave reviewed the materials that you forwarded to Mr. Zuba and
am .dt a loss C-s to how to proceed at this time. It appears to me that.
no complaint has been m~ade concerning Mr. Zuba, but rather numerous cornm
plaints concerninga Congressman Dyson.

.~eWould o npose anv action whatsoever, being taken against Xr. Zuba
-t tr'is timle bastzd upon complaints made against Congressman Dyson. A-,
-' u kn~ow, Mr.u a has been before the federal district court in Alexandria,

-iid a7na '-s 'been. punished by the court for his participation i
all f th ese ac~ivities.

I Wouuld appit:CiaLe your contacting me to see how we can handle the
insztdnt matte-:r inthe most expeditious manner possible.

V7ery truly yours,

Paul J. Killion, Esq.

V J~K vK~
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t4ANE Of CXXJUSL: _ _ _ _ _ _ _

ADDRESS:

TEgJKPg0Sf:____

The above-nlamed individual is hereby desi.gnated as my

counsel anld is authorized to receive any~ notificationls and Ot.

comm~unicationis from the Commx ission and to act on -my behalf lbetrore

the Commnission.

Date

RES PONDOM @ S "ANE

HOME PHONE:

BUSIMSS PHONE:

gnatur e
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October 5, 1989

BY HAND

Mr. Mark Allen
Office of General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: Gerard J. Scarano, File No. MUR 2981

Dear Mr. Allen:

As you know, we represent Gerard Scarano in connection
with the above-referenced matter. This letter is provided in
response to a letter of September 15, 1989, from Lois A. Lerner,
attaching the letter of Mr. Luna and other materials.

As the attachments to Mr. Luna's letter demonstrate,
Mr. Scarano in July 1989 pled guilty to one count of aiding and
abetting the making of a false statement in connection with a
political contribution to former Congressman William Chappell.
Specifically, Mr. Scarano admitted that he made a political
contribution to Congressman Chappell at the request of an agent of
Unisys Corporation. The contribution, moreover, was made from
funds provided to Mr. Scarano for the purpose of making a
political contribution. Mr. Scarano failed to identify Unisys as
the source of the contribution. On September 29, 1989,
Mr. Scarano was sentenced to two years probation and to payment of
a $5,000.00 fine as a result of these actions.

Mr. Scarano has already paid an enormous price for his
actions. In addition to a felony conviction and the payment of a
substantial fine, he has endured the pain of loss of self-esteem
and loss of standing within his community. Without denying the
seriousness of his offense, we believe Mr. Scarano has already
paid more than an appropriate price for that offense. We ask the



Mr. Mark Allen
October 5, 1989
Page 2

Commission to
an additional

take this price into account, and decline to impose
fine.

We would be happy to meet wit.h
further informaton, or if we can answer

yuif you would like
any further questions;.

S Incer-el1y,

Stephen Hi. Sachs
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October 6, 1989

BY HAN D

Mark Allen, Esquire
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, N.W.
Room 657
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: Robert D. Barrett
MUR 2981

I have obtained and enclosed copies of the Plea
Agreement, Statement of Facts and Criminal Information
pertaining to Mr. Barrett which were filed in the United
States District Court for the Eastern District of Virginia
February 27, 1989. I have also enclosed a copy of the
Judgment and Probation Order signed by Judge Hilton on May
1989.

(ii) ~

on

5,

I apologize for the missing sections on page five of
the Plea Agreement which was attached as part of Exhibit A to
our original submission. That attachment was a copy of an
unsigned version of the Agreement which contained handwritten
marginal notes and underlining. As I discovered when you
called yesterday, my secretary mistook my instructions to
"white out the underlining" to mean the underlined text
itself. As if that weren't bad enough, to my further horror I
realized that the sentence which was inadvertently whited-out
contained a reference to the enforcement jurisdiction of the
Federal Election Commission! (Please note that a complete
copy of the Plea Agreement was, in fact, included in our

Dear Mr. Allen:



Mark Allen, Esquire
October 6, 1989
Page 2

original submission. it appears as an attachment to Exhibit
C, the sentencing memorandum.)

Please do not hesitate to contact ne if I can be of

any further assistance.

Yours truly,

James A.Bensfieli

Enclosures
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UNITED STATES17 OF AMERICA clcUS
AtXdl ,rlr

CRIMIINAL NO.
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3APPETTI, th~rough hi i-o- ~nev. h 3ve hereto re en~iazed in ple,-

di;us~sand purszuain*. Rule 1I 1Fed era RulIes o'in inal
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1. The defendant, RD'BERT BARRETT, -ge' o wav'e
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des gna~>iW' he ~vrrwen~. Te results- of i c n exam inat ion
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In or aibout LXocembt-,r 1986, Barrett contacted Robert P.

a tt io i~Ii n I nsric'.' n :r. to rrvikro -I cmpavijn (.onf ri bution to

h Bill Chappell Camp~aign (7CormI tt e e.

!n o:tfoom~ 1986, Barrrott contacted 7',rard J.

-c~rao n~i~-t'ihim to make a campaign con-ribu t i on t otI

r Ibc 7 --,:7 'b r t _J ~b< I wrote a

tr ) -i10 2. -Cri tto aC~ (7t t~ccK undrated.

_n or a:.boit : D me~b r 14 86, B re t r ec ei ve e checks from

0 bT efi-?'d and Gerard j. Ccarano ani aave them to an

aige nt of niss

r -a bo0u, J~a 19a3$, an >etof Unisys date---d the

th :1>aro~ -ara.*C- COmmnitt- e.

llnppellmag t:e ~ witn the Pedterfl -:lection

Commission a Report of Receipts and Disbursements for the period

January-, .1, 1937 t-o Jun-- 30, 19 87 wn Icn reported the_ $1,000

-'r ~~n 0r1 D -lt ~~d and G-erar,4 J. Qcarano.

r -n LO~ 1~ tr)z on our J uly

i 87, B-aret-t k nowI. 7q41- a nd -oil i IfjL Lv cause d the T7reasurer for

-:-~~ii Chcp.l1 mc~an om~tt~to report to the PederaL

-,:! on2 C om I So I ni C 11-1o ntr I ~i o n of appro:x:mat,_-1y one

<131 '-Air Z:'nlo~nnd by, Ro b-?rt T, Tt t ef LDj



to the BVi Chappell Campaign Committee. In fact, Barrett, then

and ther.:, kn.-w and betlievedr, siaid contri but ion had been made by

7w'nisys Corporation in violation of the prohibition against

corporate contributions imposed by the Pederal F1ection Campaign

,AC--.

Scould ::N OVO its caso throuIgh th", testimony w)

W:SS L ui:2 consultants and i,-At.vd )rf~ employ'o-.

'2 fl>v~ S ~IIas throu-gh documents or>'ifrom Unisys 'and

w, 'i~rL r'ecron oimmission.
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DEFDENDANTL
tLROBERT DONALD BARRETT-------

Ir tlie pre;.ence of lie attorne,, for the go,.ernry

!'-e de~encflant appeared in pes5or nn this da~te

L) uwtd States JiStrict COUrt for
THE EA N DISTRICT OF VIRGINIA_

EA LEXANDRIA DIVISION-
)OK T 0-1N- I CR 89-00034-A(01)

MON T Fi A

-11110 05 05 89

COUNSEL 1,' 7IHOL'T COL %S[L er *.~ i,e dAr righ! to oonsel and asked %hether detendant des re,
t !" "o delereant Pereupor Aat\ed assistance of (minseI

*___ X' ITH COUSEL --- -- -- -- Bc s i i, Ati y at Law --------------

-,O%1.0CO%T[%D[R[, ! .I OT GUILTY
PL EA

- OT GIL ILTY -,3,1
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71: conspiracy
e _ 8 §1001 & 2:.
ements 'to the

a'~e ~ e~i~'r ~ - *r:jrd :-ounced Berause no sif'cien 'ause -o -he "''
- ~-~e~c e !g a, *>i-ged and corn .ized and rdered irat 're deoe' 3r

~ec ~' :.:~s e *r~e C~. :c:c -.. ,esena- .e for :mprisonment for a period of three(3
years, wit-h execution of sentence su1spended, defendant placed on
Psupervised probation for t-wo(2) years and shall complete two hundred
(20 ) hours o.-f com.-mun ity serv:ice -at --he direction of the Probation
Office. -This sentence is as to each of Counts 1 and 2, with Count 2
running concurren-::y with Cou-nt 1

o f S , 10 j-,r)u rsua nt Do Tt>

..........e-- i

-s .oosed on each count for a total
n

*ie :' ** -,

()detd -a* -e -
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BEFOR THE89 OCT -5 PM 4: 50
FEDERAL ELECTION COMM~ISSION

In the Matter of:

Roy Dyson, M.C. )MUR No. 2981

Marion Fedoez

RESPONSE CF P7DYSON AND MARION FEDES
TO COMPLAINT1 CF LUI1S A. LUNIA

Roy Dyson, M.C. anJ M-iricn Fedes, the campaign treasurer for

Roy Dyson, through counsel, respect-fully request the Federal

Election Commission ("1FEC"1) to lfindi that there is no "reason to

believe" that Dyson or Fedes committed the allegations contained

in the above-referenced conpla..nt. See 11 C.F.R. § 111.7(b)

(1988). The complaint alleges five distinct violations of the

Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 ("the Act"),, but each of

the allegations is purely speculative in nature and does not

contain "a clear and concise recitation of the facts which

describe a violation of a statute or regulation over which the

Commission has jurisciiction:.7' 11 C.F. R. S 111.4(d)(3) (1988).

Accordingly, the general counsel should recommend and the FEC

should determine that a "no reason to believe finding" is the

only appropriate conclusion in this case.

COUTTI

Count I fails to contain, "a clear and concise recitation of

the facts" which describe a violation of the Act. Count 1

alleges that Congressrnan Dyson solicited campaign contributions



0 0
from a federal contractor in violation of 11 C.F.R. 115.2(c)

(1988). Yet, the Count fails to disclose any facts which

substantiate this allegation. For example, the complaint states

that in July 1987 Congressman Dyson traveled to a Unisys plant in

New York and received numerous campaign contributions.

Furthermore, the complakit illeges that Congressman Chappell

received similar contribui onL3 in Soptc'-ml-er 1986. Finally, tlh'

-ompain chrge-tht Dy.son,, and Chappell were implicated in at

tscheme to com-pel the Pentagon to p'urchase equipment manufactured

by Unisys. These allegations, how,.ever, do not prove that

Congressman Dyson solicited any carpaign contributions from

Unisys. Moreover, none of the documentation attached to the

complaint indicate that Congressman Dyson solicited contributions

front Unisys. Count I is based on innuendo, and the general

counsel and the FEC must find that there is no reason to believe

Congressman Dyson solicited campaign contributions from a federal

contractor.

Furthermore, the personal checks from employees of a federal

contractor, as is the case here, do not irmplicate the prohibition

of 11 C.F.R. S 115.2 (1988). There is nothing improper about

receiving campaign contributions from employees of federal

contractors. To the extent that the complaint implies that

contributions from employees of defense contractors are per se

illegal, it is simply wrong.

RESPONSE OF ROY DYSON AN1D MARION FEDES
TO COMPLAINT OF LUIS A. LUNL4A - Page 2
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COUNT I I

Count If alleges that Congressman Dyson knowingly accepted a

contribution made in the name of another in violation of 11

C.F.R. S llO.4(b)(l)(iii). To support this allegation, five plea

agreements of defendants cocnvicted of illegal campaign

contCr ibut ions arec attaclheci to the cc'~an.A careful scrutiny

,,f these plea agreemrents, hc.vr ireveal tha-t none of then,

indicate that Conrjress:-i. 7-.-cn I-nc-w he was receivirng illegal

'-ontributions. In fact, t plea3 a--reernts fail to reveal any

'vidence indicating that Conoressnan Dy-son knew of teillegal

contributions. Finally, th-, cor'plai4-- conveniently omits the

fact that only two of, the five plea agreements detail illegal

contributions to Congressran Dyson, and that both of these

tainted contributions have been returned.

In summary, there is absolutely no support for the

allegation that Dyson knowingly received contributions in the

name of another. The general counsel and the FEC must hold that

there is no reason to believe Congressman Dyson knowingly

received illegal contribut-ions.

COUINT II I

Count III contains the same defects as Count II. It simply

fails to allege any facts indicating that Congressman Dyson

knowingly received corpor.ate- contributions in violation of 11

C.F.R. § 114.2(c). Once aaain, the basis for the allegation that

Congressman Dyson knowingly received an illegal contribution is

RESPONSE OF ROY DYSO'N AND 'A'ARION FEDES
TO COMPLAINT OF LUIS A. LUNI'A - Page 3



the five plea agreements of individuals convicted of an illeqnl

contribution scheme. Yet, the agreements fail to reveal any

evidence indicatinq that Congressman Dyson knew the contributions

emanated from a corporation. Moreover, the attached FEC report

of receipts and disbursemlents also reveals no evidence of

corporate contribution.s. Corooquontly, the general counsel CAnd

the FEC must hold t ththoc in: reiscn to believe Congressiman

Dyson knowingly recelvc.- ;~::~ecnrbut ions.

Count I'J's alleciation t- tMaio Fedes failed to use her

best efforts to deterrmine th eaiyof contributions that

presented genuine questions about their illegality is frivolous.

The contributions were rade th-rough personal checking accounts

and were within applicable statutory limitations. Consequently,

contrary to the assertions contained in Count IV, these

contributions did not present genuine questions relating to their

illegality. Furthermore, receiving numerous contributions at one

time is not illegal. Indeed, receiving numerous contributions at

one time is perfectly permissible as long as they comply with the

applicable regulations. At,- the time Fedes received the subject

contributions, they were "personal" contributions within the

applicable limitations. Fedes, t-herefore, had no reason to

investigate the contributions.

In addition, the claim.- in Count IV that Fedes failed to

refund the contributions wihnthirty days after failing to

RESPONSE OF ROY DYSOIN AND MAINFEDE-S
TO COMPLAIN4T OF LUIS A. L!UNA - Page4



determine their legality is neritless. Fedes did not have an

obligation to refund the co~ntributions when they were made. As

discussed above, the contributions were made through personal

checks and within applicable statutory limitations. Thus, they

were legal when made and Fedes was not required to return them.

of cou,,rse,, Fedes is un -ier a cont inuinq obl iqlation to return

rrn tibut ions wh ich sh-e 1 o rr.s ire iLIegal, and s h e hais conp P jed

wit tiscbl~vt~n. s oz a she dis -covered that Joseph

1 IS cc','!"-' ~ >s~1r'~~ rtsn t See Exhibit D,

a3ttached to the c-p3n. orvetecontribution by the

only other defendant whose pica agreement mentions contributions

to Congressman Dyson, Charles Gardner, has also been returned.

Thus, Ms. Fedes has acted properly with respect to these

contributions, and the general counsel and the FEC must find that

there is no reason to be.lev,-e that Marion Fedes failed to use her

best efforts to determine the legality of the contributions.

COU11T V

The allegation in Count V is frivolous. First, Fedes has

returned the contributions of the five individuals convicted of

an illegal contribution scheme. Second, and more significantly,

Fedes was only required to return Joseph Hill and Charles

Gardner's cont%.ributions. A caref-0ul reading of the documents

attached to the complaint reveal that contributions to

Congressman Dyson are only,. rentioned in Hill and Gardner's plea

agreements. The other agreements onl%, mention contributions to

RESPON4SE OF ROY DYSON AND FARICN FEDE
TO COMPLAINT OF LUI7S A. ~- Page E



"candidates." For example, Gerard J. Scarano's statement of

facts states that Scarano was asked to contribute to

"candidates." Fedes was oflly required to return those

contributions which she knew~ were illegally contributed to

Congressmtin Dyson. She was not required to return contributions

based upon plea agreements disclosinj that contributions were

nieto "candidates." "C iats euJman a-,% represent-t ive

or any senator. Instei orn cn the Sid;e ofcaUtion, Fedes

r-eturned the conriutin:Xe ndviual1s whose plea

agreements are attacholt:te oo ait Clearly, Fedes

refunded all illegal Iot~ :zn n a tirely manner.

CO N- C LUTS I C N;

For the foregoing reasons, Roy Dyson, M.C. and his campaign

treasurer, Marion Fedes, request the general counsel and the FEC

to find that there is no reason to believe Dyson or Fedes

violated the Act. There is absolutely no evidence indicating

that Congressman Dyson solicited campaign contributions from a

fedeal cntrctoror kew he contributions were illegal at the

time they were mtade. Furtherrore, Marion Fedes has acted

properly at all times.

RESPONSE OF ROYi DYSON AN!1D !M'A1RICN FEDES
TO COMPLAINT OF LUIS A. ALUN , Page 6



Respectfully submitted this dyo

1989,

BRAND & LOWELL
(A Professional Corporation)
923 15th Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20005
(2( 662-9700

S t -i n 1 rn
Ross A.Nabaf f

At torneys for Roy Dyson

RESPONSE OF ROY DYSON AND MARION FEDES
TO COMPLAINT OF LUIS A. LUNA - Page 7
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October 6, 1989

Pebecc-a C. Smith
Senior Counsel
tiJnlisys Co rpora t ion.
8D08 Westpark Drive
McLean, VA '221012

RE: MUR 2981
Unisys Corporation

Dear Ms. Smith:

This is in response to Your letter dated October 3, 1989,which we received that same day, requesting an extension untilOctober 20 to respond to the Commission's Notification letter.After considering the circumstances presented in your letter, Ihave granted the requested extension. Accordingly, your responseis due by the close of business on October 20.
If you have any questions, please contact Mark Allen, thestaff member assigned to this matter, at (202) 376 5690.

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

BY: Lois G. L rner
Associate General Counsel
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October 16, 1989

BY HAND

Office of the General Counsel
Federal Elect~cl Commission
999 E Street, N.W., Sikxth Floor
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 2981

Dear Sirs:

We represent Unisys Corporation in the above-
captioned matter under review. We understand that our client
has filed a designation of counsel with the Commission.

We are writing to request an additional 60-day
extension in which to respond to the complaint filed in this
matter. Such an extension will promote fairness and
efficiency and conserve Commission resources for a number of
reasons.

In addition, because we were retained by Unisys in
this matter late last week, we have not had an opportunity to
examine fully the allegations in the complaint. The complaint
deals with a complex series of events involving persons no
longer affiliated with Unisys, and preparation of a response
that deals in a meaningful way with the allegations in the

CSM



th0
Office of teGeneral Counsel
October 16, 1989
Page 2

complaint will require several weeks. Without an extension,
we will have to file a response that either deals in
generalities or that provides a voluminous amount of documents
without analysis. A response prepared over the next 60 days
will narrow the facts in dispute and present clear-cut legal
issues.-

Pcur these reasons, we respectfully ask that our
request for a further 60-day extension of time be granted.

Sincerely,

Scott D. Gilbert
Dwi ght C. Smith III
Attorneys for Unisys

Corporation



890OCT 17 AM 10: 25

-. ~ ~ te ~t~ealCounsel

:MUR 2981 U-nisys Corporation

7.nc-losed is a Statement of Designation of Counsel, designating both
-'Novington & Eurling and myself to represent Unisys in this matter.

Very truly yours,

R e'-e cc a C. .S z, i th

Senior Counsel

Enc I _'osur.e

R :c W

890OCT 17 AmS52i \i** l 0*



89 OCT 17 AMII1: 52

STATEMENT OF DESIGNATION OF COUNSEL

MUR: 2981

NAME OF COUNSEL:

ADDRESS OF COUNSEL:

7T-:' LP.H-,N H:

! 7AM E CF COU N SEL:

ADDRESS OF COUNSEL

TELEPHONE:

Scott Gilbert, Charles Ruff and Dwight Smith

Covington & Burlinyg
Suite 1111-D
1201 Pennsylvania Avenue., N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20044

2J0.) 662-5498

Rebecca 2.Smi-.n, Esquire

Unisys Corporation
8008 Westpark Drive
Third Floor, Law Department
McLean, Virginia 22102

(703) 556-5526

The above named individuals are hereby designated as Unisys counsel and

are authorized to receive any notifications and other commnunications from

the Commission and to act on Unisys behalf before the Commission.

Date

NAME OF RESPONDENT:

ADDRESS:

~, &~ ii. ~. 6 2~vttAtt~

Signature

Unisys Corporatio.-

8008 WestpartDrive______

McLean, VA 22102

TELEPONE:(703) 556-5526TELEPHONE:



HOGAN & HARTSON 741<-AAA

October 18, 1989

a>te G': n< C-~unsel
11ri Eler:c - Cormission

W Street, N.W
;~;~qo D .C. 2 )4 6 3

Re: MU-R 2981 . '

:,,,ar Ms. Le rne:

In you., letter of September 15, 1989, you advised
W-lliam M. Galvin that the Federal Election Commission had
received a complaint alleging that he may have violated the
F-ederal Election Campaign Act of 1971. You invited Mr. Galvin to
demonstrate in writing within 15 days that no action should be
taken against him, but subsequently agreed to extend the deadline
for Mr. Galvin's response to October 30, 1989. On
October 4, 1989, Mr. Galvin executed a statement designating mre
-D act as his counsel in this matter. This is written in response
to your letter of September 15.

I have had an opportunity to review Luis A. Luna's
letter of September 5, 1989 to Lawrence M. Noble, which you
describe as containing allegations that Mr. Galvin may have
violated federal election campaign laws. Although Mr. Luna's
letter specifically requests that the Federal Election Commission
investigate allegations of illegal campaign financing activities
--n the part of Representative Roy P. Dyson and his campaign
treasurer, Marion Fedas, I see no such allegation against Mr.
Galvin in the letter or in the materials -- including newspaper
articles and plea agreements -- that accompanied your letter of
September 15. Under such circumstances, it appears neither
oossible nor even necessary to demonstrate that no action should
btaken against Mr. Galvin; it does not appear that specific

accusations are being made against him upon which any action by
,the Federal Election Commission could be based.

A;- . v.A%
4

V.AF--NG' N TE-E X 248370 PCA) 892757? W1,0-FACSiMILE: 202 637-5910. EASY LNK. 6277634
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Yours truly,
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COVINGTON &BURLING
A ! A N. F N U E . Wv.

October 23, 1989

BY HANL1) .
CD,

M Allen, Esq. -
*~Ce fthe General Counsel-c

.7pderal' Elect--i Cornrniss cn

E~c. 7-re-, W

Re: MUR 2981

')ear, Mr. Allen:

We have tried without success to reach you by
telephone regarding the status of our request on behalf of
Unisys Corporation for a further extension of time in which to
respond to the complaint in the above-captioned matter under
review. Accordingly, we have taken the liberty of writing.

As we explained in our request of October 16, Unisys
desires to respond to the complaint but requires an additional
sixty days in order to present the most meaningful and timely
answer. Because of the continued pendency of our request for
a further extension of time, we trust that the Commission will
take no action on the complaint in this matter before
receiving a response from Unisys.

Sincerely,

Dwight C. Smith III
Atr'orney for Unisys Corp.
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October 26, 1989

VIA :.JZ~-.~. XF5

Wasr.t: S - . 243

SMU- -2 931

Dear Ms L.er-ne-:

~eter s in resroonse to the Commission, s -ef es
of Se-Dternzer 1a and 28, 1989 to John Roberts. Mr. Rober3-
restponse ,;as delayed by the fact that the Commission'sleer
,were 4:.ncorrectly sent to Mr. Roberts previous address.Th
.ett-er Of' September 15, 1989 states that Mr. Robert-s has t-he

ot~rtu -y to demonstrate that no action should be t:aken
a-ans .u :.-e above-captioned matter. However, it ann-ears
from t-he face of --he enclosed comp)laint of Louis A. L,-una t hat
Mr. Roberts does not need to make any such demonstration.
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Octobter 26, 1989
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STAIIIUT OF DES IGNATION OF C4@

MUR 201

NAME OF CMNSKL: ",i n o ra k'.M. ';i u ricier s Jr

ADDRESS: .eron, Bur che t t~ J'uc e r r & -Parhi~e

TILEPSOME: ___

The above-named individual .s hereby designated as my

counsel and is authorized to receive any notifications and other.

communications from the Cormiss5&of and to act on imy b~ehalf betfoe

the Commission.

/1{9 /z,
a te

RES PONDENT I'S NAME.

ADDRESS:

HOKE PHONE:

BUS INES.,S PHONE:

Signatire

-ohn Ronerts

13D919 Decatur Drive

Fairfax, 31'2~S



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
999 E Street, N.W.SES iV

Washington, D.C. 20463 S N IW
FIRST GENERAL COUNSEL'S REPORT

MUR * 2981
DATE COMPLAINT RECEIVED
BY OGC 9-12-89
DATE OF NOTIFICATION TO
RESPONDENTS 9-15-89
STAFF MEMBER Mark Allen

r7OMPLAINANT: Luis A. Luna

RESPONDENTS: Congressman Roy Dyson
Dyson for Congress Committee and Marion R. Fedas,
as treasurer

Unisys Corporation
et. al.

RELEVANT STATUTES: 2 U.S.C. S 441f

RELEVANT REGULATIONS: 11

INTERNAL REPORTS

FEDERAL AGENCIES

CHECKED:

CHECKED:

S 44 1b ( a
5 4 4 1c

C. F.R. 5 115.2
5 110.4(b)(1)(ij) and (iii)
S114 .2 (c )
5103.3(b)(1) and (2)

Disclosure Reports

one

I. BACKGROUND

On September 8, 1989, Luis A. Luna filed a sworn complaint

with the Commission. Based on a number of press reports and

guilty pleas, the complaint alleged that Representative Roy Dyson,

the Dyson Committee K'the Committee"), and Marion Fedas, as

treasurer, and seventeen other persons violated the Federal

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

Specifically, the complaint makes five allegations. First, the

complaint alleges that Representative Dyson solicited campaign

contributions from a federal contractor, Unisys Corporation, in
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is alleged to have failed to

refund contributions made by a Unisys, a corporation and federal

contractor, within 30 days after discovering the illegality based

on new evidence not available at the time of receipt and deposit,

in violation of 11 C.F.R. S 103.3(b)(2).

The remaining seventeen respondents are implicated in the

attachments to the complaint. According to these accounts,

Charles Gardner, a Unisys vice-president, instructed other Unisys

employees to ask Unisys consultants to contribute to certain

candidates with monies that had been provided to the consultants

as part of consulting fees. It is alleged that these portions of

the fees were understood by the consultants and Unisys to be used

for contributions. Thus, the consultants were allegedly

contributing the corporation's money to the Dyson Committee and

other committees named in the complaint. Several Unisys employees

and consultants have pled guilty to violations of the Act or to
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violations of 18 U.S.C. 5 1001 for causing false statements to be

made by campaign committees to the Commission.

II. EXTENSION REQUEST

At the this time, the Commission has received substantive

responses from sixteen of the respondents. Additionally, on

October 3, 1989, Unisys, through its in-house counsel, requested

and received a fourteen day extension of time to respond until

October 20, 1989. Subsequently, on October 13, 1989, outside

counsel contacted this Off'ice toj request a second,,,4 e xtension Of

time. when staff explained that this request must be approved by

the Commission, the attached extension request was submitted.

In

addition, the request states that the firm was only retained by

Unisys last week, and that the complexity of MUR 2981 is such that

a meaningful response will require several weeks of preparation.

Under these circumstances, this Office recommends that the

Commission grant the requested second extension of sixty days in

order that a complete response will be provided. In the interim,

this office is preparing other aspects of the General Counsel's
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Report and will report to the Commission after all responses have

been received.

I II. RECOM4MENDATIONS

1. Approve an extension of tiAme ' -:nii ecembei 19fo8.~ r the
response of Unisys Corporation.

Approve the attached let:

b I
s e~1~ Ii-

Attachments:
1. Extension Request
2. Proposed Letter

Dat e



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of

Congressman Roy Dyson
Dyson for Congress Committee and ) MUR 2981

Marion R. Fedas, as treasurer
Unisys Corporation
et al.

CERTI FICATION

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

Commission, do hereby certify that on November 3, 1989, the

Commission deci&ded by a vote of 5-0 to take the following

actions in MUR 2981:

1. Approve an extension of time until
December 19, 1989, for the response of
Unisys Corporation.

2. Approve the letter attached to the
General Counsel's Report dated
October 30, 1989.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Josefiak, McGarry and

Thomas voted affirmatively for the decision. Commissioner

McDonald did not cast a vote.

Attest:

Dafte Mar) ie W. Emmons
Secretary of the Commission

Received in the Secretariat: Tuesday, October 31, 1989 11:17
Circulated to the Commission: Wednesday, November 1, 1989 11:00
Deadline for vote: Friday, November 3, 1989 11:00
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MUR 12981
~nisyrs Corporatiocn

Dear- :r iberl:

Ih: s In response to your letter dated October 16, 1989,
wnic.n -we recelved October 11, 1989, requesting an extension of
sixty d4ays to respond to the complaint in the above-captioned
matter. After considering the circumstances presented in your
letter, thne Commission has granted the requested extension.
Accordingly, your response is due no later than the close of
business cn December 19, 1989.

:r you have any questions, please contact Mark Allen, the
staff, member assigned to this matter, at 376-5690.

-La-wrence M. Noble
- General Counsel
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January 9, 1990

Lois G. L-erne:., Esq.
Associate General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
999 E Str-.eet,-, N2.
Washinaton, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 2981
Unisys Corporation

Dear Ms. Lerner:

Pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(1) (1988) and 11
C.F.R. S 111.6(a) (1988), we submit this letter in the above-,-
captioned matter on behalf of our client, Unisys Corporation,C=
in response to your letter of September 15, 1989, enclosing a:,,
complaint of Luis A. Luna dated September 5, 1989. We requesr-
that this matter remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. SS 437g(a)(4)(B) and 437g(a)(12)(A) (1988).

INTRODUCTION

This submission will present threshold reasons why r%3-4-
an investigation of Unisys should not proceed. It is not
intended to exhaustively respond to the allegations raised in
the complaint. Further response may be appropriate, if
required, at some later time. There are three interlocking
threshold reasons why the Federal Election Commission (the
"Commission") should not proceed with its investigation with
respect to Unisys:

1. It would be improper to proceed against Unisys under
11 C.F.R. § 111.4(d)(1) because the complaint does not charge
Unisys as a respondent, and does not allege that Unisys com-
mitted any violations of the Federal election laws.

2. Any need for corporate punishment is satisfied by
ongoing Department of Justice criminal and civil cases, the
conclusion of which will punish Unisys severely and constitu-
tionally forbid Commission action under the double jeopardy
clause.
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3. Equity and fairness dictate that Unisys not be penal-
ized yet again for actions taken without corporate knowledge,
and in violation of express corporate rules by persons who
were terminated when caught by a corporation that was intent
on complying not simply with the letter of the law, but with
its spirit. Proceeding aqainst Unisys woul-,d undermine both
the puirposes underlyinq the Federal Electiocn Camag c n
pe n a 1 i e c ,r po ra te s elf-poIcing.

This let ter will
the decision the
relevant facts.
not proceed will

br ief>. describe the corrp-ain:,*, the nature
Commiss:on 11s called cn t_- make, and the
TIhe three reasons why thje .4s w ol

then be otl1.ined.

THE COMPLAINT

The Complaint_ charges two respondents. It charges
Congressman Roy Dyson r.three counts with illegally soli-
citing and accepting contributions, and it charges his cam-
paign treasurer Marion Fedas in two counts with-failing to
make best efforts to determine the legality of contributions
and failing to refund contributions determined to be illegal.
The guilty pleas of several individuals, including one former
Sperry and Unisys employee, Charles Gardner, are attached as
are related news articles. The complaint does not allege that
Unisys violated the Federal election laws and does not name
Unisys as a respondent.

There are conclusory statements about the scheme
being "a Unisys scheme," and money being given "by Unisys,'
but a reading of the factual materials supplied with the com-
plaint does not give reason to believe that any corporate-
approved scheme was afoot. Instead, the materials reflect a
scheme centered on Charles Gardner, a Sperry employee who
carried out his scheme without corporate knowledge or appro-
val, and for his personal gain.

THE COM.MISSION'S DECISION

The question no
ther there is reason to b
eral Election Campaign Ac
2 U.S.C. § 437(a)(2) (198
question, taking all- the
Election Campaign Act Lit
(D.D.C. 1979), is whether
an investigation against

w before the Commission is not whe-
elieve that anyone violated the Fed-
t in the factual setting of MUR 2981.
8); 11lC.F.R. S§111.9(a) (1988). The
facts into account, see in re Federal
igation, 474 F. Supp. 1044, 1046
the Commission should proceed with

Unisys.
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THE--FACTS

I. The Gardner Scheme

Over ithe pas,_ year, a
gJ~yPleas ''i~ connect-: with.

Cal Ccr, r :
tisorCar: Ca

sens, fn

of f~cials,

Sperry Cor
Birrouqhs,
Ca -_ .!. P _'
corporalte
eral pirpc
qover nment

numirber of person.s have entered
temciklnq of _ n_'awful politi-

anc h er unlaw:ul_ acts connec
rne r, h as -a t +he tme he

he S~rv e ance i L're Conrw r
C ~sx~ c~c~ ndywas a J
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a h.'t1 aeve t Ipe rr y

c ar : : a scheme
SDerry a .J en ~ fT

~~&d~r.I r~tCal cont butwn
a7 i Lersor!"al Q a r

.-ed t,,- activi
~e:Unisys,
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tk An known as

.- r o ug h s
siphon of f

tcr sev-
pa yments to

M.Gardner carried out r. s scheme in a secretive
and disguised manner t-- evade corporate controls and in con-
travention of corporate po:licies, according to the guilty
pleas. To bypass corporate controls on outside contracts, Mr.
Gardner confessed to entering into sham "technical service
agreements" with a number ofI persons acting as consultants.
By these agreements, Sperry and then Unisys appeared to be
paying independent consultants fo-r technical advice in connec-
tion with government contracting activities, but in fact the
consultants engaged 1
Mr. Gardner's directi
cont r ibut ions.

n several additional activitles at
on, including the making of political

2. Actions by Unisys 'Prio-r to Discovery
of the Gardner Schem e

We'll before Unisys was aware of
and before any government investigation,
shown its commitment to law and ethics in
business. Prior to its acquisition by Un
business groups and divisions of the Sper

the Gardner scheme
Unisys had already
the conduct of its

isys,'Burroughs, the
ry Corporation oper-

ated with very little overall corporate oversight. While
Sperry did have corporate policies against illegal and unethi-
cal activities in connection with corporate functions, the
diLvisions had qreat autonomy to run their own show. The S&FC
Division was one such independent fiefdom located in Great
Neck, New York. It functioned as a self-contained organiza-
tion, with its various departments reporting directly to the
General Manager Of S&FC, who had broad discretion to run the
division. From 1985 to .1988, Charles Gardner was the General
Manager of S&FC.
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Immediately following the acqui'sition of Sperry and
the creation of Unisys in November 1986, Unisys management
took several steps to bring all former Sperry defense units,
including the S&FQC Division, under stricter supervision. The
Company created the Defense Systems Group and established more
ef fet ive rep.o,,t inq relatilonships wlthn- the group.

I n add t Ian !_niy 1,- o1ved s".r -. after the merger
i r II Pose tIQn " e r en rn: aC nros par: t cuiar controls on

~hehiingofc~su~ans in Jul >5, Ii also issued

a r. d c Ir cul1atte d :eacn emp.loyte a Czode Et httiical Conduct.
Th e Code provides exQress Q ui'dance t~eo~~son et h ics
ICses spec-1f-ca'l addressi' unl sa oiia con-

trbuiosas we-i as contacts wit- o~e r !)ume!-, cfficials and
business coirtesles.

Unisys Actions After Discoveri of the Gardner Scheme

Less than a year after its acquis~ticrn of Sperry and
still well before any Government. investiain"nssiii
ated an internal investigation into Gardner's activities. As
a result of the investigation, Charles Gardner was relieved of
his responsibilities and forced to retire on March 31, 1988,
and a consulting agreement with him effective April 1, 1988
was terminated ten weeks later. Unisys also terminated all
relationships with employees and consultants associated with
Mr. Gardner. Unisys then made significant personnel changes,
particularly in the S&FC Division, and further strengthened
legal and financial controls to ensure adherence to corporate
policy and legal requirements.

The policies implemented by Unisys are wide-ranging
and detailed. Specifically in regard to-- political contribu-
tions and relations with elected officials, Unisys centralized
all government relations activities at the corporate level,
thus requiring all contacts with Congress to be approved and

* Beginning in April 1987, the Defense Systems Group
required each Of its constituent units to- submit quarterly
reports on consultants and to-, obtain prior approval by the
President and Vice President (Contracts ard Legal) of the
Defense Systems Group fo-,r all new consultants. Consulting
agreements for $100,000 or more required the additional
approvals of Unisys' President and Vice President
(Procurement).

- 4 -
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coordinated through the corporate office. In addition, Unisiys
issued new corporate-wide policies and procedures, including a
policy on political participation, and on honoraria, as well
as pollicies in regard to gifts and entertainment and the pay-
ment of, expenses fo-,r elected o-fficials, and a policy on con-
gressional relaticl_'ns. Copies of these policies are attached
h er e to 1'%a; Ex hi bi A-_ ".

TIhe new co. rnora te p.-.' i V ' pol itlca I par t Ic Ipa t ion
provi des thatk_ r;-- co rpo:rate funds ~rresources may be contrib-
uted to elected off7-1icials or p,:ii icai. candidatezs- without the
express approval o-f thle Corporatio-n's Vice President and Gen-
eral Counsel an-d th e Chairman o f the Board. Th e policy recog-
nizes that lindlvidlaI employvees are free to calr tIcipate in the
political process, bi-- states c-learly that. "managers should
not attempt to influence emplo yee choices in a7ny way" or to
represent that individual contributions are sponsored by
Unisys. Pol tical co~ntributions by Unisys employees are not
reimbursed by the Corporation.

To ensure the proper use of honoraria, Unisys issued
a policy which provides that honoraria may be conferred only
for a "substantial presentation to Unisys employees, manage-
ment or customers in a standard meeting setting." A request
for payment of an honorarium may be made only by an employee
of the Company and must be in writing. The request must state
the name of the recipient, the date and location of the event,
the number of attendees, a description of the planned presen-
tation, the rationale for the invitation, the amount requested
and the person responsible for the event. Requests for the
payments of honoraria require the prior approval of the Corpo-
ration's Vice President and General Counsel, the Vice Presi-
dent of Government Affairs and International Trade, and the
appropriate business unit executive.

In addition, Unisys issued a policy to make clear
that the payment of expenses, gifts or entertainment for
elected officials and staff may occur only in limited circum-
stances in accordance with the Unisys Code of Ethical Conduct
and applicable federal, state and local laws. The new policy
requires that any request for the payment of expenses, gifts
or entertainment for elected officials and staff be made in
writing and that it be approved by the Corporation's Vice
President and General Counsel, the Vice President for Govern-
ment Affairs and Int%-ernationial Trade, and the appropriate
business unit executive prior to any payment or reimbursement
of expenses for elected officials. in addition, the Corpora-
tion's policies provide that "entertainment, such as tickets
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for shows and sport events, regardless of
vided only when the entertainment is part
involving Unisys employees."

Not only has Unisys put in place m
agaiv' future abuse of election laws, but
coopeiated with and provided informatio n to
Justice in itScr iminal and civil invest igat
and his associates. Unisys has also coopera
by other agencies.

costs, may be pro-
oDf a planned event

easures to guard
t has actively
the Department of
ions of Gardner
ted with inquiries

Unisys, moreover, Is TW)W WOt1, advanced in discuks-
sions with the United States Attorney -.n the Eastern District
of Virginia and expects that there will be a criminal disposi
tion of charges against Unisys arising out o-f the act ivities
of Gardner and his associates, which will encompass Gardner's
political contribution scheme. Unisys is also engaged in
discussions with the Civil Division of the U.S. Department of
Justice regarding a resolution of claims for civil damages,
fines and penalties. The penalties provided for in the vari-
ous criminal and civil statutes involved in the above discus-
sions are many times greater than those provided for in the
Federal Election Campaign Act.

THE COMMISSION SHOULD NOT PROCEED AGAINST UNISYS

In the factual setting outlined above, there are
three reasons why the Commission should not proceed against
Unisys.

1. Unisys Is Not Charged In the Complaint_

First, the complaint under
tion of the federal election laws by
regulations, a complain
under review with respe,
the complaint "clearly
son or entity who is al
and "containis] a clear
which describe a violat
(emphasis supplied). P
meets neither requireme
not identified as a res'
alleged are ones assert
campaign committee trea
therefore, proceed with

suf
a

f

identif [ 14
leged to
and conc

ion( . I
erhaps by
nt with r
pondent,
edly committ
surer. The
respect to

review alleges no viola-
Unisys. Under Commnission

icient to generat
espondent only if
es) as a responde
have committed a
ise recitation of
11 C.F.R. § 111.4
design, the comp
espect to-- Unisys.
and the only viol

e a matter
,inter alia,

nt each per-
v iol1a tion"
the facts
(d) (1)1(3)
laint here

Unisys is
at ions

ed by Mr. Dyson and his
Commission should not,
Unisys.
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The deficiencies in the complaint with respect to
Unisys are not mere technicalities. The complaint refers to
an ongoing criminal investigation of Unisys, and the complain-
ant may have been mindful of the double jeopardy and fairness
problems, which we outline below, that are inherent in a
redundant Commission proceeding against Unisys.

Moreover, th.e complain:t does not assert that Gardner
acted within the scoc-e of his du.ti1es fo r Unisys when he ar-
ranged the Dyson cc-'ributicns. Indeed, Unisys has steadily
and vigorously sough-, to compl- w~'th the federa. electicon
laws, and has taken. di-sciplinary action agai.nst all employees
and consultants whl-- :aldt os_-. ?his is precisely the
sort cf corporate self-po_-licing that the governinq statutes
encourage. It is an essential element of any assertion of
liability against. a corporation that the alleged wrongdoing
was done by an agent acting wittnin the scope of his duties.
See, e~. United States v. Demauro, 581 F.2d 50, 53-54 (2d

Cir.7197) .

In In re Federal Election Campaign Act Litigation,
supra, 474 F. Supp. at 1047, the district court affirmed the
Commission's refusal to) institute an investigation on the
basis of complaints that failed tlo allege all elements of a
violation. In this case, the complaint has omitted -- perhaps
deliberately -- essential allegations: naming Unisys as a
respondent and alleging a violation by the Corporation. There
is no basis, therefore, for the Commission to proceed against
Unisys.

2. Any Commission Proceeding Can Be Expected To Unconstitu-
tionally Punish Unisys Twice for the Same Offense

Second, the Commission should not proceed against
Unisys at this time because of the severe criminal and civil
sanctions that can be imposed on Unisys long before any Com-
mission action and that will relate to the activities of
Gardner and his associates, including Gardner's political
contributions scheme. An FEC penalty in addition to criminal
and/or civil penalties already imposed for the same conduct
would violate the double jeopardy clause cf tne fifth amend-
ment.

The U.S. Supreme Court recentl
ciple in United States %,. Halper, 109 S.
Halper, the defendant had been convicted
criminal false-claims statute, 18 U.S.C.

y restated
C t. 18 92
of violati
§ 287, in

this prin-
1989) . In
ng the
connect ion
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with Medicare fraud, and had paid a $-),000 fine and served a
prisoni sentence. Thereafter, the g-.vernment filed suit under
the civil false-claims statute, 31 U .S.C. §§ 3729-3731, seek-
ing judgment for $130,000, the full amount of liquidated dam-
ages anithOr:led by staltute. The distrlct cou"rt granted sum-
mary iidqire-. I r favor cf q h over27e.-: but. refused to grant
the .r~~t ~h zdb

'S~ '-pre re C I ft rme I The C )urlt observed
that h mi rel nra. :ri t& t. I eopard y clause

pro-e~s,:nerai, on: -:),tl 1pu n~shment.- for the
same cffen-se,' and that ~h: d rt r' ha S d ep r',-ts in OUr-
nh Itr aS rpudence." t S. C: '" The Court

deav~e h te c'-a ,s e r i:td e i eed e ,31 go- vernment to
"rough remeda -us Ice,'" su~ch as I1qouldated damages or a

fi1xed sum os dm:,Able damages. 109 S. C!-. a: ".900 (emphasis
supplied). Th e Court Ifurther conc'Luded that this rule was not
limited to prcceedings labelled "cri'nal" b,.t extended to all
sanctions rhat were Intended to be piilt..e rather than com-
pensatory. 109 S. Ct. at l.90U. Acco: rdingly, the Court

"therefore hKeld that under the Double
Jeopardy Clause a defendant who already
has been punished in a criminal prosecu-
tion may not be subjected to an additional
civil sanction to the extent that the
sanction may not fairly be characterized
as remedial, but only as a deterrent or
retribution." 109 S. Ct. at 1902.

In the circumstances of: tnis matter
expected to) already have paid many
conduct by the time the Corruission

,n wnich Unisys
tmes o ve r f or Ga

takes action, the

It remanded to permit
respect toits actual

rnment or-Iginally had

the government to submit evidence
loss in t-he civil1 action; the

relied solely oni the statute.

*The Court -cited James Madiso 1 Annals of Cong. 434
(1789-1791) (-7. Gales ed. 1834) (':N~o person shall be
subject, except in cases o-If impeachment, to more than one
punishment or) one trial for the same offense") and Ex parte
Lange, 85 U.S. (18 Wall.) 163, 168 (1873).

wi1t h
gove

can be
rdner ' s
double
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jeopardy clauo.e of the fifth amendment to the Constitution
precludes yet another federal proceeding.

Unisys anticipates severe criminali sanctions arising
cut of the onqoing investigaticl-, and these penal-ries will
encompass Gardner's pltc~ contr .tions. On top of this,
very larqe clv:'. pena.-:es a-e expec-tei tD be lev ed. The
pe n d iFn. 'cokpuI cna s -,- co ndc h'at wx nt b e cove red
by t hese Pena. I es. Mor e ve , tesa-,ct ions avald able to the
Commiss-.on are expl."c_-r'-.. lanle d "pe-alt Ies, " 2 U:.S.C.
§§47(a)t6f and (C i~ an t , ,F hus may n-,- fa r Iy be

characterized as remedla.' ra,-her a.,: a deterrent :r retr .-
bui-n. n cases uInder heFedera' Eecto Carrpa-9n Act
consrderations --f moc-ney lo st qh :'.ernme.t -.- aained by
th-e defendantI are irrelevant- an assessment :f th-e appropri-

ate 1 pealy. See Federal Eect c Fa~r n .~ rqatch,86
F.2d 1256, 1258&nl hCr.l89 By contrast, in the
three cases d.,scussed In Hap i n wt.icn the seco-nd civil
proceeding was allowed, t:he ciAactI'Ons sought to-- recover
money improperly taken fro.m th-e go~vernment, either through tax

fraudulent
a benefit p
938) (tax f

317 U.S. 53
tracts); Re
(fraudulent
Accordingly
seek can be
clause.

bidding on
rogram. See
raud); Unite

7 (1943)
x Trai ler
claim of
the poss

expected

q.overnrrent contracts, or
Helvering v. Mitchell,
d States ex rel. Marcus

f raud
303 U.S.
v. Hess,

fraudulent bidding on government con-
Co. v. United States, 350 U.S. 148 (1956)
rights under Surplus Property Act).
ible penalties that the Commission may
to be barred by the double Jeopardy

3. It Would Not Be Fa.-r To- Froceed Against _Uniss

Finally, the CommissionI should not proceed against
Unisys because to doD so_ w o uld J -1C- ntbe fair'. Unisys has been
vigilant in requiring that its employees comply with the fed-
eral election laws. On its own initiative and based on its
own internal review, Unisys had begun to strengthen its corpo-
rate reporting requirements and its riles on political contri-
butions. Yet for a time Gardner and others successfully con-
cealed from Unisys the nature o-f their actions. Once the
Gardner scheme was discovered, Unisys discharged Mr. Gardner
and all employees and consultants associated with him who may
have engaged in improper conduct.. UL'nisys alopromulgated
additional strict standards regarding the retention of consul-
tants, political contribations, and the payment of government
officials' expenses.

f raud
under
391
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The Federal Electio.n Campaign Act is intended to
promote precisely this kind of self-policing activity. The
Commission encourages the prompt remedy of erroneous conduct,
cf. 11 C.F.R. § 103.3(b)(1), (2) (political co'mmittee must
return forbidden contributions promptly upon d~scovery). When
a pers;cn or oruan.zat ion has ac*ted expeditiou-,Asl Y to correct
any arauably i4n' awfo conduct, ovetn thTe .Ighter civil penal-

tisude .5C 47~~ )()are inappr --priate. In FEC
,i. TedHalej_ Congsioa Co: ,t4 F'. Sup),. 12(.D
Wash. 1987), aff'd in Lart a nd r__piar, other grounds,
8L)2 F. 2d 1 1 13 ( t Cr. 19188) certa in con rb r made loan
quarantees -,n Ma3ron 1983 to : a c-onqressional cain(idate. The
loans were repaid -, early 19n,'1. Although th it qarantees
u 'riatey were dleemed unlawf, 81)2F.da Theis

rct cou rtr h el a nd the co urt of appe a's a~med, that no
civil penalties were appropriate because th-e muarantees were
reported and the lo-ans were promptlAy repani. 6)4 F. Supp. at

-- ~1.127. See also FE-C v. National Education A -2' 1457F up
1102, 11&12 (D.D.C. 1978) (declining to award civil penalties
under predecessor to 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(6)(B) because expense
involved in returning contributions wrongfully obtained was
sufficient sanction); cf. AFL-CIO v. FEC 628 F.2d 97, 101-102

-~ (D.C. Cir.), cert. denied, 449 U.S. 982 (1980) (vacating civil
penalties under 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(6)(C) because union acted
in good faith); National Right to Work Comm., Inc. v. FEC, 716
F.2d 1401, 1403 (D.C. Cir. 1983)(reversing civil penalties
under 2 U.S.C. S437g(a)(6)(C) because committee had attempted
to seek guidance on compliance with federal election laws).

In addition, it bears emphasis that the wrongdoing
of Mr. Gardner and others was without the,, nowledge and
approval of Unisys' corporate management.- Once Mr.
Gardner's unlawful conduct had come to its attention, Unisys
discharged him and his associates and further, reviewed its
internal controls to prevent any repetition of such miscon-
duct. Unisys should not be the subject of a proceeding to
investigate the unauthorized acts of Mr. Gardner. See Holland
Furnace Co. v. United States, 158 F.2d 2, 6 (6th Cir. 1946),
(reversing corporation's conviction for violation of War Pro-
duction Board order where "the main office o.f the corporation

* Indeed, when int,-erviewed :n connecticn withi the Unisys
internal investigation, Mr. Gardner and others consistently
denied that any corporate funds had been used to make
political cont ribut ions.
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frequently admjnished in strongest terms branch managers and
employees to comply truthfully with the regulations of the War
Production Board"); cf. United States v. DeMdaurG, 5,81 F.2d 50,
153-1)4 (2d Cir. 1978), (testimony about detailt-, of money laun-
derini by bank employees was "material' beCaul_;e bank "could
well have arq,,,ed" that employees were act inq .n wn interest
and that banK'- I iabilltv w,' dependc c n whet hher bank had
proper'y !'p: td s emipl >'yees and h ad kn~ deof wrong-
d-oi nq)

7i i Sy s qo~ cI f in s3 re f I e ed e~ tf f cr ts t o
re m edy u n Ia w f- a Cto. _;n k O-10 W 1'1e ,7,' on go in g
I mp rope r c,-,nd uc 1 imned a e.; y _- s es :un ten s tanda rds
further, anid, 'cndiscovrr> h wogdrl rmve h

offenders and implemenn-ed a st~tmon~to)rirn. program.
Accodinlythe ommss-n shouid not underta'e an investiga-

--ion of Unisys.

CONCLUSION

The Commission should not proceed further against
Unisys in this matter. The complaint does not charge Unisys;
it relates to a scheme directed by a single former Unisys
employee, who not,- only acted beyond the scope of his employ-
ment but aggressively hid his activities from management.
Unisys will pay dearly for this unauthorized conduct and can-
not constituti,*onally be penalized for it,, twice; and fairness
and equity mandate that no action be taken against a corpora-
tion that has shown its good faith, has aggressively policed
itself, and has instituted procedures that are a model of
corporate citizenship.

For these reasons, the Commission should not take
further action against Unisys in this matter. Unisys offers
its cooperation to the Coimmission in pursuing other, more
appropriate, subjects of MUR 2981.
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FRIENDS OF CONGRESSMAN

HOCH CKNERNY 01

Janaury 24, 1990

1iawrencc M. ',ob' e
Federal1 Electicn copn'rissicnI

W~ 4h

Fecent_'.7,. c-anpaign' committee roc-ived a etrro t'vnrorpor-it cni w-11ch ackno-W.eqed that -hey had accertc- --he rtr

*~f l~r rc- -7, c-ampa iqr. A covy,, ct the letter lS.

C _, l: _ ;- -, p 1ea s -aT.,v se re i : a ny
necessa.-. c7- the part my c2~te
-aite nt~& t' ns natter

add~t~cn ict 1 C
T ha: 0o.froo

SIncere l,

-'Gedrge :V. Hochbr'u kne~r&'
Member of Congress

GJH: jgq
enclosure

T7,
9

-Q ~7- C4
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UNISYS

January 11, 1990

m5. wary M. Schumacher ohrekr
Friends of Congress~alBohrtekfe
P.o. Box 426 17702
Cora=, N-Y. 12702

Dear Ms. Schumacher:

Several months ago, Unisys received 
a check dated September 25, 

1989, from

Friends of Congressman Hochbrueckler 
in the amount of $1,500. The check vas

represented to be for the return of certain 
campaign contributionS made 

by

Joseph Hill and Joseph Zuba. 
Please be advised that Unisys does not know

the source of funds used by 
Mr. Hill or Mr. Zuba to make any 

contributions

to the Hochbr'ueckner committee. 
Unisys, therefore, is holding 

the

Hochbrueckner committee check 
in an escrov account pending 

further

determination as to the proper disposition of the 
funds.

Sincerely,

Rebecca C. Smith
Senior Counsel

RCSIcwh
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL

In the Mast*-er of

Dyson for Congress Committee and
Marion F. Fedas, as treasurer

Congressrma. Roy Dyson
Bill. Chappel.l Campaioan Committee

an-d P au I. W.Son, j r,

LlV yd Larnas- e:, as treasurer
r1Is 7f ?nor,_essrnan
Hoc-hbr',ie7k2.e!7 3rn. Mary M.
Schumache:, as -reasurer

Pichard Ray f:C- ng---ress Campaign
Committee and Macv M. Skinner,
as treas*urer

Friends of jirm Sasser and Michael
A. Nemeroff , as treasurer

Congressman Bil11 Young Campaign
Committee and George L.
Patterson, as treasurer

Unisys Corporation and W. Michael
Blumenthal, as CEO

Robert D. Barrett, Unisys Corp.
employee

Charles F. Gardner, Unisys Corp.
vice-president

Dennis Mitchell, Unisys Corp.
employee

John Roberts 11', Unisys Corp.
employee

William M. Galvln, consultant
Joseph E. Hill, consultant
Robert H. Littlefield, consultant
Don L. Lynch, consultant
Gerard J. Scarano, consultant
Joseph S. ZLuba, consultant

ELECTION COMMISSION

'*Lfl@fflvl
MUR 2981

GENERAL COUNSEL'S REPORT

Table of Contents

i. BACKGROUND...............................................

TI. FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS............................

A.The Crpvorat ion...................................

B. Corporation Employees: Officer ............. 1.......... 10



S
-2-

C. Corporation Employees: Non-officers.............
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Z1. Named ies--ondents........................

:ntern.a__Y Qe.eatd individuals
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E. Candidate Comrnittees and Candidates..............
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specifically identified as illegal
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I. BACKGROUND

On September 8, 1989, Luis A. Luna filed a

with the Federal Election Commission ("Commissi

Chappe11. 37

.............................. 39

.............................. 46

.............................. 46

.............................. 48

.............................. 50

.............................. 50

sworn

on11) .

compl

Based

number of press reports and guilty pleas, the complaint alleged

that Representative Roy Dyson, the Dyson Committee, and Marion

Fedas, as treasure.,, and seventeen other persons violated the

Federal Election Campaiqn Alct -f 19-1, as amended 'the "Act" .

Specifically, the complaint made five allegations. First, the

complaint alleges that Representative Dyson solicited campaign

contributions from a federal contractor, Unisys Corporation, in

violation of 11 C.F.R. S 11l5.2(c'. Second, it alleges that the

23

7-

aint

on a
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Committee knowingly accepted a contri

the name of another, in violation of

alleges that the Committee knowingly

a corporation, Unisys, in violation o

Fourth, the complaint. asserts that th

fai~led to make best efforts to determ

r-mrt ributions that presented Qenu-,)e

we7,re made b-y Unisys, a cotporaticn an

then failed to refund the contributio

in violation of 11

alleged to have fa

corporation and fe

discovering the il

the time of receip

The remaining

bution made by one person

2 U.S.C. 5 441t. Third,

accepted a contribution f

f 2 U.S.C. 5 441bra,.

e Committee's treasurer

i n e

que

d f,

nsI

?-F .,R. S l0 3 .3 bl'

led

d e ral1

legal

t in

to refund co

contractor,

ity based on

violation of

respondents are

nt r i bu

wi thi

new e

11 C.

implic

i n

i t

rom

the ieqality cf

tIons a-, to- whethe_: they

d eral1 c- ntr1,a c!- andI

i thi,.n 3, d Ia ys th'e r eaft e r

Fifth-, the treasurer is

tions ma~ip by Unisys, a

n 30 days after

vidence not available at

F. R. 5 10 3 .3 (b)(2 ) .

ated in the newspaper

articles and guilty pleas included as attachments to the

complaint. This office has in its possession additional guilty

pleas of respondents in responses to the complaint and th~rough the

public record. Finally, additional news articles have come to the

attention of this Office. These subsequently-acquired pleas and

articles are referred to throughout this report and are included

as Attachments.

The Commission has now recei'ved substantiv.e responses from

all but one of the respondents. Respondent Dennis Mitchell has

not responded, although facts relating to his activities are

contained in his guilty plea, which this Office has obtained.
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II. FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

Pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a),

corporation to make a contribution in

election. In addition, it is unlawful

contribution. This section also forbi

it is unlawful for a

connection with a federal

to knowingly accept such a

ds corporate officers and

directors to consent to corporation's con trilut- ion.

441c prohibits government contractors from contributing to

political1 committees and prohibits any perso-n from knowingly

soliciting such ccntributions. Section 441f. prohibits the making

of a contribution in the name of another person as well as the

accepting of such a contribution. This provision also prohibits a

person from knowingly permitting their name to be used to effect

such a contribution. in addition, the Commission has interpreted

S 441f to apply not only to persons who make contributions in the

name of another, but also to those who assist in the making of

such contributions. See FEC v. Rodriguez, No. 86-687 Civ-T--lO(B)

(M.D. Fla. May 5, 1987)(order denying summary judgment motion);

11lC.F.R. 11ll.4(b)(1)(iii).

Pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 44lf, candidate committees may not

knowingly accept contributions made by one person in the name of

another person. Under 11 C.F.R. 5 103.3(b)(1, the committee must

make best efforts to determine the legality of cont ribut ions

present genuine questions as to their legality. Finally, under

11 C.F.R. S lO3.3(b 2), if the committee 'Later discovers a

contribution to be illegal based on evidence not available at the

time of the contribution, it must return the contribution within

30 days of the discovery.

Section

that

10
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According to the complaint and the subsequently-acquired

guilty pleas, Unisys Corporation (formerly Sperry), through

Charles Gardner, a vice-president, entered into a number of sham

technical service agreements with a number of persons acting as

consultants. By these agreements, Unisys appeared to be payinq

independent consultants for technical advice in connection - t

government cr.ntracting activities. In fact, however, the

consultants allegedly engaged in additional activities a*-- 'the

direct.,cn -.f Gardner and other Unisys employees ' also respondents

in this matter), including the making of political contributions.

Thus, the consultants were allegedly contributing the

corporation's money in their own names to the campaign committees.

The specific contributions are described in the indictments

issued and plea agreements concluded as part of the Department of

Justice's "Ill Wind" criminal investigation. Several of the

individuals involved in this scheme have pled guilty to violations

of the Act or to violations of 18 U.S.C. S 1001 for causing false

statements to be made by campaign committees to the Commission.

The individuals who allegedly were indirectly reimbursed by Unisys

for their contributions are John Roberts III, Robert Littlefield,

Don Lynch, Gerard Scarano, Joseph Zuba, Joseph Hill, Joseph

Zuba II, Jean Old, Robert Old, Samuel Ralph Preston, Maddie

Preston, and Violet Lynch. A diagram is included at page 6A

showing the persons who gave the orders and made the contributions

for which this office has specific, direct evidence of illegality

from the guilty pleas. Page 6B lists the individuals noted on the

diagram with their position as Unisys employee or consultant.
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while the full extent of this reimbursement scheme is not yet

known to us, the complaint focuses on certain specific

transactions. According to the complaint, in July, 1987 Unisys

sponsored a trip by Representative Dyson to New Yoitk. During this

visit, approximately '1,0 i nivdas contribution hk,

apparently qathered b-y Unisys, were qiven t:' Representati.11

ryson's aide. Cf the fifteen co-n'tributors, at fl~st. eigh* are

d3escr-ibed Inthe ''iusmaterials available as thomselve' cr

their spouse having mde corporate-reimbursed contributions to

Representative Dyson and or other federal candidates.1

Contributions from all fifteen of: these individuals to Dyson's

Committee and to other committees are included at Attachment 3.

A. The Corporation

The allegations in the five counts of the complaint and the

guilty pleas attached thereto name Unisys Corporation, a defense

contractor, as the source of money for all of the contributions

under review here. 2 The use of corporate money for contributions

1. This pattern raises questions as well about the monies given
by the other July 1987 contributors to the Dyson Committee,
although we have no specific information at this time as to the
propriety of their contributions. A list of the more than 400
federal campaign contributions (1982-1988) from these individuals
as well as from those directly implicated (see p. 5, supra) is
included at Attachment 3. Because most of this list was derived
from the contributor index, which is incomplete, this office may
not be aware of all of the contributions by all of the
Unisys-connected individuals.

2. Unisys, and its predecessor Sperry Corp., both maintained
separate segregated funds. During the 1986 election cycle, Sperry
Corporation PAC reported $77,698 in receipts and $82,203 in
disbursements. During the 1988 election cycle, Sperry PAC
reported no receipts while disbursing $7,607 before the PAC
terminated. Unisys Corporation Employees PAC was formed in early
1987, and for the 1988 election cycle reported $69,687 in receipts

M_ - ____ __
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individual

Robert Barrett

Charles Gardner

Joseph Hill

James Kane

4:lfie-

Dn&Vcoet Lyncn.

Dennis M:tchellI

Robert & Jean Old

Samuel Ralph & Maddie PrLeston

John Roberts

G~erard Scarano

Joseph Zuba

Joseph Zuba II

-6 13- 0

Desc-ipton

Unisys senior field engineer

UnI Sys viepresident

consultant

Tha~ran, ~n~j:;land Aerospa '
?~I~t~~. .wt11 Committee

n.sys -~ar-e n:n Tana ge r

ccnsut1 an- & socuse

coTnsultant & spouse

Unisys Marketing manager

consul tant

consul tant

consul tant



to campaign committees violates 2U.S.C. S 441b~a). As a

Qo'.ernment contractor, Unisys is also forbidden to make campaig~n

ccntributions under 2 U.S.C. § 441c. Corporate funds were

apparentliy T-hanneled thrcugh --cnsultants in the quase of

.ndvidual cotr curns to the campaign committees under the

'-rect,.on c~f U~ni~s 'oes see -el ow. Th,.s channeling

~ons~tues te ok~n~conr~buion :nthe name of anothe-

:n tsresponse , Un--sys does not deny that It made the

corporate contributions, but rather argues that for other reasons,

the Commission shou'ld not proceed. 3Unisys asserts that the

complaint does not charge Unisys Corporation as a respondent;

rather, only Representative Dyson and his Committee treasurer

Marion Fedas are specifically named. The complaint itself, alon,:

with the newspaper articles attached and incorporated by

reference, however, clearly implicate Unisys as the source of a

number of illegal contributions. Therefore, this office properly

notified Unisys as a respondent to the complaint.

Unisys also states in its response that the Double Jeopardy

Clause of the 5th Amendment, as interpreted by the Supreme Court

Footnote 2 continued from previous page)
and $58,050 in disbursements. Neither of these two committees
appear to have been involved .n the reimbursement activity.

3. Counsel for Unisys have met -with this Office and have
represented that if the Commissio-n does proceed against the
corporation in this matter, 1,dni.sys will cooperate fully with a
Commission investigation and that Unisys will seek a quick
resolution of its liability.



in UnitedStates v. Halper, 109 S. Ct. 1892, 104 L.Ed.2d 487

(1989), prevents the Commission from proceeding against the

corporation. Halper involved the government incurring monetary

losses through defendant's Medicare fraud. The defendant had paid

a $5,000 criminal fi.ne and served a prison sentence under the

criminal false claimis statute, 18 U.S.C. 5 287, and then faced a

$130,000 civil penalt,-y in a ivlsuit brought by the government

under the civil False Claims Act, 31 U.S.C. 55 3U7"9-3731. The

Court announced:

we therefore hold that under the Double Jeopardy Clause a
defendant who already has been punished in a criminal
prosecution may not be subjected to an additional civil
sanction to the extent that the second sanction may not be
fairly characterized as remedial, but only as a deterrent or
retribution.

What we announce now is a rule for the rare case, the case such
as the one before us, where a fixed-penalty provision subjects
a prolific but small-gauge offender to a sanction
overwhelmingly disproportionate to the damage he has caused.

109 S. Ct. at 1902; 104 L.Ed.2d at 502. Because Unisys is

negotiating to plead guilty to criminal charges that it violated

the Act by making corporate contributions, it argues, a subsequent

civil proceeding by the Commission against Unisys for the same

actions would constitute a violation of the Double Jeopardy clause

of the Fifth Amendment.

Unisys' Halper defense is hypothetical at this point because

thus far no indictment has been issued against Unisys and Unisys

has not yet pled guilty to any criminal violations of the Act. In

addition, subsequent Commission proceedings against Unisys may not

be disturbed under the Court's narrow "rule for the rare case,"

109 S. ct. at 1902, 104 L.Ed.2d at 502, because civil FECA
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penalties will not usually be disproportionate to the amount of

money involved in a respondent's illegal activity. See 2 U.s.c.

S 437g(a)(5) and (6)(penalty shall not exceed the greater of

$5,000 or an amount equal to any contribution or expenditure

involved in such violation). 4Finally, even if the Court's

broader formulation applied to Commission civil prosecutions

mIbsequent to a criminal conviction, this office does not read

-flper to affect the Commission's investigtr oer tti

early stage of a matter; until the full scope of -,'legal

activities, as well as any criminal convictions, are known, no

determination on the reach of Double Jeopardy Clause preclusion,

if any, could be made. With the foregoing in mind, it is this

office's view that Halper does not bar any Commission findings

against Unisys.

Finally, Unisys responds that equity and fairness dictate

that Unisys not be penalized a second time for actions taken by

employees without corporate knowledge and in violation of express

corporate rules. Unisys Corporation, however, was the alleged

source of funds for all the illegal contributions in a scheme

orchestrated by its vice-president, Charles Gardner, and thus is

implicated in serious violations of the Act. At this stage, the

Commission would be merely initiating an investigation of Unisys'

role, not seeking penalties. Based on the allegations, the office

of the General Counsel recommends that the Commission find reason

4. These subsections also state that for a knowing and willful
violation, the penalty shall not exceed the greater of $10,000 or
an amount equal to twice any contribution or expenditure involved
in such violation.
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to believe that finisys knowingly and willfully violated 2 u.s.c.

SS 441b(a), 441c, and 441f.

B. Cokporation Employees: Corporate Officer

Respondent Charles Gardner is a former Unisys vice president.
G~ardner alleqedly directed the Unisys campaq cotibto

sc:heme, instructinq other corporate employees to tell the

cronsultants to contribute to-n cert-".ain candidates with monies that

Un isys, had proided them as part of their ccnsulting fees. I is

alleged that these portions cf the fees were understood by tht-

consultants and the employees to- be used for contributions. The

complaint includes Gardner's guilty plea for violation of 18

U.S.C. S 1001 for causing false statements to be made by recipient

campaign committees to the Commission. His role is also described

in the guilty pleas of Unisys employees Dennis Mitchell and John

Roberts, filed in October and November, 1989, respectively, as

well as in the guilty plea of Unisys employee Robert Barrett,

included in Barrett's response. Gardner is liable under 2 U.S.C.

S 441b(a), which forbids "any officer or any director of any

corporation . . . to consent to any contribution or expenditure by

the corporation." In addition, by assisting in the making of

contributions by one person in the name of another, Gardner

violated 2 U.S.C. 5 441f.

In his response, Gardner asserts that the complaint does not

charge him as a respondent; rather, only Representative Dyson and

his Committee treasurer Marion Fedas are specifically named. The

newspaper articles and the guilty pleas, including Gardner's,

attached and incorporated by reference, however, clearly implicate



Gardner as a central participant in the illegal contribution

scheme. Therefore, this Office properly notified Gardner as a

respondent to the complaint. In addition, Gardner does not

dispute his liability, but rather emphasizes that he has already

been prosecuted fc'r his illeqal actions. He also notes his

extensive cooperation ifl the !.ll wind investiqation. As the

director of the reimbursement scheme, however, G3ardner certainly

consented to ilieqal corporate contributions and assisted in the

operation of this scheme, and so this Office recommends that the

commission find reason to believe that he knowingly and willfully

v,,iolated SS 441bat and 441f. These findings are particularly

significant because as the mastermind behind the scheme, Gardner

probably possesses information concerning other illegal

contributions besides the two to which he pled guilty. This

office expects to obtain that information through the

investigative process.

C. Corporation Employees: -Non-Officers

Three other Unisys employees who do not appear to have been

corporate officers are implicated in the contribution

reimbursement scheme. They are John Roberts III, Robert Barrett,

and Dennis Mitchell. John Roberts, a marketing manager, is named

in Charles Gardner's guilty plea in the complaint as taking

instruction from Robert Barrett to obtain a contribution for the

Dyson for Congress Committee and that such contribution was
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Barrett. Gardner's plea alleges that this

-with Unisys funds. The complaint sug~gests

in the making of a tnrb:o y cne per

another, i n '-ic I a tt~ of § 441f.

This Off:14ice hIas -,btat-nei ?-berts' zu.

1989 -o ccns-.ir:7!i I'sm~~~a~r

Informatio-n wi t" ieCnss-- n a lo

the past s-z..en *eas. S - .. s e Thr

advised Gardner on th e latt-er's d

Congress so as to benef'.t Spertry and Iater

Roberts suggested tnat the contributions b

list of representativ.es and senators with

contributed to each. Roberts a'-so prepare

consultants which set out amounts cf c ont r

co-ntribution was made

that Roberts assisted

son ir the name of

t#y plea cf Nove,:bet ~

' sl~ee: appro,/i "'atelv !

ress-,cnal campaio:Ins cve:

s stat-ed that he

fl-uenc-e Members o

Unisys Corporation.

e made and he prepared a

suggested amounts to be

d budgets for

ibutions to individuals

campaigns. He acted as contact between various consultants and

the corporation. He collected checks from the consultants, kept

track of the checks, and sometimes delivered them to

representatives of the recipient political committees. Roberts

also submitted fraudulent invoices to Sperry ,Unisys. in addition,

Roberts was named in Dennis Mitchell's guilty plea (see p. 1-E

infra) as himself being reimbursed by Unisys for a $1,000

contribution on November 17, 1987 to the Badham Campaign

6. Roberts' plea is included at Attachment 21, page 35.
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contribution on November 17, 1987 to the Badham Campaign

Committee.7

In his response to the complaint, Roberts claims that the

complaint contains no allegations against him. This Office,

howeerconsidets the complint to hav.e sufficiently .mplicated

Po,,ber-ts, who has ntresponded-4 to the substance of the complaint.

j addition, Roberts' own plea makes c-lear his extenr.ive role in

,-h~e Unisys 1:llegal cotiu~nscheme. Finally, Roberts was

named as a contributor of Unisys-reimbursed funds in Mitchell's

guilty plea. 8  On the basis of these allegations of 'Roberts'

substantial role in the reimbursement scheme as set out in the

complaint, his own guilty plea, and the guilty pleas of others,

this office recommends that the Commission find reason to believe

that John Roberts knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C.

S441f .

Unisys Senior Field Engineer Robert Barrett was named in

Charles Gardner's guilty plea attached to the complaint.

According to Gardner's plea, Barrett, upon instruction from

7. Badham Committee reports list two $1,000 contributions from
Roberts on November 11, 1987, one designated for the primary
election and one designated for the general election. only one of
these contributions is mentioned and described as illegal. For adiscussion of the Badham Committee and other recipient committees
not implicated in the complaint, see part F.

8. Mitchell's plea lists Roberts as a contributor to the Badham
committee. Roberts, unlike the other contributors in this matter,was not an outside consultant to Unisys but rather was a Unisys
employee. In contrast to the consultants, who received funds fromUnisys for performing technical tasks with the understanding thatportions of these funds would be made available for campaign
contributions, it is not clear how Roberts was allegedly
reimbursed for his contribution.
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Gardner, contacted consultants to Unisys for the purpose of

obtaining contributions to federal candidates. These consultants

were Robert Littlefield, Don Lynch (through intermediary Unisys

employee John Roberts), Gerard Scarano, and Joseph Zuba. Barrett

included his own quilty plea n his response to the -rplaint.

His own plea notes his role in the reimbursement f r;ily the

Litt efleld and Scarano contributions.

.~cording to the pleas, Barret+- played two dist-,nct- roles in

tb- e re'.mbursement scheme. His own r-lea notes that cn orders f1rom

anothe:. Unisys employee, he instructed persons to make

contributions; he collected the checks and delivered them to

another Unisys employee. In addition, according to John Roberts'

guilty plea, Barrett was involved in processing paperwork

purportedly for technical service agreements with some of the

respondent consultants but in fact for campaign contributions.

This paperwork included purchase requisitions, purchase orders,

statements of work, and sole source justifications. Barrett was

apparently acting under orders from Roberts. The Gardner, Barrett

and Roberts pleas thus describe Barrett's alleged role as a

middleman in the Unisys contribution scheme.

I.n his response, Barrett states that he has already pled

guilty to felony charges in connection with his participation in

the illegal contribution scheme. He notes his substantial

cooperation with the Ill Wind investigation and his willingness to

cooperate with the Commission. In addition, he emphasizes that he

currently faces severe financial and health problems. As an

active participant in the scheme described above, Barrett assisted
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in the making of contributions by one p

another, and so is liable under 2 U.s.c

Office recommends that the Commission f

Robert Barrett knowingly and willfully

As alle-gel-4 in Joseph Hill's guilty

Unisys markr-:n manager Dennis Mitchel

consultant * Unisys, to contribute t-

Representat.-.es Dyson, Dickinson, and R

These contributions allegedly were made

Mitchell assisted in the making of a -c

the name of another. This Office has n

Mitchell, but this Office has obtained

pled guilty for arranging $4,000 worth

and was sentenced on October 20, 1989.

states that he helped arrange illegal cc

request of Charles Gardner and at the rE

Aerospace Political Action Committee (AE

.10
T. Kane. Mitchell's plea includes his

Hill contribution to the Ray committee t

erson in the 1nme of

.S 441f. Thus, this

ind reason to believe that

violated 2 U.S.C. S 441f.

plea in the complaint,

1asked Joseph Hill, a

the campaign committees of

ay, and Senator Sasser.

'with Unisys money, and so

itribution by one person in

Dt received a response from

iis guilty plea. 9  Mitchell

)f illegal contributions

In his plea, Mitchell

)ntributions both at the

Iquest of Long Island

hropac) chairperson James

involvement in a Joseph

:hat was noted in Hill's

plea, as well as in a Hi

Congressman Bob Roe that

addition, Mitchell pled

Joseph Zuba I1 !not the

included in the complain

11 contribution to the Campaign Fund for

was not included in Hill's plea. In

guilty to requesting contributions from

same Joseph "Luba whose guilty plea was

t) to the Aspin committee and from John

9. Mitchell's plea is included at Attachment 2, page 1.

10. For a discussion of internally-generated respondents such as
Aeropac and James T. Kane, see part D.2.b.
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Roberts to the Badham committee. As with the above-noted

contributions specified in Hill's plea, these contributions were

allegedly made with Unisys money, and so Mitchell assisted in the

making of a contribution by one person in the name of another.

Mitchell is also named in John Roberts' guilty plea as

facilitating Unisys contribution reimbursements to consultants inl

the guise of technical service agreements in the same manner as

Pobert Barrett, as noted above. Based on his role :cthe illegal

:ontribution scheme, this Office recommends that the Commission

find reason to believe that Dennis Mitchell knowingly and

willfully violated 2 U.S.C. S 441f.

The four respondent Unisys employees, Robert Barrett, Charles

Gardner, Dennis Mitchell, and John Roberts all themselves made

contributions to federal candidates, but this office's information

at this time is incomplete regarding the source of funds for most

of these contributions. The list of Unisys employee contributions

is set out below.

-M 0 M
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cont ributor
Pobert Barrett

Charles Gardner

Tenn-'s Mitchell

!,)hn Roberts

date
12-20-85

5- 2 4-82
6-30-83
2 -07-85

i 3 8

19-22-85
10-17-861

12-09-86

3-03-86

11-17-87

11 -17 -8 7

3-04-88

amount
$500

$500
$500
$500

$1000
$1000
$1000

S$1000

I$1000

$-1000
$1000
$1500

$,10 00
$500

$1000
$500

$1000
$1000
$1000
$1000

recipentcommi ttee
Addabbo

Addabbo
Tower (Sen)
Hart (Sen
Chappell
v so0n
Iik a ki

Chappell
r- h a ppe eI
D' Arnato
Addabbo
Mc Dade
Democratic Congr

Dinner Comm
r a ham

Chappell
DSCC
Young
Shelby
Badham
Badham
Gore (Pres)

As disclosed above, Barrett and Mitchell made only one personal

contribution each during the period of the reimbursement scheme.

Roberts and Gardner, by contrast, each made a number of

contributions during this period. one of Roberts' two

contributions to the Badham Committee on November 17, 1987 was

allegedly reimbursed by Unisys. (See Attachment 21, page 20). P

focus of the investiqat-Lcn in this matter will be to determine t

source(s) of all of the Unisys employee contributions.

D. Consultants. Contributors

1. Guiltyjpjeas

The individuals who made the contributions described in thE

complaint were consultants to Unisys Corporation. Three of then

h P

r
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Joseph Hill, Gerard Scarano, and Joseph Zuba, have pled guilty to

criminal charges fo-r their ort,1-icipation in the campailn

contribinsce. Hill and Zuba, in fact, specifically pled

guiity to violations o-f S 4f; Scarano pled guilty to 18 u.S.c.

s1.0031, althouqh t illeqa-zi,:-s -n his case are very sn~

H11l'S These three cocn s ult-a n ts c Ia te d S ..c . 54f;

knowingly lettin- ther name s 1e used to effect rnrbtzo

.rorney that Leali belnged to- U-'nisys. The seii ot~uin

described in thei: clea materials are s et o-,;t1 b el

contributor date of contr-ibution amount recipient conmittl-ee

Joseph Hill -1-09-8- $1,0010 Dyson
'0-05-8-1 $1,000 Dickinson
5-06-88 $1 , 0 00 Ray
6-1--88 $1,0003 Sasser

Gerard Scarano* 9-22-87 $1,000 Chappell

Joseph Zuba 11-03-86 $ 500 Young
6-29-87 $ 500 Hochbrueckner
9-22-87 $1,000 Chappell

*according to Unisys employee Robert Barrett's guilty plea,
Scarano made another illegal contribution to the Chappell
Committee on January 12, 1987. See Attachment 1, page 89.

The guilty pleas of Hill, Scarano, and Zuba all strongly

imply that they funneled Unisys money to other campaign comttpas

in addition to those committees specified in the pleas. Hll's

guilty plea specifically identifies transactions amounting to

$4,000 worth of illegal contributions; one other $1,000 iii1eqa.

contribto by Hlioving Long Island Aerospace Pol'i-~a*

Action Committee, is alleged in Dennis Mitchell's guilty plea

infra pages 23-24). Hill's plea also states that he knowingly i-I
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total of such contrihuti

Thus, the remaining $20,

represent, w.the., -ampa .,n
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Unisys funds to politi

ons from 1982-1988 bei

000 or more in i11eqal

co _tees' -eceipt

cal committees, "the

ng over $25,000."'

contributions may

i I I -ga.

c~ntr~buiens v~ipe,,haips the:n2leet:

)ther, than those alreaiv~ namned- as L:esp-,-nder-_

plC re Cord nd 1c ate t hat :111 t~b-~

Ijurino th e 1 9 82- 88 p e r: CA 'S r n

Attachment 4, -aae 1

Sca rano and Z uba :ed oc7ly t

to one and three comm~ttees, respect I:ely.

same language, that they were "asked by repr

Sperry,/Unisys to make numerous contributions

Scarano's plea states that he "knowingly and

contributions to politi1cal committees." The

implies that Scarano may have made illegal c

Un sy s empioy ee s

ire !7'~

e eial c on tr Ih

:erPleas empi',

esentatives cf

in [theirl, name[

Willingly made t

language used cl

ontributions to o

committees besides the one frwhich he pled ouil ty. Similarly,

it is possible that Zuba made illegal contributions to committees

other than those three for which he pled guilty. 1

11. In addition, Hill's wife, Mildred Hill, contributed $11,500
during this period. She was not named in the complaint, however,
and this Office makes no recommendations at :1h:s time reqarding
Mildred Hill.

12. The contributor index lists a number of individuals with the
last name Zuba who appear to be related based cn address and
employment. This General Counsel's Report makes recommendations
regarding Joseph Zuba and Joseph Zuba II. It appears that at
least one Zuba is listed on committee reports under two names, and
there may have been an excessive contribution, masked by the use
of multiple names on contributCions. This Office, however, makes
no recommendations at this time regarding any Zuba's excessive
contributions.

T h P

0

hese

early

the r

= __ __ I



All three --rw,-1ltants in their responses state that- they

already pled gulty to criminal charges for theirinolemn

the Illegal contr~bution scheme, and therefore the Corm 1s si1On

s ho uld nt p ur s,,:e t hem. H i 1nro7e s IthatI h e I s ye a rs "i an d

~f fi ero~l nc~~dHi s Cesnde ns S h

~ ~ Tn: 'h e o :ly ple as oza.V s''a~ find~n of reason,

to bel-x'e t h at 7,--ns -1,t an ts oS e Ph ilGeadScarano-, and

Joseph Zuta know,.:i ly and Willful> v lte -, .~ -f

This Office will1 make recommendations at a later time regarding

what further proceedings, if any, against these individuals are

appropriate.

2. No Guilty Plea

a. Named respondents

Two other consultants, R~obert Ltl~efield and Don Lynch, are

named in Gardner's guilty plea as making campaign contributions

upon the instructicn of Unisys employees. The plea alleges that

Littiefleld's $100contributicn in January 198' to the Bill

Chappell Campaign Committee and Lync'Is S1,000 contribution

July 198. to the Dyson Committee were ilieqal because they were

made with Unisys money: the funds had been provided by Unisys to

the consul tan ts a s pa rt o f t he 1.r consil L g f ee wi th t he

understanding that these portions we.-e toLe used for

have

i n
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contributions. In Littlefield's response to the complaint, he

claims that his renumeration as a contractor to Unisys was at no

time altered as the result of making or not making political

contributions and thus he was not used for channeling contractor
money t- ,-nqressmen. Lynch c-ites in his response the Gardner

plea as only refer rinq to h,-m as w': iting a check to the Dyson

'.Impaign -committee and leaving the date blank, and thus no illegal

0-'ticn is alleged. Lynch als? spe .ifles that he did not violate

the Act in makingz this contribution.

Littlefield's and Lynch's broad denials are specifically

contradicted by the statements in Gardner's guilty plea and also

in the detailed Roberts materials. 13According to Gardner and
Roberts, the consultants understood that part of their consulting

fees were to be used for political contributions as instructed by

Unisys employees. Specifically, Roberts' plea sets out the

substantial role Lynch played in the illegal contribution scheme. 1 4

According to the plea, Lynch, a former Senate Armed Services

Committee staff member, was hired by Charles Gardner to perform

legislative lobbying. Lynch, in turn, hired a number of

individuals to assist him. At Gardner's direction, Lynch set up

13. In the event that Roberts or Gardner included false
information in their plea, they violated Paragraph 5 of theirpleas, which would then subject them to criminal prosecution forperjury and obstruction of justice. Such falsity might alsoviolate Paragraph 4 of the pleas, which states that if they doanything intentional to impede the government's investigation,
then the plea agreement will be voidable at the United States'
option.

14. Detailed allegations of Lynch's role is found in theStatement of Facts and the Criminal Information included withRoberts' plea (Attachment 2, pages 44-46, 51-52, and 56-70).
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several companies to enter technical service agreements with

Sperry/Unisys. Lynch paid his consultants through one of these

companies. Roberts submitted invoices to Sperry/Unisys on behalf

of Lynch and his companies indicating that they were to be paid

for reports derived- from or reflecting technical services. These

invoices were fraudulent in that the real reason Don Lynch was

-~ompensated was for his lobbying activities and to supply funds to

he used for individuai campaign contributions. In view of the

evidence provided in the pleas, this office recommends that the

Commission find reason to believe that Robert Littlefield and Don

Lynch both knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C. S 441f.

The last consultant implicated in the complaint, William

Galvin, was identified in an attached 7-16-88 Washington Post

article. The article stated that Galvin "apparently . . . helped

gather the $17,000." This sum constitutes the Unisys-bundled

contributions that Dyson's campaign received in July, 1987, and

includes the contributions of consultants Hill, Lynch, and

Littlefield. The Post article also stated that Galvin asked a

contributor to donate to the Dyson campaign; although the

contributor referred to in the article claimed that he was not

reimbursed for the contribution and made the contribution as a

favor to his friend Galvin, there is at least an implication that

Galvin did more than arrange one un-reimbursed contribution.

Galvin's response emphasizes that nothing in the complaint or

attachments implicates him in any wrongdoing. 5)Because we have no

15. Galvin pled guilty March 28, 1990 to federal conspiracy and
bribery charges unrelated to the Unisys contribution scheme.
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further information on Galvin's role in the Unisys scheme, this

Office recommends that the Commission take no action at this time

against William Galvin.

b-. intern ally-generated Individuals and Entities

A number of persons not nameA 1-r directly implicated in the

2ormplaint and so not notified as 1 :espo-ndents appear- to have been

inv.olved in the Unisys illegal contribution scheme. These

individuals include Uni.sys consultants and other contributors as

.well as a political action committee. This Office learned of

these individuals' activities throcugh the guilty pleas of two of

the original respondents, Dennis Mitchell and John Roberts, which

we obtained in December, 1989. See guilty pleas at Attachment 2,

pages 1 and 35.

The Long Island Aerospace Political Action Committee

(AEROPAC), an unconnected political committee, and its chairperson

James T. Kane are implicated as participants in the forwarding of

Unisys-reimbursed contributions to federal candidates. 16 In his

guilty plea, former Unisys marketing manager Dennis Mitchell

stated that Kane told Mitchell to obtain contributions from Unisys

for Representatives Aspin and Roe to coincide with

AEROPAC-sponsored luncheons that the Representatives would

16. AEROPAC filed a statement of organization May 15, 1989, in
which it announced a name change to Eastern Defense Political
Action Committee. Its current chairperson is Fred Korb and its
treasurer is Stanley Wolin.
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attend. 17In June, 1986 Joseph S. Zuba II (not the Joseph Zuba
already named as a respondent) made out a check to the Friends of

Les Aspin and gave it to Mitchell who gave it to AEROPAC. In

June, 1987 Joseph Hill made out a check to the Campaign Fund for

Co~ngressman Bob Roe and gave it to Mitchell who qave it- 1,1

AF.ROPAC. Mitchell's plea states that these coritrihttw -s were

bo)th made with Unisys funds, and thus constitute i11',4al corpor-ate

co)ntributions.

Also according to Mitchell's plea another Unisys contribution

in Hill's name occurred when Kane contacted Mitchell "about money

for campaign contributions that Unisys owed to 'Aeropac' for the

Richard Ray for Congress Campaign Comte. 8Mitchell then
instructed Joseph Hill to contribute to the Ray campaign. Hill

wrote a check and gave it to Mitchell who gave it to AEROPAC.

This contribution appears on the committee report as an individual

contribution in May, 1988. Hill pled guilty to receiving

reimbursement from Unisys for making this contribution. See p.18,

supra.

AEROPAC registered as an unconnected political committee in

1982 and had multicandidate status during its activity noted in

17. In both cases, Unisys vice-president Charles Gardner thentold Mitchell to obtain contributions from Unisys consultants.
The connection between Kane and Gardner is not specified in
Mitchell's plea. A July 13, 1988 Baltimore Sun article (notincluded in the complaint) on an investigation of Aeropac noted
that Kane is a "close associate" of Gardner's. See Attachment 2,
pages 77-78.

18. Mitchell plea, Attachment 2, pages 21 and 30. This
contribution is described in Mitchell's Statement of Facts and theOvert Acts section of the Criminal information, but it is omitted
from the Amended Statement of Facts.
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the Mitchell plea. The relationship between AEROPAC and Unisys is

not clear from Mit-hell's plea, but it does appear that AEROPAC

and Kane knew of Unisys' illegal contribution scheme and

participated therei.n. Therefore, this Office recommends that the

commission f Ind reason, to bvelieve that James -. Kane and Eastern

Defense Political --,'n-n rCommittee f.k a AEROPA72' and Stanley

Wolin, as treasuirer, knowingly and willfuly 7YVIClated 2. u.s.

S 441f by knowinqgly assisting in the makin cf -cntribut'-ns

the name of others. With these findings, th-s Office w.,--

investigatL-e the role of AEROPAC and James T. Kane in the Unisys

contribution scheme.

According to Mitchell's plea, Joseph S. 'Zuba II is a Unisys

consultant who participated in the illegal contribution scheme;

his contribution to Representative Les Aspin's committee in June,

1987 was allegedly made with Unisys funds. Based on these

allegations, this office recommends that the Commission find

reason to believe that Joseph S. Zuba II violated 2 U.S.C. 5 441f

by knowingly allowing his name to be used to effect a contribution

consisting of funds that belonged to another. Because the role

and knowledge of Zuba II is not clear, this office does not

recommend knowing and willful findings against him at this time.

Another set of assertedly illegal contributions by

individuals not notified as respondents is described in John

Roberts' guilty plea. In his plea, he stated that he acted as the

primary contact between Don Lynch's network of consultants and

Sperry,/Unisys, helping to arrange approximately $36,500 in illegal

contributions. The plea notes ten specific reimbursed

M--
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contributions by Unisys consultants and a spouse. These

contributions are set out below.

contributor date of contribution amountreiencomte

Robert Old 10-122-85 $1,000 Chappell
8-29-86 $1,000 Chappell
1-12-87 $1,000 Chappell
9-22-87 $1,000 Chappell
10-02-86 $ 500 D~icks

Jean (Did 9-30-86 $1,000 Mrazek
11-03-86 $1,000 Young

Samuel Ralph Preston 10-02-86 $1 500 Dicks
9-30-86 $1,000 Mrazek
11-03-86 $1,000 Young

Two other non-respondent contributors, Maddie Preston and Violet

Lynch, were not involved in the specific transactions noted but

are listed in Roberts' plea as having made Unisys-reimbursed

contributions.

In summary, it appears that Samuel Ralph Preston, Maddie

Preston, Jean Old, Robert Old, and Violet Lynch made contributions

for which they were reimbursed by Unisys. Based on these

allegations, this Office recommends that the Commission find

reason to believe that Samuel Ralph Preston, Robert Old, Maddie

Preston, Jean Old, and Violet Lynch all violated 2 U.S.C. 5 441f

by knowingly allowing their names to be used to effect a

contribution by another. Because the role and knowledge of these

individuals is not clear, this Office does not recommend knowing

and willful findings against them at this time.
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E. Candidate Committees and Candidates

According to the complaint, seven campaigns received

contributions in the course of the Unisys scheme. 19According to
the allegations in the complaint and the Quilty pleas, all of the

committees receiveci contrhutic-ns mide b-y one person (Unisys) in

,the name of another person t,,_nsuitants .

Dyson Committee and Repyesenta:'.e_-Dyson

The co1rin't centers on the aleqed v.,iol)ations (, the Act by
RepresentaltIve Roy Dyson, the Dyson campaign committe, adMro

Fedas, as treasurer. These respondents submitted a joint

response.

The complaint focuses on the July, 1987 weekend in which

Representative Dyson and an aide visited New York and collected

approximately $17,000 in Unisys-connected contributions and

honoraria. The complaint asserts that at least four of these

contributions were illegal, based on the DOJ investigation and the

resulting guilty pleas. The complaint alleges that Representative

Dyson solicited campaign contributions from a federal contractor,

Unisys Corporation, in violation of 2 U.S.C. S 441c. Second, it

alleges that Representative Dyson and the Committee knowingly

accepted a contribution made by one person in the name of another,

in violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441f. Third, it alleges that

Representative Dyson and the Committee knowingly accepted a

contribution from a corporation, Unisys, in violation of 2 U.S.C.

S 441ba. Fourth, the complaint asserts that the Committee's

19. There are other recipient committees not named in the
complaint in this matter. See Part F.
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treasurer failed to make best efforts to determine the legality of

contributions that presented genuine questions as to whether they

were made by Unisys, a corporation and federal contractor, and

then failed to refund the contributions within 30 days thereafter,

in violation of 11 C. F.R. § 103. 3(b1-1. Fifth, the treasuret IS

alleged to have failed to refund contributions, made by Uni-yF,, ai

corporation and federal contractor, ,within 30 days after

discovering the illegality based on new evidence noat avai1;,ible at

the time of receipt and deposit, in violation of 11 C.F.P.

1 03 .3 (b (21.

Representative Dyson's and Committee treasurer Fedas' joint

response asserts that the allegation that Dyson solicited a

contribution from a federal contractor is based on innuendo and

that nothing in the complaint discloses any facts which

substantiate the charge. The Dyson/Fedas response also states

that nothing in the complaint indicates that Representative Dyson

knew that his Committee received illegal contributions. The

response does not, however, directly state that the Committee did

not know of the illegality. In addition, the response states that

all the contributions were written on personal accounts and thus

the Committee was not under any notice of illegality. Finally,

the response states that treasurer Fedas returned the

contributions of the five individuals whose guilty pleas were

included in the complaint.

The Dyson Committee did receive a number of allegedly illegal

contributions. According to the guilty pleas included in the

complaint, the July, 1987 Joseph Hill and Don Lynch contributions
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received by the Dyson Committee were reimbursed by Unisys. That

is, these two contributions are specifically alleged as illegal.

The guilty plea of respondent Unisys employee John Roberts

III, concluded after the complaint was filed, names the Dyson

Committee and other committees as the recipients of illegal

contributions by Violet Lynch, Don Lynch, Maddie Preston, Saimuel

Ralph Preston, Jean old, and Robert old.! 20 All six of thesfe

individuals made contributions to the Dyson Committee. Therefore,

some or all of their contributions to the Dyson Committee were

illegal. The entire list of contributions to the Dyson Committee

is included at Attachment 3, page 5.

The Dyson Committee received several additional contributions

which have not been specifically identified as Unisys-funded but

which likely were. The Committee received contributions from

respondents Joseph Hill (in addition to the July, 1987

contribution for which he pled guilty), Gerard Scarano, Charles

Gardner, and Robert Littlefield. 2 1 As noted above, the guilty

pleas of consultants Hill and Scarano state that these two

individuals made other Unisys-related illegal contributions

besides those for which they pled guilty. Unisys vice-president

Gardner, as described above, directed the illegal contribution

scheme. Consultant Littlefield was named in Gardner's guilty plea

20. Except for Don Lynch, the individuals in this group are all
internally generated respondents, as discussed above.

21. William Galvin also contributed to the Dyson Committee. Hewas noted in news accounts as apparently having helped gather theUnisys-connected contributions, but his further role, if any, inthe Unisys scheme, is not known at this time.
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as making an illegal contribution to another committee. The

involvement or alleged involvement of these individuals in the

Unisys illegal contribution scheme suggests that some or all of

their contributions to the Dyson Committee were reimbursed by

Unisys.

In summary, the Dyson Committee did receive a number of

illegal co-ntributions. A key issue In this matter is whether

there is reason to believe that Representative Dyson and cr his

Committee may have "knowingly accept~ed'" or "knowingly..

solicitfed]" the prohibited contributions, in violation of

2 U.S.C. SS 441b(a), 441f, and 441-lca .2).

Commission regulations at 11 C.F.R. S 103.3(b) prescribe

treatment of contributions of questionable legality. These

regulations reflect the Commission's interpretation regarding

circumstances in which committees are considered to have accepted

prohibited cnrbtos22A committee treasurer who fails to
comply with the S 103.3(b)(1) requirement to make best efforts to

determine the legality of contributions that present genuine

questions as to whether they were made by a corporation that is a

federal contractor in the name of individuals is thus violating

2 U.S.C. SS 441b(a), 441c, and 441f, if the contributions were, in

fact, illegal. If the contribution appears to be permissible at

the time of receipt, the treasurer remains under the obligation to

22. Because the regulations explain compliance with the Act's
requirements, this office makes no recommendations regarding
violations of 11 C.F.R. 5 103.3(b', but rather makes
recommendations regarding violations of the Act. See MURs 2072,
2154; A.0. 1984-52.
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refund the contributio-n if later evidence shows that it was

illegal. 11 C.F.R. S 103.3(b)(2). This obligation implicitly

includes the duty- toD inqu~re into the circumstances ot an earlie

contribution when th e later evidence shows that the contribution

was of question3ble legality. If the treasurer falls to '-'rply

wth the § 19. t e-uirement to refund contr~butln- wlthiln

30 days of dsoen the.,:- .llegality, he o.- she has k2, -.- nqly

accepted an I:leal~ co-ntrituticn, pursuant to Z U..2 § 441b

441--, and 441.. This report will consider the applIC-atlcn -9

11 C.F.R. SS 10D3.3 bIC- and ("I in turn.

The consideratlon of 11 C.F.R. S lO3.3(b,(l) focuses on, the

circumstances at the time of the contributions. According t,-

press accounts, Representative Dyson and his chief aide, the late

Tom Pappas, flew to New York in a private plane chartered by

Unisys in July, 1987. 23Representative Dyson and Pappas visited

Unisys' Long Island, New York facility, attended other events

accompanied by Unisys marketing manager Dennis Mitchell, and

23. The newspaper articles included in the complaint describe 3
close relationship between Representative Dyson and Unisys at e
time of the July, 1987 contributions that are the subjectofts
matter. The July 16, 1988 Washington Post article recounted th'3t

Representative Dyson, a member of the Armed Services Committee,
along with the late Representative Chappell, "repeatedly defeate1-
efforts by the Navy to cancel a shipboard electronic system
manufactured by Unisys." This system constituted a $78 millir'
contract for Unisys, according to the July 15, 1988 Baltimore
In addition, a June 23, 1988 Post article noted that Unisys
received a $116 million dollar contract under similar
circumstances in 1987.
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stayed overnight in a Manhattan hotel.2 4 Chris Robinson,

Representative Dyson's campaign manager, acknowledged that the

expenses for all these activities were paid by Unisys.

Representative Dyson received a $2,000 honorarium from Unisys for

his visit. No fundraising event took place during the visit;

instead, it appears that during this trip, Pappas was handed

fifteen $1,000 individual contributicn checks by Unisys marketing

manager Dennis Mitchell. The addresses of most of these

contributors, presumably on the face of. the checks, ranged from

Long Island, where the Unisys facility was located, to Washington,

D.C. and Northern Virginia. 25Representative Dyson returned to

Washington in the Unisys-chartered plane. Pappas later delivered

24. one account of Representative Dyson's Unisys-sponsored trip
in the press accounts is a July 15, 1988 Baltimore Sun article,
part of which is included with the complaint. The last several
paragraphs of the article, which contain the most detailed
information about the trip that this Office possesses, were
omitted from the complaint. A complete copy of the article is
included at Attachment 2, Pages 86B-86D.

25. Although the contributors were connected with Unisys as
employees, consultants, and spouses and were presented to Tom
Pappas by a Unisys official, the Dyson Committee failed to report
the occupations and employers of eight of the fifteen
contributors.

The Act requires political committees to report the
identification of contributors whose contributions exceed $200
within a calendar year. 2 U.S.C. § 434b)3yA).
"Identification" is defined at 21 U.S.C. § 431(13) as including the
occupation and employer of an individual. A treasurer who uses
"best efforts" to obtain such information is deemed to comply with
the disclosure requirement. 2 U.S.C. § 4312i); 11 C.F.R.
S 104.7(a). "Best effort" requires that the committee document at
least one effort per solicitation to obtain the contributor's
occupation and name of employer. 11 C.F.R. § 104.7(b). There is
no indication that the Dyson Committee made any such attempt, and
thus it appears that the Committee and its treasurer may have
violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b)(3)(A).
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the checks to Committ

Numerous factual

under which the contr

is possible that the

campa iqn a I Cie -,I !I, t z-,

C, I-*,r : u ti1'-n s a s s e rte

residiences ranqed! fro

fortheDyson Comn,1 t

c cn tr b u t1In s :h e c

Dyson Committee treas

198, Year-End report,

inquire into Unisys'

The fact that a!

personal accounts doe~

ee treasurer Fedas.

questions remain regarding the circumstances

ibutions were delivered. Nonetheless, it

corporation's presentation to a Dyson

a carpo'Iat~on-sponsored trip of $15,000 in

IY ..- m employees andI 'nti(Actors wh,-)ef

m~ New York to Virqin:.a may haegiven ae

ee *to Ir-ouire about +-he propriety o-f tho

o-ntribut.-on checks were deposited by the

urer and were reported on the Committee's

but apparently no attempt was made to

role in the making of the contributions.

1 the contribution checks are written on

s not, as the Committee argues, automatically

absolve a committee from its duty to determine the legality of

contributions received. Such an interpretation of 11 C.F.R.

S 103.3(b) would be unduly narrow. Even if a contribution check

on its face appears legitimate, a committee might receive

accompanying information indicating that the ostensible

contributor was not the actual source of the funds. Thus, the

regulations require that the legality of a contribution must be

viewed in the context of the surroundinq 7.ircumstances.

Even if the Committee did not have suifficient basis at the

time of the July, 1987 contributions to trigger an obligation to

inquire as to the legality of the contributions, the Committee did

allegedly acquire sufficient information later to obligate it to

inquire and to refund. See 11 C.F.R. § 103.3(b)(2). According to
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the July 16, 1988 Washinqton Post, Dyson's staff had then only

recently discovered that Dyson held no fundraiser in connection

with the July, 1987 contributions, contrary to the staff's

assumption at the time. 26The Post article and the July 15, 1988

Baltimore Sun nedthat spokespe rsons f :. Representative Dyscn,

-tated that Unisys rarket~ng Ianaqer Denn~s I'it-hell apparently

,e1lected the =4ntributicn checks and ciave them #t-: Represent-atiVe

Dyson's aide Tom Pappas. The Post art Icle f 11rthe. recounted that

"Dyson staff members said they have tried unsuccessfully' to reach

Mitchell to ask lhim about the money and that they remain unsure of

his exact role In raising the funds." It appears, then, that at

least by July, 1988 Representative Dyson's staffers themselves

questioned the July, 1987 contributions. Apparently, however, no

further inquiry was made to determine the propriety of the

contributions and no action was taken.

In succeeding periods, additional evidence of the

questionable legality of the contributions was acknowledged by

Representative Dyson in the press. Press reports in late January

and February, 1989 noted Hill's guilty plea in connection with

illegal contributions to several committees including Dyson's, and

Representative Dyson's statement that he would refund Hill's

contribution. Within a month of the January articles, the Dyson

26. In a newspaper article submitted as additional information bythe complainant in MUR 2599, Dyson's Administrative Assistant
Katherine Tucker was reported as stating that Representative Dysonheld a fundraiser in July, 1987 organized by Unisys employee
Dennis Mitchell. Later, Tucker stated under oath that her
statement had been misreported and that there had been no
fundraiser.



-35-

Committee did refund Hill's contribution. A March 10, 1989

Baltimore Sun article noted Charles Gardner's guilty plea for

steering illegal contributions to Representative Dyson. No

specific contributions were noted. Gardner's plea, included in

th.- complaint, explicitly identifies Don Lynch's contribution ti,

the Dyson Committee as illegal. The Sun article reported

P'-presentative Dyson as stating that he would return the ilea

,on t r ibut ions.

Notwithstanding the mounting evidence of impropriety and

Representative Dyson's explicit reported promise to return illegal

contributions, the Dyson Committee apparently made no further

inquiry and no further refund of contributions. More than five

months later, in an August 20, 1989 Baltimore Sun article, Luis

Luna, the complainant, called on Representative Dyson to return

the tainted contributions. A Dyson spokesman was quoted in the

article that the Dyson staff was "reviewing the matter." On

September 15, 1989, the Committee was notified of the complaint in

this matter. Finally, according to the September 26, 1989

Washington Post and Baltimore Sun, Representative Dyson announced

that he was returning $18,000 in contributions from people with

Unisys connections. The Dyson Committee's 1989 Year-End report

confirms that on September 25, 1989 the Committee returned all of

the July, 1987 contributions from Unisys-related individuals, it

thus appears that only with the prospect of the Commission's

enforcement process facing the Dyson Committee did it finally

return the contributions.

Thus, from the July, 1987 illegal contributions to the Dyson
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Committee, a year passed before the Committee publicly questioned

the contributions. One contribution was refunded in February,

1989, but the balance of the contributions were not reported as

returned until September, 1989. Significant questions were raised

at least by iuly, 1988, when intensive press scrutiny was
diIre

1Y, 1987 contributir ns, but

and the bulk of the

ourteen monthis later.

at the time of the July,

been raised regarding their

the receipt of the

the contributions but did

0-day period set out in

at the circumstanc

the Committee made

contributions were

In sum, this

1987 contributions

propriety. In any

contributions, the

not act finally uni

es surrounding the CJu

no- serious inquiry,

no,- refunded unti7 f

Office believes that

Fquestions may have

event, subsequent to

Committee questioned

Lil long beyond the 3

11 C.F.R. S 103.3(b)(2). By failing to act, and thereby keeping

the contributions, the Committee may have accepted prohibited

contributions. on this basis, the office of the General Counsel

recommends that the Commission find reason to believe that the

Dyson Committee may have violated 2 U.S.C. §§ 441b(a), 441c, and

441f. This Office also recommends that the Commission find reason

to believe that the Committee violated 2 U.S.C. § 434(b)(3)(A) by

filing reports without contributors' occupations and employers

listed. See footnote 25, supra. in addition, in light of

Representative Dyson's personal involvement in the transactions at

issue and his acknowledgment of the questionable legality of the

contributions as described above, this Office recommends that the

Commission find reason to believe that Representative Dyson

violated 2 U.S.C. §§ 441b(a), 441c, and 441f.

di rected
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2. Chapell Cmmittee andRepresentativeChappell

The Bill Chappell Campaign Committee received ailegedly

illegal contributions from Unisys consultants Robert Littlefirild,

Gerard Scar-anc, Joseph 7uba, and Robert Old. Scarano and Zuha

have adrnltt EA , thei r oiit "-y pleas thttheir cont ributions wpee

illegal. Charles Gardne!.'s plea :centifirs :tt._efield's

contributicon as reimbursed. Old's f'rasser~edlv illegal

contribut-ions were noted in John Pc'ber _s' TiliIty :,lea (Attachment

~,pages E 3-t- Al 1cf t he se c cntrb on s a ie s et ou t beloI

Date of Contribution Contributocr Amount
10-22-85D Robert Old- $1,000

8-29-86 Robert old $-1,0oo

1-12-87 Robert Littlefield $1,000
Robert Old $1,000

9-22-87 Robert Old $1,000
Gerard Scarano $1,000
Joseph Zuba $1,000

In addition to these specifically alleged illegal contributions,

there were numerous other contributions from Unisys-related

individuals to the Chappell Committee that may have been

reimbursed. Such contributions were from individuals who made

reimbursed contributions to other committees as specifically noted

in the guilty pleas as well as persons listed in John Roberts'

plea as making illegal contributions to the Chappell Committee and

to other committees but without allegations of specific

transactions. Contributions were also made by other

Unisys-related individuals whose contributions were included in

the July, 1987 contributions to the Dyson Committee but who are
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not yet implicated elsewhere. This Office will attempt to

determine the legality of these contributions during the course of

the investigation. All of these questionable contributions to the

Chappell Committee are set out in Attachment 3, pages 2-4.

WQ',es -Iions were , a 1sedi abotit the proptI Pty et the

Unisys-related contr,.butions to Chappell In Januitiy, 1989 articles

in te Wahinton Post- and New York Tims These aiticles,on

quot=:z RepresentatIve Chappell andA the other qolJa spokesman

fo Ca ppell, di1s cu ss UnTIisyIs emplo-yee Robert Barrett's Quilty plea

regardinQ his role :to llegal contributions to the Chappeill

Committee, although the ostensible contributors Robert Littlefield

and Gerard Scarano were not named.' (Attachment 2, pages 80-81).

In addition, the Wall Street Journal published an account of

Charles Gardner's guilty plea on March 10, 1989. tAttachment 2,

page 86A). Gardner pled to directing Unisys employees to arrange

an illegal contribution to the Chappell Committee. Such press

accounts, two of which were acknowledged by the candidate or his

representative, should have served to notify the Committee that

Unisys-related contributions were suspect. This office is not

aware, however, of any actions taken by the Committee to

investigate the propriety of the contributions received and make

refunds, either at the time of receipt or 'Later after the news

ar ti1cl es .

27. The Times quoted former Representative Chappell stating that
he knew nothing about the illegality of the contributions until
Barrett's plea was announced. The Post quoted an attorney for
Representatives Chappell and Dyson stating that the Congressmen
would not have any way of knowing that the contributions were from
Unisys and therefore illegal.
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In response to the complaint, the former treasurer, Paul

Wilson, states that he is unaware of any illegal contributions and

notes that former Representative Chappell passed away on March 30,

1989. For this reason, this office recommends that the

Commission take no alticn and clo se the file in this matter as it

pertains to the Bill Chappell Campaiqn Committee and Paul E.

Wilson, as treasurer.

~The Other NamedCamja :qn Committees

With respect to the five other recipient committees named in

the complaint, the informaticn that this office possesses at this

time does not demonstrate that the other candidates or their

committees had reason to suspect at the time of the contributions

that the consultants contributed Unisys money. Each committee,

since learning of the illegality, has taken steps to return the

contribution(s), as required by 11 C.F.R. 5 103.3(b)(2). The

following discussion examines these committees' compliance with

the requirements of S 103.3(b)(2).

The Congressman Bill Young Campaign Committee received three

contributions specified as illegal in pleas. The Committee

received these contributions from Joseph Zuba ($500), Samuel Ralph

Preston ($1,000), and Jean Old ($1,000) all on November 3, 1986.

In addition to these specifically alleged illegal contributions,

there were a number of other- contrilbutions from Unisys-related

individuals to the Young Committee that may have been reimbursed.

28. According to the public record, the Chappell Committee filed
its 1989 mid-Year Report as a termination report. The Reports
Analysis Division accepted as valid the termination by letter
dated July 21, 1989.
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Such contributions were from individuals who made reimbursed

contributions to other committees as specifically noted in the

guilty pleas, as well as from persons listed in John Roberts' plea

as making illegal contributions to the Young Committee and to

other committees but without allegatllons of specific transactions.
Fourcontibutots, for example, fall into' the iatteit gny

November 3, 1986 contributions from V,.olet and Don lynch awI '

November 6, 1984 contributionrs from Jean old and Samuel Ralph

Preston. 'See Attachment 2, pages 55-56 and Attachment 3, page

7. This Office will attempt to determine the legality of these

contributions during the course of the investigation. All of

these questionable contributions to the Young Committee are set

out in Attachment 3, pages 7-8.

of the three contributions by Zuba, Preston, and old

specifically described as reimbursed, only the Zuba contribution

was noted in the complaint; the latter two were included in John

Roberts' guilty plea (Attachment 2, pages 64-65). The Young

Committee's first notice of the illegality of the Zuba

contribution, according to their response, was the receipt of the

Commission's September 15, 1989 notification letter. On October

4, 1989, the Committee responded, returning $1,000 to Zuba, a sum

covering both his November 3, 1986 and his December 4, 1984

contributions. . Although the Commission's AOs 1984-52 and 1989-5

29. According to Young Committee reports, the December 4, 1984
contribution was made by "Jeffrey S. Zuba', not the Joseph S. Zuba
who pled guilty in connection with his illegal November 3, 1986
contribution to the Young Committee. Because Joseph S. Zuba
appears on the Committee's 1986 report as "J. S. Zuba" and the
address is the same as for Jeffrey S. Zuba on the 1984 report, the
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specify that illegal contributions should be returned to the

actual source of the contribution, the Young Committee has taken

definite steps to comply with 11 C.F.R. 5 103.3(b)(2), which

requires the refunding of illegal contributions within 30 days of

the discovery of the illegality.

with respect to the Preston and Old contributions, the Young

Committee treasurer wrote to the ComrnIssion en January 11, 19090

sta t ing that toCommi ttee had become awa re of John Rohe r ts

guilty plea asserting that the Committee had received illegal

contributions See Attachment 1, page 5. Consequently, the

letter states, the Committee returned the Unisys-reimbursed

contributions totaling $4,000. 30

The Young Committee's return of the allegedly illegal

(Footnote 29 continued from previous page)
Committee presumably thought that these two individuals were oneand the same person and voluntarily returned the 1984
contribution. The result is that the Committee has refunded theillegal Joseph S. Zuba contribution as well as the suspect JeffreyS. Zuba contribution. See the Suspect Contribution list at
Attachment 3, page 7.

30. The Young Committee letter states that it has returned the$4,000 in contributions from Violet and Don Lynch, Jean and Robertold, and Robbie and John Roberts. This list omits Samuel RalphPreston, who is named in Roberts, plea as making an illegal
contribution to the Young Committee in November, 1986, andincludes the Roberts, who are not named in the plea as making anyillegal contributions. The Committee's letter, however, listscontribution totals for the Lynchs, Olds, and Roberts that equalthe contribution totals to the Committee for the Lynchs, Olds, andPrestons as found on the Committee reports. Thus, assuming thatthe Committee returned the $4,000 to Unisys, the actual source ofthe funds, the Committee would be returning a sum equal to thetotal contributions received by the Committee from the individualsnamed as contributors in John Roberts' plea. Thus, the YoungCommittee appears to have returned illegal contributions to thesource of the funds within 30 days of the discovery of theillegality, pursuant toll1 C.F.R. § 103.3(b)(2).
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November 3, 1986 Zuba, Old, and Preston contributions appear to

have been timely. Given the number of assertedly illegal

contributions to the Committee and the existence of a number of

other contributions likely to be illegal, however, this Office

recommends that the Commission take no action at this time

reqarding the Congressman Bill Young Campaign Committee and George

Patterson, as treasurer. This office will make further

recommendations upon determining the nature of the contributions

in question and the role of the Committee.

The other remaining named committees received only one

assertedly illegal contribution each, and few other contributions

from Unisys-related individuals.

The Dickinson Second District Congressional Committee

received Joseph Hill's $1,000 contribution on October 5, 1987 that

is identified as illegal in Hill's guilty plea included in the

complaint. Within 30 days after the late January, 1989 press

reports of Hill's guilty plea, the Dickinson Committee donated a

sum equal to the contribution to charity. While this action does

not conform with 11 C.F.R. S 103.3(b)(2), which states that an

illegal contribution will be returned to the contributor, (and as

clarified by A.0. 1989-5, "contributor" means the actual source of

the money), the Committee did divest itself of the illegal

contribution in a timely manner. Thus, this Office recommends

that the Commission find reason to believe that the Dickinson

Committee violated 2 U.S.C. §5 44lbia), 441c, and 441f but that no

further action be taken.

The Richard Ray for Congress Campaign Committee received
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Joseph Hill's $1,000 contribution dated May 6, 1988 that is noted

as illegal in Hill's guilty plea. This contribution was discussed

in the January, 1989 news articles, and by a check dated February

1, 1989, the Ray Committee refunded the contribution to Hill. On

April ~,1989, Hill returned the check, citing A.O. 1984-52 for

thr- proposition that the Committee should return the contribution

tro unisys, the actual source of the contribution. On Apr-1i ,

Rept-esentative Ray requested an advisory opinion from the

Commission on this matter. The Commission's response, A.O.

1989-5, dated May 26, instructed Ray's Committee to refund the

illegal contribution to Unisys. The Committee then sent a check,

dated June 12, 1989, to Unisys. The Ray committee has clearly

complied with the law in this matter and this Office recommends

that the Commission find no reason to believe that the Committee

violated any provision of the Act.

The Friends of Congressman Hochbrueckner Committee received

Joseph Zuba's $500 contribution dated June 29, 1987 that is

identified as illegal in Zuba's guilty plea included in the

complaint. The Hochbrueckner Committee's response stated that

Representative Hochbrueckner was aware of a July 18, 1989 Long

Island Newsday article naming a "Joseph Zuber" as a contributor to

Hochbrueckner's campaign who pled guilty to a criminal FECA

violation. Shortly thereafter, Rep. Hochbrueckner wrote to Henry

Hudson, the U.S. Attorney in charge of the Ill Wind investigation,

to ascertain whether any contributions to his campaign were

illegal. (The name "Zuber" did not show up on the committee's

contribution list). Shortly thereafter, Hudson replied in writing
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that Joseph Zuba had pled guilty to making an illegal contribution

to Hochbrueckner's Committee; the Newsday article had misspelled

his name and had not specified this connection. Hudson also noted

that Joseph Hill contributed $1,000 to Hochbrueckner's Committee
on June 30, 1987 and had pled guilt';, toFC ilain o

illegal. contributions to -other campaiqn ccommittees.'

Because of the August congressional recePss, R'-'resentative

ilochbrueckner states, he 3-1d no-t read Hudscn'sz le-t-r, dated

August 2, until early September. Upon reaclnz th letter,

Representative Hochbrueckner began to search for a charity to

which to donate an amount equal to the Hill and Zuba

contributions. After receiving notification of MUR 2981, the

Hochbrueckner committee asked the Democratic National Committee

what would be the proper method of returning illegal

contributions. On September 25, the committee sent a check to

Unisys corporation, the actual source of the funds, to cover both

the Zuba and the Hill contributions.

A committee must return illegal contributions within 30 days

after the committee becomes aware of the illegality, pursuant to

11 C.F.R. S 103.3(b)(2). The Hochbrueckner Committee did not

return Zuba's illegal contribution within 30 days of the Newsday

article. This article, though, misspelled ZL-uba's name, and so did

not provide accurate information regarding the Zuba contribution.

The candidate did take action i1n response to the article, writing

to the United States Attorney, and the August 2 letter from Hudson

31. Hochbrueckner's Committee included Hudson's letter in their
response to the complaint.
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provided clear notice to the Committee of the doubtful legality of

both the Zuba and Hill contributions. These two contributions

were not returned until September 25, well beyond the 30 day

limit. The response contends that Representative Hochbrueckner

did not read the letter until early Septembei. in liqht o-f

Rep~resentative Hochbrueckner's timely initial a'-tion on the

matter, however, and the fact that the committee has sinc-e that

tim- refunded Zuba 's ill1.egal 2otibution, this Off ir reco mmends

that- in regard to the 7uba cont-ribution, the Commission should

find reason to believe that the Friends of Congressman

Hochbrueckner Committee and Mary M. Schumacher, as treasurer,

violated 2 U.S.C. SS 441b(a), 441c, and 441f, but take no further

action.

Friends of Jim Sasser receiv

from consultant Hill on June 17,

plea. According to the committee

refunded to Hill in January, 1989

was entered. In April, Hill retu

noting that the C7ommission's A.0.

refund illegal contributions to t

this case Unisys. In early May,

just that. Because the original

30 days of the commit,--tee's discov

ed an illegal $1,000 contribution

1988 as set out in Hill's guilty

Is response, the contribution was

Ithe same month that Hill's plea

mned the committee's check,

1984-52 instructed committees to

he actual source of the money, in

1989, the Sasser committee did

attempted return was made within

ery of the illegality and the

comnmi ttee promptly reimbursed Unisys upon Hill's rejection

reimbursement, the Office of the General Counsel recommends that

no reason to believe be found that Friends of Jim Sasser and

of the
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Michael A. Nemeroff, as treasurer, violated any provision of the

Act.

F. Non-respondent Recipient Committees

A number of campaigns not named in the complaint appear to

have received Unisys-reimbursed contributions. These committees

were noted in the guilty pleas of two of the t-nisys employee

respondents, Dennis Mitchell and John Roberts, submitted in

October and November, 1989, respectively. See, Attachment 2, paqes

19-21, 218-31, 55-5-, and 63-6. The two pleas note sevjeral

cmittees' receipt of specifically identified illegal

contributions, and the Roberts' plea notes several other

committees that received illegal contributions without identifying

any specific transactions. All of these committees' contributions

from Unisys-related individuals are listed in Attachment 3.

1. Committees receiving contributions specifically
i entified as illegal-

Each of the contributions specifically

Roberts and Mitchell plea materials are set

identi fied

out below.

in the

Recipient Committee

Aspin

Roe

Badham

Dicks

Mrazek

Contributor

Joseph Zuba II

Joseph Hill

John Roberts

Robert old
Samuel Ralph P

Jean Old
Samuel Ralph P

Date

6-13-86

6-17-87

l1-l7-87

10-02-86
reston 10-02-86

9- 30-86
reston 9-30-86

Mitchell's guilty plea sets out a scheme whereby Long Island

Amount

$1 ,O0

$1,000

$1,000

$ 500
$ 500

$1,000
$1,000
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Aerospace Political Action Committee (AEROPAC) and Unisys

personnel arranged the reimbursement of Unisys consultants'

contributions to the Friends of Les Aspin and the Campaign Fund

for Congressman Bob Roe. In addition, a Unisys-reimbursed

contributiOn to the Badham Campaign Committee was made by Unisys

employee John Roberts and apparently did not Involve AEROPAC

personnel.

in jldlitien to the one illegal contribution alleged in
Mitchell's plea, another contributicn o htsm a yJa l

is probably illegal based on John Roberts' plea. Serious

questions are raised by both of John Roberts' November 17, 1987

contributions to the Badham Committee, one of which is alleged as

illegal in the Mitchell plea. Finally, the Roe Committee received

one illegal contribution alleged in Mitchell's plea.

other recipient committees are identified in the Roberts

plea. The plea materials set out a scheme where Unisys employees

arranged for the corporate reimbursement of contributions to Norm

Dicks for Congress Committee and People for Mrazek Campaign

Committee. The plea describes four specific reimbursed

contributions, two to the Mrazek Committee and two to the Dicks

Committee. In addition, two other contributions to the Dicks

Committee, both by Don Lynch, are probably illegal based on

Roberts' plea.

This Office possesses no specific information at this time

regarding the Aspin, Roe, Badham, Dicks, and Mrazek committees,

and makes no recommendations for findings against them at this

time. In order to assure that the illegal funds are expeditiously
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purged from these campaigns' accounts, however, this Office

recommends that the Commission notify these five committees that

according to publicly available court documents (plea materials),

certain contributions they have received were reimbursed by a

corporation (Attachment 6). Each committee will then have 30 dalys

in which to refund those contributions pursuant to 11 C.F.P.

S 103.0 )2 .3

2. Other recipient committees

in addition to the committees listed above, the Roberts plea

named the Committee for Congressman Joseph P. Addabbo, Friends of

Senator D'Amato, 33Hefner for Congress Committee, Keep McDade in

Congress Committee, and the Murtha for Re-election Committee as

having received illegal contributions but the plea identifies no

specific transactions. The chart below lists the total number of

32. The Office of the General Counsel recommends that the
Commission take this action in order to assure committee
compliance, analogous to the Reports Analysis Division ("RAD")
Requests for Additional Information to recipient committees
triggered by review of a contributor committee's reports. Based
on the public documents evidencing illegal contributions, this
office proposes that the Commission notify the non-respondent
recipient committees in this matter of the contributions
specifically alleged to be illegal. After listing the specific
contributions, the letters would clarify that the recipient
committee is not a respondent in this matter and would conclude
with a confidentiality caution (Attachment 6).

33. A September 27, 1989 tahigon Post article noted that the
Sen. D'Amato campaign receive allegedly illegal contributions
from Unisys executives. See Attachment 2, page 86. The D'Amato
campaign also allegedly received illegal contributions in another
pending matter, MUR 2639, in which the contributions were
allegedly funded by Wedtech, Inc.
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Unisys-related contributions for each committee; the entire list

of contributions from Unisys-related individuals appeats at

Attachment 3.

Committee number of Uiy-eaednubrms
contributions ik elyile 3

Addabbo 012

D 'Amato

He fner r

McDade 143

Murtha 18 8

In the course of the Commission's investigation, these five

committees' specific illegal contributions received will be

determined, and this Office will propose to notify them at that

time, with the probable exception of the late Representative

Addabbo's Committee. 35In light of the lack of information on
these five recipient committees other than the apparent illegality

of at least some of their contributions received, the Commission's

investigation will extend to these committees' contributions

received, but this office makes no recommendations for findings

against the Addabbo, D'Amato, Hefner, McDade, and Murtha

committees at this time.

34. This column contains contributions from the six individuals
listed in Roberts' plea, the Lynchs, the Olds, and the Prestons,
as making illegal contributions to a number of committees.

35. Former Representative Addabbo died April 10, 1986 and the
Reports Analysis Division accepted as valid the Committee's
termination by letter dated December 5, 1986.
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III. INVESTIGATION

In order to flesh out the extent of the reimbursed

contributions and the roles of the various parties involv.,ed, this

Office will contact the persons who have expressed a desire to

coopera:to in the Commission's investiqzition. As it becomes rltear

wha t t ;rsno n y and',o r i nves ti1ga t Ion r equi1r es c ompulIso ry p ro re~

this Oftfice will make further reports to the Commission.

IV. RECOMMENDATIONS

1. FlndJ n? reason to
Campaign Committee and
Jim Sasser and Michael
provision of the Act.

2. Close the file in
Chappell

believe that
Macy Skinner
Nemeroff, as

this matter
Campaign Committee

the Richard Ray for 'Congress
as treasurer; and Friends of1
treasurer, violated any

Is it pertains to the B1,11
and Paul Wilson, as treasurer.

3. Find reason to believe that Friends of Congressman
Hochbrueckner and Mary Schumacher, as treasurer, violated
2 U.S.C. §5 441b(a), 441c, and 441f, but take no further action.

4. Find reason to believe
Congressional Committee and
violated 2 U.S.C. 55 441b(a)
action.

that Dickinson Second District
Lloyd Lancaster, as treasurer,
.441c, and 441f, but take no further

5. Take no action at this time regarding Congressman Bill
Campaign Committee and George Patterson, as treasurer.

Young

6. Find reason to believe that Charles Gardner knowingly and
willfully violated 2 U.S.C. 55 441b(a) and 441f.

,. Find reason
and John Roberts
9 441f .

to believe that Robert Barrett, Dennis Mitchell,
III knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C.

8. Take no action at this time regarding William Galvin.

9. Find
Don Lynch,
violated 2

reason to
Gerard S
U.S.C. §

believe that Joseph Hill, Robert Littlefield,
carano, and Joseph Zuba knowingly and willfully

441f .

10. Find
Committee
Committee
knowingly

reason to believe that Eastern Defense Political
formerly Long Island Aerospace Political Action

), Stanley Wolin, as treasurer, and James T. Kane
and willfully violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f.

Action
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11. Find reason to believe that Joseph S. Zuba II violated
2 U. S. C. S441f .

12.)I Find reason to ble
Preston,
2 U.s.c.

Jean Old, Robert
5 4 I If .

Find rea-scn t,-
arion Fedcts, t
a ;, a ,iA 4 1 '

Ie1I

e that Samuel Ralph Preston, Maddie
Old, and Violet Lynch each violated

ve t hat the. Dyso;cn for Congress Committee
v>~i~ed2 U.S.C. §5 441c, 441t,

l14 FAnd- reascn t eiv
2u~j §§1417, 44-',- anol

that- Rer:esenfct
i-b a-

ti*? ~yDyson -.. ,lated

Ij~
4.1 Fully- resnte~~:v

16. A p proe te a t t-ach e A f a
appropriate letters.

Date

Ta t Un 1S s Cor L-ratc 1 C wc)n 7y a n
§44 aIL , 441- a nd4i

tua and- leqal7 analyse51: and the

'Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

Attachments:
1-Responses to the complaint
2-Other materials: Dennis Mitchell and John Roberts iII guilty

plea materials and newspaper articles
3-List of Unisys-related contributions by recipient committee
4-List of Unisys-related contributions by contributor
5-Factual and Legal Analyses (21)
6-Sample proposed letter to nonrespondent recipient committees

Staff Assigned:
Mark Allen
Jonathan Be rnstein

13.
and M
4 4 1b



FEDERAL ELECTION COMM~ISSION
VVAS~t%C TO% CD( 4#

MEMORANDUM

TO:

Ir, ROM:

DA7E

SUBJECT:

LAWRENCE M. NOBLEV
GENERAL OUSE

MARJOR:Er W. E.MON.S'DEILORES HARRIS1

CCM.MI~~c: SERETARY

',I T' 2981 - OENEIRAL CCOUNSEL'S IREPORT
DATI.ED JUNE 2 1990

The above-capticned documernt was cir-cul'ated to the

Commission on Monday, June 25f 1990 at 4:00 p).m.

Objection(s) have been receiJ.ved from --.,,e Commissioner(s)

as indicated by th-e name(s) checked below:

Comrissiorner Aikens

Commissioner Elliott

C -7us s ion er J'-s ef ia k

Cozrnhmissioner McDonald

Commissioner McGarr,,

Commissioner Th'omas

This matter will1 be placed

rTuesda, l, 199-1

xxx

xxx

xxx

o-n the meeting agenda

Please notify us who will represent ycur Division before the

Com.-ission on t4'is matter.

for



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

in the Matter of
MUR 2981

Dyson for Congress Committee and
MarionR. Fedas, as treasurer

Congressman Ro-y Dyson
Bill Chappe.1i C-ampaign Committee

and Paul E. Wilso-n, J.
as tIreasure:

Dickinson Seccr'. District
Congressicnal -Committ.ee and
-Lloyd Lancaster, as treasurer

Fr-Jends of Conressman Hochhrupckner
and Mary M. SIchumacher, as treasurer

Pichard Ray frCongress Campaign
Committee and Macy M. Skinner,
as treasurer

Friends of Jim Sasser and Michael
A. Nemeroff, as treasurer

Congressman Bill Young Campaign
Committee and George L. Patterson,
as treasurer

Unisys Corporation and W. Michael
Blumenthal, as CEO

Robert D. Barrett, Unisys Corp. employee)
Charles F. Gardner, Unisys Corp.

Vice-President
Dennis Mitchell, Unisys Corp. employee
John Roberts III, Unisys Corp. employee
William M. Galvin, consultant
Joseph E. Hill, consultant
Robert H. Littlefield, consultant
Don L. Lynch, consultant
Gerard J. Scarano, consultant
Joseph S. Zuba, consultant

CERTIFICATION

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, recording secretary for the

Federal Election Commission executive session of July 10,

1990, do hereby certify that the Commission decided by a

vote of 4-1 t take the following actions in MUR 2981:

(continued)



Federal Election Commission Page 21
Certification for MUR 2981
July 10, 1990

1. Find no reason to believe that the Richard
Ray for Cnngress Campaign Committee and
Macy Skinner, as treasurer; and Friends of
Jim Sasser and Michael Nemeroff, as
.reasure,,, violated any provision of the Act.

2. -lose the f ile thi c matter as it pertains
tthe Bill' Chappell Campaign Committee and

Paul Wilson, as treasurer.

3. Find reason to believe that Friends of
Congressman Hochbrueckner and Mary Schumacher,
as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. SS 441b(a),
44 1, and 441f, but take no further action.

4. Find reason to believe that Dickinson Second
District Congressional Committee and Lloyd
Lancaster, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C.
SS 441b(a), 441c, and 441f, but take no
further action.

5. Take no action at this time regarding
Congressman Bill Young Campaign Committee and
George Patterson, as treasurer.

6. Find reason to believe that Charles Gardner
knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C.
SS 441b(a) and 441f.

7. Find reason to believe that Robert Barrett,
Dennis Mitchel, and John Roberts III
knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C.
S 441f.

8. Take no action at this time regarding
William Galvin.

(continued)



Federal Election Commission Page 3
Certification for MUR 2981
July 10, 1990

9. Find reason to believe that Joseph Hill,
Robert Littlefield, Don Lynch, Gerard
Scarano, and Joseph Zuba knowingly and
willfully violated A' U.S.C. S 441f.

10. Find reason to believe that Eastern Defense
political Action Committee (formerly Long
Island Aerospace Political Action Committee),
Stanley Wolin, as treasurer, and James T.
Kane knowingly and willfully violated
2 U. S .C.- S 441f .

11. Find reason to believe that Joseph S.
Zuba II violated 2 U.S.C. s 441f.

12. Find reason to believe that Samuel Ralph
Preston, Maddie Preston, Jean Old, Robert
old, and violet Lynch each violated
2 u.S.C. 5 441f.

13. Find reason to believe that Dyson for
Congress Committee and Marion Fedas, as
treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. 55 441c,
441f, 441b(a), and 434(b)(3)(A).

14. Take no action at this time with respect
to Reprentative Roy Dyson.

15. Find reason to believe that Unisys Corpora-
tion knowingly and willfully violated
2 U.S.C. SS 441b(a), 441c, and 441f.

(continued)



Federal Election Commission
Certification for MWUR 2981
July 10, 1990

Page 4

16. Approve the factual and legal analyses and
the appropriate letters as recommended in
the General Counsel's report dated June 22,
1990

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Josefiak, and Thomas

voted affirmatively for the decision; Commissioner

McGarry dissented; Commissioner McDonald was not present.

Attest:

-1- rF
Date

S r etary of the Commission



FEDERAL ELECTIO*N COMMOISSION

July 13, 1990

Myles V. Lynk, Esquire
Dewey, Ballantine, Bushbv,

Palmer & Wood
177; Pennsvlv,,an,.a Avenue, N.,,.
Washington, D.C. 20006

PE: MUR 2981
Joseh Hill

Dear Mr. Lynk:

On September 15, 1989, the Federal El1ection Commission
notiied our lien of a co~mplaint alleging violations of

certain sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971,
as amended ("the Act" . A copy of the complaint was forwarded
to your client at that time.

Upon further review of the allegations contained in the
complaint, and information supplied by your client, Joseph Hill,
the Commission, on July 10, 1990, found that there is reason to
believe your client, knowingly and willfully violated 2 u.s.c.
S 441f, a provision of the Act. The Factual and Legal Analysis,
which formed a basis for the Commission's finding, is attached
for your information.

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

In the absence of any additional information demonstrating
that no further action should be taken against your client, the
Commission may find probable cause to believe that a violation
has occurred and proceed with conciliation.

If you are interested in pursuing pre-probable cause
conciliation, you should so request in writing. See 11 C.F.R.
S 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the Office of the



Mr. Lynk, Esq.
Page 2

General Counsel willI make recommendations tI.o the Commission
either proposinq an agreement in settlement of the matter or
recommend,.nq declining that pre-probable cause conciliation be
pursued. The Office of the General Counsel may recommend that
pre-probable cause oonC:i_':ation ".C. be entered int.o- at this time
so that i t may CIO.Mcete _ ts inves t:qat~e Of the matter.
Fur ther, the Comm-,ssi~on -,: nct, entertiin requests for_
pre-probabie cause oc ~aonafter briefs cn, probableuis
have been mailed to: the respo.ndent.

Requests for extensi:ons of1 -- me wi.'1
I ranted. Requests must te made 4-n wr'.tn,
prior to the due date of --he resoo-nse and
must be demonstr.ateA. :naddition, the Of
Counsel ordinari> wil gi ove extenslon

no tb
at e ast ::e 11 a ys
s e c fo :cd -3use

f~oeo the enera_
s beyo----; days.

This matter wi~remain confideta :nacranewt
2 J.S.c. §s 437Q: a, 4 B, and 43-q(a)(2A) unless you notify
the C omm Is s ion i4n w rJ.t In; that You w is h t he ma tter to be made
p u bli.

Ifyou have any questions, -lease contact Mark Allen, the
attorney assigned tc this matter , at ( 202 376-549n.

Sin e rely,

rLee 'Ihn Elliott
Chai rman

Enclosure
Factual & Legal Analysis



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Joseph Hill

The Federal Election Cc

complaint from Lui.s Luna on

discussed a scheme where Uni

money thro-ugn consultants tc

respondent is Josepn' Hill.

consultant to Unisys Corpora

candidates and was reimburse

a response from Joseph Hill

In his response to the

complaint does not name him

materials, attached and inco

clearly implicate Hill as a

contribution scheme. Theref

respondent to the complaint.

already pled guilty to crimi

illegal contribution scheme,

MUR 2981

)mmissizn ("Commission'' rec~eived a

September 8, 1989. The (rnmplaint

.sys Corporaticn funneled cvorporate

campaign ccmmittees. ientified as a

The :7mpaint alleges that Hi::. a

tion, made contribut:Tns tc federal

d by Unisys. The Commission received

on October 3, 1989.

complaint, Hill asserts that the

as a respondent. Hill's guilty plea

~rporated by reference, however,

participant in the illegal

ore, Hill was properly notified as a

In addition, Hill stated that he has

nal charges for his involvement in the

and therefore the Commission should

not pursue him. Hill notes that he is 77 years old and in ill

health.

Pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S441f, no person may knowingly permit

his or her name to be used to effect a contribution made in the

name of another.

Hill has pled guilty to criminal charges for his

participation in the campaign contribution scheme. Hill

specifically pled guilty to knowingly letting his name be used to



effect contributions -with rnoney that really belonged to Unisys.

The specif.ic- contribt-itons descr-,bed in his plea materials are set

out below.

date of cont-ributior' am c 1n: 4ecivient CzoMmittee

~~:, 7: 'sn r oe s s Cocmmite e
C.:; -e 8I> 7 C IKins.-n Secnd District

Conoressicnai -Committee
~-o6-e $1,> Th:chard Ray fo-r Concqress Campal--

Cor~n tt ee
J. Fr -end ofJn Sasser

.he zuilty -lea nater:3.ls CfHl stron:olv !MC.Iies -hat heP

funneled 'UniAsys Money. to ote=a-ac omittees in addtiOn to0

those committees specified in his plea. Hill's plea specifically

identifies transacticons amoun',ino to $4,000 -worth of illegal

contr- Iibutions; one cther S1,000 11legal -on"r bution by Hill, on

June !7, 1987 to the Camoa.iQn FundJ for Congressman Bob Roe, is

a...eqed inUnisys emplcyee Dennis Mi tchell's publicly-available

guilty plea materials. Hill's plea also states that he knowingly

and will ngiy helped funnel Unisvs funds to political committees,

"the total of such o-ontr.-but-lons from 1982-1988 being over

$23,000." The publ:o record ind-,'!ates that H-ll contributed a

total of $22,600 to federal candidates durInq the 1982-88 period.

Hill's guilty plea mater_,als clearly support a finding of

reason to believe th-at he knowingly and willfully violated

2 U.S.C. S 441f.



WI~FEDER-\[ ELECTIONs CONAMISSIO\-

1 r~s Lt, SJuly,, 13, 1990

Robert Littleflil
5500 Holmes Run Parkway, No. 60,5

Alexandria, VA 223124

RE: MUR 28
Robert Littlef elAA

Dear Mr. Littlefe

On Sept-ember :5, 1990, the Federal Electio Commissic.

not-fied ycu of a complaint alleging vio-lations of certain.

sections of the Federal Electio,,,_n Campaign Act of 19071, as

amended ("the Act. A copy of the complaint was forwarded to

you at that time.

Upon further r-eview of the allegiations contained in the

complaint, and information supplied by you, the Commission, on

July 10, 1990, fcund that there is reason to believe you

knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C. 5 441f, a provision of

the Act. The Factual and Legal Analysis, which formed a basis

for the Commission's findina, is attached for your information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate that

no action should be taken against you. You may submit any

factual or legal materials that you believe are relevant to the

Commission's consideration of this matter. Please submit such

materials to the General Counsel's Office within 15 days of

receipt of this letter. Where appropriate, statements should be

submitted under oath.

In the absence of any additional information demonstrating

that no further action should be taken against you, the

Commission may find probable cause to believe that a violation

has occurred and proceed with conciliation.

If you are interested in pursuing pre-probable cause

conciliation, you should so request in writing. See 11 C.F.R.

S 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the office of the

General Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission

either proposing an agreement in settlement of the matter or



Mr. Littlefieli4
Page 2'

recommending d-eck !.n.'nq that pre-probable cause conciliation be
pursued. The office of the General Counsel may recommend that
pre-probabie cause occl ~ n--n.t be entered into at this time
so that it may -omplete -ts investigat~cn of the matter .
Further, the Co-Imisslcn '417- not enterta:n requests for
pre-pr.--bce ca3use cn:3tO.ate -- er L I -n probable cause
h-av;e been mailed_ t.o t he res-cnden-t.

Requests fo7 r extensions of t-ime wi
-ranted. Reacuest-s must be .ad-e inwrit
"'rlz:r to the 4-e date of "-P resccnse a
m ust b-e demcns-r~to :2D ad .n, the
Counsel orqnr.' wl nt ue extens-

iot be routi.nely
I- at leas- f've days
n--'spec-fic icod cause
-DA1fice o-f the General

~o2s beyond ;A days.

fyou : ntend to be --eopr7esented by ccunse
please advise the Comm.,ss-,cn by compietin~i the
stating the name, address, and telephone numbe
and authorizlng suon, cou-nse-' t:- receive any no
other communications frmt!e Comm.s so.

2 u.
th e
publ

This matte r will1
S .C . 55 437 ,,a,'4
Commissicn in 'wr:.

in. thi:s matter,
enclosed form
r of such counsel,
t: f cations and

remain confidentlal in accordance with
) =B and 47al A un.less you notify
tinoz that You wish the matter 'to be made

if you h-ave any questicns, -lease contact Mark Allen, the
a ttI.crney assigned to t h Is matt 1er, a t :20> 3 7 6SA-9O0

Sin ce rely,

Lee-A~nn Elliott*
Chai rman

Enclosures
Designaticn --f C-OunselI.
Procedures
Factual & Z.eaal Analysis



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Robert Littlefield MUR 2981

The Federal Election Commission ("-Commission") received a
complaint from Luis Luna on September 8, 1989. The compla~nt

discussed a scheme where Unisys Corporaticon funneled corporatt-

money thro-ugh consultants to campaign committees. 'dntfed ,

resp~ondent is Robert, Littlefield. The compiaint alleges --Aa*

Aittlefield, a consultant to Unisys Cor~oration, made a

contribution to a federal candidate and was reimbursed by Unisys.

The Commission received a response from Robert Littlefield on

September 26, 1989.

Pursuant to 2 U.S.C. 5 441f, no person may knowingly permit
his or her name to be used to effect a contribution made in the

name of another.

Littlefield is named in Unisys vice-president Charles

Gardner's Criminal information, to which Gardner pled guilty,

included in the complaint, as being reimbursed by Unisys for a
$1,000 contribution to the Bill Chappell campaign Committee on
January 126, 1987. In Littlefield's response to the complaint, he
claims that his renumeration as a contractor to Unisys was at no
time altered as the result of making or not making political

contributions and thus he was not used for channeling contractor

money to congressmen.

Littlefield's broad denial is specifically contradicted by
the statements in Gardner's Criminal Information. According to
the Information, Littlefield understood that part of his



* -2-0

consulting fees were to be used for political contributions as

instructed by Unisys employees.

In view of the evidence provided in Charles Gardner's

Criminal Information, there is reason to believe that Robert

Littlefield knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C. 5 441f.



FEDERA-L ELECTIO'N COM~MISSION,

F f July 13, 1990

Joseph Zuba, 11
4815; Virginia Road
Mechanicsburg, PA 17055

IRE: MUR 2098
Joseph Zuba, 11

Dear Mir. Zuba:

on July 10, 1990, the Federal Election Commissiona found
that there is reason to believe you violated 21 U.S.c. 5 441f , a
provision of Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended
("the Act"). The Factual and Legal Analysis, which formed a
basis for the Commission's finding, is attached for your
infcrmation.

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

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

If you are interested in pursuing pre-probable cause
conciliation, you should so request in writing. See 11 C.F.R.
S 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the offie of the
General Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission
either proposing an agreement in settlement of the matter or
recommending declining that pre-probable cause conciliation be
pursued. The office of the General Counsel may recommend that
pre-probable cause conciliation not be entered into at this time
so that it may complete its investigation of the matter.
Further, the Commission will not entertain requests for
pre-probable cause conciliation after briefs on probable cause
have been mailed to the respondent.



Mr . Zuba
Page 2

Requests for extensions of time will not be routinely

granted. Requests must be made in writing at least five days

prior to the due date of the response and specific good cause

must be demonstrated. in addition, the Of.fice, of the General

Counsel ordinar.ily will nct,- i-ve extensio-ns beyond '20 days.

:f you inten.d toz be re-oresented by cu-nsel

please adv'ise thep Ccmmss:O2 by complet:2.- -he

stat~ng the name, address, and telephone number

and authorizing sucn Counsel to- rerceive am;! not

other om: ~ tOsfo h C-m,.ssio.n.

tis matter,
enclosed form
c": such counsel,

Ii:cations and

T his matter -41-
2 U.S.C. S5 43Tha
the Commissio-. n w

made pub'-,---

remain ofena :
4 and 43Thai a A

:t~ tat youwsh

ac-crdance with
unless you notify

.nvestigation to be

For your :nfcrration, we have attached a br:ef description
the Commlssin's procedures for. handlng possible violations

the Act-. If yocu have any questions, please contact Mark

-en, the attorney assigned to th s matte:, at 202) 376-5690.

Sincerely,

Le'Ann Elliott
Cha irman

Enclosures
Factual and
Procedures
Designation

Legal Analysis

of Counsel Form
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Joseph S. Zuba _7 MUP 2981

in the ordinary course of carrying out its supervisory

responsIbilitles, the Federal Election -Commission has discovered

that Jcseph S. Zuba T. may have voat ed the Fede ral Eleto

campaigfl Act of7 1 971, as amended th e A ct'

The Akct pro'_.': des_ thar no- ce.-son may -enowingiy p:.tnis 01r

her- name to-- be used to effect a zocntrituticfl made -I* th e name or4

another. 2 U.S.C. 5 441f.

Zuba, a consultant to Un~sys C-orporation, is named in former

Unisys Corporation marketing manager Dennis Mitchell's

publicly-available guilty plea and accompanying materials 
as bein

reimbursed by Unisys for a $1,000 contribution Zuba made to the

Friends of Les Aspin on June 6, 1986.

Based on the allegations in Dennis Mitchell's guilty plea

materials, there is reason to believe that Joseph S. "Zuba II

violated 2I U.S.C. 5 441f by knowingly allowing his name to be used

to effect a contribution consistin of funds that belonged to

another.



FEDERAL EL[CTION COMMI~vASSIO 1, 99

Scott Gilbert, Esquire
Dwight Smith, Esquire
Covingtonl & Burlina
Suite 1111-D
1201 ?ennsylav.Wania Avenue, NW
Washington, D.C. 210044

RE: Mu? 2981
UJn isy s Co orpo r a t

Dear Messrs. 'Silbert and Smith:

on September 15, 1990, the Federal Election Commission
nified your client, Unisys Corporation, of a complain

alleging violations of certain sections of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). A copy cf the
complaint was forwarded to your client at that time.

Upon further review of the allegations contained in the
complaint, and information supplied by your client, the
Commission, on July 10, 1990, found that there is reason to
believe your client knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C.

5S 441b(a), 441c and 441f, provisions of the Act. The Factual
and Legal Analysis, which formed a basis for the Commission's
finding, is attached for your information.

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

In the absence of any additional information demonstrating
that no further action should be taken against your client, the
Commission may find probable cause to believe that a violation
has occurred and proceed with conciliation.

If you are interested in pursuing pre-probable cause
conciliation, you should so request in writing. See 11 C.F.R.
5 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the office of the



Mr. Gilbert, Esq.
Mr. Smith, Esq.
Page 2]

General Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission
either prcposinq an agreement in settlement of the matter or
recommendinq cllining that pre-probable cause conciliation be
pursued. The Office Cf t-he General Counsel may recommend that
pre-probable cause conc:liation not be entered into at this timv
so that it may,, complete its :Investlati-on of the matter.
Further, the Commisslin wi:1 not entertain requests for
pre-probable cause conc:!atlon after briefs on probable cause
hiave been mai:ed to the -es-.onderit.

ReQuests for exten-sions of time -will not,, be routinely
qranted. Requ.ests must te made in writLnq at least five days
prior to the due date of t-he response and specific good cause
must be demonstrated. 7n addition, the Office of the General
Counsel ordinaril-y wl._ not ive extensions beyond 'O days.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. 55 437ga),4)1B' and 43?ta)'14)(A) unless you notify
the Commission in writina that, you wish the matter to be made
public.

If you have any questions, please contact. Mark Allen, the
attorney assianed to this matter, at (202) 376-5690.

Sincerely,

Lee Ann Elliott
Chairman

Enclosure
Factual & L-egal Analysis
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMtISSION

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Unisys Corporation NUR 2981

The Federal Election Commiss,-on (Commission") received ai

comolaint from Lui~s Luna on September 8, 1989. The complaint

discussed a scheme where Unisys COrporation funneled corporate

money through consultants to campa-,gn committees. Named in the

o ompl ain t i s Un isys Co rpo rat i n. The Commission received a

response from Unisys on January, 9, 1990.

According to the complaint and the subsequently-acquired

guilty pleas, Unisys Corporation formerly Sperry), through

Charles Gardner, a vice-president, entered into a number of sham

technical service agreements with a number of persons acting as

consultants. By these agreements, Unisys appeared to be paying

independent consultants for technical advice in connection with

government contracting activities. In fact, however, the

consultants allegedly engaged in additional activities at the

direction of Gardner and other Unisys employees, including the

making of political contributions. Thus, the consultants were

allegedly contributing the corporation's money in their own names

to the campaign committees.

Pursuant to 2 U.S.C. 5 44lbta), it is unlawful for a

corporation to make a contribution in connection with a federal

election. Section 441c prohibits government contractors from

contributing to political committees. Section 441f prohibits the

making of a contribution in the name of another person.

In its response, Unisys does not deny that it made the



corporate contributions, but rather argues that for other reasons,

the Commission should not proceed. Unisys asserts that the

complaint does not charge Unisys Corporation as a respondent;

rather, only Representative Dyscn and his Committee treasurer

Marion Fedas are specifically named. The complaint itself, alonq

with the newspaper articles attached and Incorporated by

reference, however, clearly implicate Unisys as the source ,f a

number of iIllegal I ontr1.butions. The ar efoe, U nisy wa Ir vr~

nified as a respondent to the complaint

Unisys also states in its response that the Double Jeopardy

Clause of the Sth Amendment, as interpreted by the Supreme Court

in United States v. Halper, 109 S. Ct. 18912, 104 L.Ed.2d 487

'1989), prevents the Commission from proceeding against the

corporation. Halper involved the government incurring monetary

losses through defendant's Medicare fraud. The defendant had paid

a $5,000 criminal fine and served a prison sentence under the

criminal false claims statute, 18 U.S.C. S 287, and then faced a

$130,000 civil penalty in a civil suit brought by the government

under the civil False Claims Act, 31 U.S.C. SS 3729-3731. The

Court announced:

we therefore hold that under the Double Jeopardy Clause a
defendant who already has been punished in a criminal
prosecution may not be subjected to an additional civil
sanction to the extent that the second sanction may not be
fairly characterized as remedial, but only as a deterrent or
retribution.

What we announce now is a rule for the rare case, the case such
as the one before us, where a fixed-penalty provision subjects
a prolific but small-gauge offender to a sanction
overwhelmingly disproportionate to the damage he has caused.

109 S. Ct. at 1902; 104 L.Ed.2d at 502. Because Unisys is
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negotiating to plead guilty to criminal charges that it violated

the Act by making corporate contributions, it argues, a subsequent

civil proceeding by the Commission against Unisys for the same

actions would constitute a violation of the Double Jeopardy clause

of the Fifth Amendment.

Unisys' iial1,er defense :s hypothetical at this point because

thus far 1-2 .dztent has b-een :ssued against Unisys and Unisys

has not ye: pidg: to any C:r-minaI violations of the Act. I n

addi-tion, subsequent COmmiss--on proceedings against Unisys may nct

be disturb-ed under the (_court's narrow "rule for the rare case,"

109 S. Ct. at 1902. 104 L.Ed.dd at 502, because civil FECA

penalties will not usually b1e disproportionate to the amount of

money involved in a respondent's 'illegal activity. See 2 U.s.c.

S437g(aVS,'N and (6v penalty shall not exceed the greater of

$5,000 or an amount equa.l to any contribution or expenditure

involved in such violationi.L Finally, even if the Court's

broader formulation applied to Commission civil prosecutions

subsequent to a criminal conviction, Halper could not affect the

Commission's investigatory powers at this early stage of a matter;

until the full scope of illegal activities, as well as any

criminal convictions, are known, no determination on the reach of

Double Jeopardy Clause preclusion, if any, could be made.

Therefore, Haiper does not bar any Commission findings against

Unisys.

1. These subsections also state that for a knowing and willful
violation, the penalty shall not exceed the greater of $10,000 or

an amount equal to twice any contribution or expenditure involved
in such violation.
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Fally, Unisy reponds that equity and fairns itt

that Unisys not be penalized a second time for actions taken by

employees without corporate knowledge and in violatIon of expre

corporate rules. U~nisys Corporation, however, was the a'lleqed

source of fu:,nds fzr all the illeQa. ccntr-Ibutlcns :n a scheme

orchestrated by its vice-president, Char-les -a~~ n hus

implicate:d in ser:ous violations o-f the Act, .

IIn~svs' use of corporate money frctrb:ns federa

electicon campaigns violates 42 U.S.Z. 5 44-tha .As i c*,,e rnM,.e r.

co-ntr-actor , Unisys is also forb,dden t:c make campai-n

contribut_,.ns under 2U.S.C. S 44*c. Corporate funds we:e

apparently channeled through consultants in the guise of

individual contributj-_ons to the campaion committees under the

direction of Unisys employees. ThIs channeling constitutes the

making of contributions in the name of another person, which

violates 2 U.S.C. 5 441f.

Based on the allegations, there is reason to believe that

Unisys knowingly and willfullyr vio'lated 2 U.S.C. SS 441b a, 44

and 441f.

ss
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0 July 13, 1990

Jean Old
1112 Gatewocd Drve
Alexandria, VA 22307

RE: MUR 2981

Jean old

Dear Mrs. Old:

on July 10, 1990, the Federal Election Commission found
that there is reason to believe you violated 2 U.S.c. 5 441f, a
provision of tChe Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended ("the Act"). The Factual and Legal Analysis, which
formed a basis for the Commission's finding, is attached for
your information.

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

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

If you are interested in pursuing pre-probable cause
conciliation, you should so request in writing. See 11 C.F.R.
S 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the office of the
General Counsel will make reco mmendations to the Commission
either proposing an agreement in settlement of the matter or
recommending declining that pre-probable cause conciliation be
pursued. The office of the General Counsel may recommend that
pre-probable cause conciliation not be entered into at this time
so that it may complete its investigation of the matter.
Further, the Commission will not entertain requests for
pre-probable cause conciliation after briefs on probable cause
have been mailed to the respondent.



Mrs. Old
Page "

Requests for extensions of time will not be routinely

granted. Requests must be made in writing at least five days

prior to the due date of the response and specific good cause

must be demonstrated. in addiAtion, the Office of the General

Counsel ordinar;Ily will not -i%-e extensions beyond 20 days.

:f you intendt be representedi by counsel in :t'.,s mattet

Please adv.:se the Co-mmiSSicf Iy cplet:nq the encosed f-rm

stating the name, address, and- -elephone number cf such c-ounsel,

anI author-z-no suc- -counse- t receive any notif:catlons and

rether commun:Oatl1^ns frc'm the Commission.

This, mat e r wIlean onieta7 in accordance with

_ .S.C. 55 437q'a: 4~ and 4 3 - ;al',A), unless you notif

the Commiss' cn In wrtinO that vou wIsh the investi-ation to be
made pubkc

For your- Infcrmatjn owe
ofP then Commission's procedure
of the Act. If you have any,
Allen, the attorney assigned

have attached a brief description
s for handling possible violations
questions, please contact Mark
to this matter, at 2O)376-5690.

Since rely,

eenn Elliott
Chairman

~L ~K~z6~

Enclosures
Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures
Designation of Counsel Fr



FEDERAL ELECTION COMIISSION

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Jean Old MUR 2981

In the ordinary course of carrying out its supervisory

responsIbilities, the Federal Election Commissilon has discovered

tha t js-af Ol01d may have v iol1.a ted t he Fede ralI E 1e ct Ion Campa 1 n Ac t

of 1971, as amended '"the Act").

The Act provides that no person may knowingly permit his or

her name to be used to effect a contribution made in the name of

another. 24.. : 4lf

old is named in former Unisys Corporation marketing manager

John Roberts' publicly-available guilty plea and accompanying

materials as being reimbursed by Unisys for campaign

contributions. The plea materials specify two reimbursed

contributions, $1,000 to People for Mrazek on September 30, 1986

and $1,000 to the Congressman Bill Young Campaign Committee on

November 3, 1986.

Based on the allegations in Roberts' plea materials, there is

reason to believe that Jean Old violated 2 U.S.C. S 441f by

knowingly allowing her name to be used to effect contributions

made in fact with Unisys funds.



Man FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

July 13, 1990

Robert Old
11121 Gatewood Drive
Alexandria, VA 22307

RE: MUR 2981
Robert Old

Dear Mr. Old:

on July 10, 1990, the Federal Election Commission found

that there is reason to believe you violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f, a

provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as

amended ("the Act"t ). The Factual and Legal Analysis, which

formed a basis for the Commission's finding, is attached for
your information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate that

no action should be taken against you. You may submit any

factual or legal materials that you believe are relevant to the

Commission's consideration of this matter. Please submit such

materials to the General Counsel's Office within 15 days of your

receipt of this letter. Where appropriate, statements should be

submitted under oath.

In the absence of any additional information demonstrating~
that no further action should be taken against you, the

Commission may find probable cause to believe that a violation
has occurred and proceed with conciliation.

If you are interested in pursuing pre-probable cause

conciliation, you should so request in writing. See 11 C.F.R.

5 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the office of the

General Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission
either proposing an agreement in settlement of the matter or

recommending declining that pre-probable cause conciliation be

pursued. The Office of the General Counsel may recommend that

pre-probable cause conciliation not be entered into at this time

so that it may complete its investigation of the matter.
Further, the Commission will not entertain requests for

pre-probable cause conciliation after briefs on probable cause

have been mailed to the respondent.



Mr. old
Page 2

Requests for extensions of time will not be routinely

granted. Requests must be made in writing at least five days

prior to the due date of the response and specific good cause

must be demonstrated. In add.,t,.on, the office of the General

Counsel 2rdinarily will not+, give extensions beyond 210 days.

if you intend to be r-epresented by counsel I n this matter,

please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed form

statinq; the name, address, and telephone number of such counsel,

and author -,,ng such, counsel to receive any notifications and

other cnmmunlicatiolS from the Commission.

This matter will remain confidentli in accordance with

2 J.S.C. SS 437gta,4)(Bl and 43oaa (l2,A', unless you notify

the Commission in wr:tina that y-u wish the investigation to be

made pub!-,.

For your information, we have attached

of the Commission's procedures for handling

of the Act. If you have any questions, plea

Allen, the attorney assigned to this matter,

Sincerely,

Chai rman

Enclosures
Factual and
Procedures
Designation

a brief description
possible violations
se contact mark
at (202) 376-5690.

'7-

Legal Analysis

of Counsel Form



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSI S

RESPONDENT: Robert Old 
MUR 2981

:n the ordinary course of carr-ying cut. its supervisory

responsibiliIties, the Federal Election Commission has discovered

that Robert - old may have violated the Federal Election C'-ampaign

Act o:f 1971, as amended "the Act" .

The Act provides that no person may kno-wingly permit his or

her name to be used to ef fect a ccnt r -but -k made --'.the name of

anthr. 2U..) 441f.

Old, a consultant to Unisys CZorporation, is named in former

Unisys Corporation marketing manager John Roberts,

* publicy-available guilty plea and accompanying materials as being

reimbursed by Unisys for campaign contributions. The plea

materials specify five reimbursed contributions:

date of contribution amount recipient committee

10-221-85 $1,000 Bill Chappell Campaign Committee

8-29-86 $1,000 Bill Chappell Campaign Committee

*1-12-87 $1,000 Bill Chappell Campaign Committee

9-22-87 $1,000 Bill Chappell Campaign Committee

10-02-86 $ 500 Norm Dicks for Congress Committee

Based ofl the allegations in Roberts' plea materials, there is

reason to believe that Robert Old violated 2 U.S.C. 5 441f by

knowingly allowing his name to be used to effect contributions

made in fact with Unisys funds.
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Jul" 13, 1990

Violet Lynch
11100 Byrd Drive
Fairfax, VA 221044

FE MUR 9
l~oet Lynch

Dear Mrs. Lynch:

on July 10, 1990, the Federal Elect'.on Commission found

that there is reason to believe ycu violated 2 U.S.C. s 441f, a

provision of the Federal Elect'icn Campaign Act of 1971, as

amended "the Act"). The Factual and Legal Analysis, which

formed a basis for the Commiss.&Cn's finding, is attached for

your information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate that

no action should be taken against you. You may submit any

factual or legal materials that you believe are relevant to the

Commission's consideration of this matter. Please submit such

materials to the General Counsel's Office within 15 days of your

receipt of this letter. Where appropriate, statements should be

submitted under oath.

in the absence of any additional information demonstrating

that no further action should be taken against you, the

Commission may find probable cause to believe that a violation

has occurred and proceed with conciliation.

If you are interested in pursuing pre-probable cause

conciliation, you shiould so request in writing. See 11 C.F.R.

S 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the Office of the

General Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission

either proposing an agreement in settlement of the matter or

recommending declining that pre-probable cause conciliation 
be

pursued. The office of the General Counsel may recommend that
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Mrs. Lynch
Page .

pre-probable cause conci
so that it may complete
Further, the Commission
pre-probable cause cono:c
have been mailed to- the

lation not be entered into at this time
its invest:.1-ation of the matter.

w nct enterta,'nl requests for
iiaticn after- briefs on probable cause
res::ondent.

Requests fo-r extens:cns .411iew: nct- be routinely

granted. Requests must be mad-e -n wr~tllno at least five 3,ays

prior to the due date of th e res-cnse and specifi 0 good -i-jse

m ust b~demc.nstrated. ;A -~to, h fic fte _Pa

Cone or d in a r ' -w I no: z::.e extensions beyond 0O day.>

:fycu intend to bCe represented_ by ccunsel in this natter ,

please adv, se the CommissIcn by cm-'etin-4 the enclosed form

statCnq the name, address, and telcnone number of such -counsel,

and authorizinci suon- counse: to rece:ve an,; notifications and

other communications from the Commission.

This matter will remain confi4dential in

2 U.S.C. 55S43aa,74)BIand 43c3a~l Al

the Commission in writi ng that yo '4sh the
made public.

accordance with
unless you notify

investigation to be

For your information, we have a"tached a brief description

of the Commissicn's procedures fo andling possible violations

of the Act. If You have any questiofls, please contact Mark

Allen, the attorney assigned to *th:s matter, at t202) 376-54690.

S Inoe rely,

Lee Ann Elliott
Chai rman

Enclosures
Factual and
Procedures
,Designati on

Leaal Analysis

of Counsel Form
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Violet Lynch MUR 2981

In the ordinary course of carrying out its supervisory

responsibilities, the Federal ElectiOn Commission has discovered

that violet Lynch may have violated t.he Federal Election Campaitin

Act of 19-7 , as amended "the Act".

The Act provides that no person may knowingly permit his or

her name to be used to effect a oont:buticn made in the name of

anoth r. 2 U.S.C. S 441f.

Lynch is named in former Unisys Corporation marketing manager

John Roberts' publicly-available guilty plea and accompanying

materials as being reimbursed by Unisys for her political

contributions. Roberts' plea materials name ten recipient

committees to which Unisys-reimbursed contributions were made:

Committee for Congressman Joseph P. Addabbo
Bill Chappell Campaign Committee
Friends of Senator D'Amato
Norm Dicks for Congress Committee
Dyson for Congress Committee
Hefner for Congress Committee
Keep McDade in Congress Committee
People for Mrazek
Murtha for Re-Election Committee
Congressman Bill Young Campaign Committee



Lynch reportedly made the following contributions:

Recipient Committee Date Amount

Addabbo 11-07-83 $1000

12-20-85 $1000

Chappell 1-12-87 $1000

9-22-87 $1000

D'Amato 8-26-85 $500

Dyson 7-09-87 $1000

Youngl 11-03-86 $500

Based on the allegations in Roberts' plea materials, one or

more of these contributions by Lynch was reimbursed. Thus, there

is reason to believe that Violet Lynch violated 2 U.S.C. 5 441f by

knowingly allowing her name to be used to effect contribution(s)

made in fact with Unisys funds.
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WASHINCTON D C 204hi

July 13, 1990

James T. Kane
2365 Milburn Avenue
Baldwin, NY 11510

RE: MUR 2981
James T. Kane

Dear M~r. Kane:

on July 10, 1990, the Federal Election commission found

that there is reason to believe you knowingly and willfully

violated 2 U.S.C. S 441f, a provision of the Federal Election

Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). The Factual and

Legal Analysis, which formed a basis for the Commission's

finding, is attached for your information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate that

no action should be taken against you. You may submit any

factual or legal materials that you believe are relevant to the

Commission's consideration of this matter. Please submit such

materials to the General Counsel's Office within 15 days of your

receipt of this letter. Where appropriate, statements should be

submitted under oath.

In the absence of any additional information demonstrating

that no further action should be taken against you, the

Commission may find probable cause to believe that a violation

has occurred and proceed with conciliation.

If you are interested in pursuing pre-probable cause

conciliation, you should so request in writing. See 11 C.F.R.

S 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the Office of the

General Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission

either proposing an agreement in settlement of the matter or

recommending declining that pre-probable cause conciliation be

pursued. The office of the General Counsel may recommend that

pre-probable cause conciliation not be entered into at this time

so that it may complete its investigation of the matter.

Further, the Commission will not entertain requests for

pre-probable cause conciliation after briefs on probable cause

have been mailed to the respondent.

N



James T. Kane
Page 2

Requests for extensions of time will not be routinely
granted. Requests must be made in writing at least five days
prior to the due date of the response and specific good cause
must be demonstrated. in additi,'on, the Office of the General
Counsel ordinarily will not give extensions beyond Z0 days.

If you intend to be represented by counsel in th--s mattet,
please advise the Commission by completing the enclo-sed form
stating the name, address, and telephone number o-f such counsel,
and authorizing such counsel to receive any not:f-,cat:c.ns and
oths-r co-m-uni cat ions frnn +,,he Commission.

This matt-er will11 remain confidential in acc-ordance with
2 U.S.C. SS 43?ga)(4)'B and 43Tga)(l2)(A!, unless you notify
the Commission in winothat you wish the invest1Qation to be
made public.

For your informat,-on, we have attached a brief des cription
of the Commission's procedures for handling possible violations
of the Act. If you have any questions, please contact Mark
Allen, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-5690.

Sincerely,

'te e -#mn Elliott
Chai rman

Enclosures
Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures
Designation of Counsel Form
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENTS: James T. Kane MUR 2981

in the ordinary course of carrying out its supervisory

responsib,.iities, the Federal Election Commissionl has discovered

that James ".. Kane may have violated the Federal Election Campaign

Act Of. 1971, as amended ( "the Act"

The Act pro-vides that no person may make a contribution in

the name of another person, and no person may knowingly permit

their name to be used to effect such a contribution. 2 u.S.c.

S441f4. Section 44lf applies not only to persons who make

contributions in the name of another, but also to those who assist.

in the making of such contributions. See FEC v. Rodriguez, No.

86-687 Civ,,-T-lO(%B) (M.D. Fla. May 5, 1987)(order denying summary

judgment motion) ; 11. C.F.R. S 110. 4(b) (l1) (iii) .

James T. Kane, former chairperson of Long Island Aerospace

Political Action Committee (AEROPAC)(nOW known as Eastern Defense

Political Action Committee), an unconnected political committee,

is implicated as a participant in the forwarding of Unisys

Corporation-reimbursed contributions to federal candidates during

1986-1988. Former Unisys Corporation marketing manager Dennis

Mitchell stated in his publicly-filed guilty plea materials that

Kane told Mitchell to obtain contributions from Unisys for

Representatives Aspin and Roe to coincide with AEROPAC-sponSored

luncheons that the Representatives would attend. In June, 1986

Unisys consultant Joseph S. Zuba II made out a check to the

Friends of Les Aspin and gave it to Mitchell who gave it to
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AEROPAC. In June, 1987 Unisys consultant Joseph Hill made out a

check to the Campaign Fund for CongreSsman Bob Roe and gave it to

Mitchell who gave it to AEROPAC. These checks were later

delivered to the campaigns. Mitchell's plea materials state that

these contributions were both made -with Unisys funds, and thus

constitute illegal corporate ccntributlon"S.

Also according to Mitchell's plea materials, another 'Jnisvs

con Ibl-ution In Joseph Hi II' S name oc.ured when Ka.,ne cr)n"tact ed

Mitch',eil "about- money frc-ampaign contrlbutions that Unisys owed

to 'Aeropac-' for the Richard Ray for Congress Campaign Ccmmittee."

Mitchell then instructed Joseph Hill to contribute to the Ray

campaign. Hill wrote a check and gave it to Mitchell who gave it

to AEROPAC. This contribution appears on the Richard Ray for

Congress Committee's report as an individual contribution in May,

1988. Hill pled guilty to receiving reimbursement Afrom Unisys for

making this contribution.

The relationship between Kane and Unisys is not clear from

Mitchell's plea materials, but it does appear that Kane knew of

Unisys' illegal contribution scheme and participated therein.

Therefore, there is reason to believe that James T. Kane knowingly

and willfully violated 2 U.S.C. S 441f by knowingly assisting in

the making of contributions in the names of others.
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114tj 0July 13, 1990

Samuel Ralph Preston
6434 WoodvilIe Dr'.v.e
Falls Church, VA 244I

RE: MUR 2981
Samuel Ralph Preston

Dear Mr. Preston:

on July 10, .990, the Federal Electlcn Commission found

that there is reason to believe you violated 2 U.S.C. 5441f, a

provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as

amended ("the Act"'. The Factual and Legal Analysis, which

formed a basis for the Commission's finding, is attached for

your information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate that

no action should be taken against you. You may submit any

factual or legal materials that you believe are relevant to the

Commission's consideration of this matter. Please submit such

materials to the General Counsel's Office within 15 days of your

receipt of this letter. Where appropriate, statements should be

submitted under oath.

In the absence of any additional information demonstrating

that no further action should be taken against you, the

Commission may find probable cause to believe that a violation

has occurred and proceed with conciliation.

If you are interested in pursuing pre-probable cause

conciliation, you should so request in writing. See 11 C.F.R.

5 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the office of the

General Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission

either proposing an agreement in settlement of the matter or

recommending declining that pre-probable cause conciliation be

pursued. The office of the General Counsel may recommend that

pre-probable cause conciliation not be entered into at this time

so that it may complete its investigation of the matter.

Further, the Commission will not entertain requests for

pre-probable cause conciliation after briefs on probable cause

have been mailed to the respondent.



Mr. Preston
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Requests for extensions of time will not be routinely
granted. Requests must be made in writing at least five days
prior to the due date of the response and specific -good cause
must be demonstrated. In addition, the Office of the General
Counsel ordinarily will not give extensions beyond 2-0 days.

If ycu intend to be represented by counsel in this matter,
please advise the Commiss, cn by completing the enclosed form
ntat-Ing the name, address, and telephone number of such counsel,
and authorlzing such counsel to receive any notifl-Cations and
nther commun2.cations frcm the Commi~ssion.

This matter will- remna.- conf-Identiai -.n acco-rdance with
2 U.S.C. SS 1437g~a)4)'B and 43h~l',unless you notify
the Commission in :rtn hat, You wish the in-vestlaation to be
made public.

For your information, we have attached a brief description
of the Commission's procedures for. handling possible violations
of the Act. If you have any questions, please contact Mark
Allen, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (2021) 376-5690.

Sincerely,

~Lee -Ann Elliott
Chai rman

Enclosures
Factual and Legal An alys--s
Procedures
Designation of Counsel Form

0 -M



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Samuel Ralph Preston MUR 2981

In the ordinary course of carrying out its supervisory

responsibilities, the Federal Election Commission has discovered

that Samuel Ralph Preston may have .-iclated the Federal Election

(ampaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act").

The Act provides that no person may knowingly permit his or

her name to be used to effect a cntribution made in the name of

another. 2 U.S.C. S441-4.

Preston, a consultant to Unisys Corporation, is named in

former Unisys Corporation mark'eting manager John Roberts'

publicly-available guilty plea and accompanying materials as being

reimbursed by Unisys for campaign contributions. The plea

materials specify three reimbursed contributions:

date of contribution amount recipient committee

10-02-86 $ 500 Norm Dicks for Congress Committee
9-30-86 $1,000 People for Mrazek

11-03-86 $1,000 Congressman Bill Young Campaign
Commi ttee

Based on the allegations in Roberts' plea materials, there is

reason to believe that Samuel Ralph Preston violated 2 U.S.C.

5 441f by knowingly allowing his name to be used to effect

contributions made in fact with Unisys funds.
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k.-,.To, W).July 13, 1990

Maddie Preston
6434 Woodville Drive
Falls Church, VA 221044

RE: MUR 2981
Maddie Preston

Dear Mrs. Preston:

On July 10, 1990, the Federal Election Commission found
that there is reason to believe you violated 2 U.S.C. S441f, a
provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 19711, as
amended ("the Act"). The Factual and Legal Analysis, which
formed a basis for the Commission's finding, is attached for
your information.

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

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

If you are interested in pursuing pre-probable cause
conciliation, you should so request in writing. See 11 C.F.R.
5 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the office of the
General Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission
either proposing an agreement in settlement of the matter or
recommending declining that pre-probable cause conciliation be
pursued. The Office of the General Counsel may recommend that
pre-probable cause conciliation not be entered into at this time
so that it may complete its investigation of the matter.
Further, the Commission will not entertain requests for
pre-probable cause conciliation after briefs on probable cause
have been mailed to the respondent.
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Requests for extensions of time will not be routinely
granted. Requests must be made in writing at least five days
prior to the due date of the response and specific good cause
must be demonstrated. In addition, the Office of the General
Counsel ordinarily will not give extensions beyond 20 days.

if you intend to be represented by -ocunsel in this matter,
please advise the CommxssiCn by 7ompletinq the enclosed form
stating the name, address, and telephone number of such counsel,
and authorizing suon ccunsel --- receive any notifications and
other communications from the Commission.

This matter 411 remain ccnflident-,al in accordance with
2 U.S.C. SS43o'a ;4KB) and 43gai21',,AK, unless ycunotify
the Commission in, writing that you wish the investigaticn to be
made pub'ic.

For your inf"ormation, 'we have attached a brief description
of the Commission's procedures for handling possible violations
of the Act if you have any questions, please contact Mark
Allen, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-5690.

Sincarely,

Lee-!nnElliott
Cha irman

Enclosures
Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures
Designation of Counsel Form



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Naddie Preston MUR 2981

In the ordinary course of carrying out its supervisory

responsibilities, the Federal Election Commission has disooverei

that Maddie Preston may have violated the Federal Election

Campai on Act of 197., as amnended3 "the Act") .

The Act provides that no person may knowingly permi7 nis c:

her name to be used to effect a contribution made in the name of

another. 2 U.S.C. 5 41f

Preston is named in former 'Unisys Corporation marketing

manager John Roberts' publicly-a-vailable guilty plea and

accompanying materials as being reimbursed by Unisys for her

political contributions. Roberts' plea materials name ten

recipient committees to which Unisys-reimbursed contributions were

made:

Committee for Congressman Joseph P. Addabbo
Bill Chappell Campaign Committee
Friends of Senator D'Amato
Norm Dicks for Congress Committee
Dyson for Congress Committee
Hefner for Congress Committee
Keep McDade in Congress Committee
People for Mrazek
Murtha for Re-Election Committee
Congressman Bill Young Campaign Committee

Preston reportedly made the following contributions:

Recipient Committee Date Amount

Addabbo 12-20-85 $1000
12-20-85 $1000

Chappell 1-12-87 $1000

Dyson 11-05-86 $1000
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Based on the allegations in Roberts' plea materials, one or

more of these contributions by Preston was reimbursed. Thus,

there is reason to believe that Maddie Preston violated 2 U.s.c.

S441f by knowingly allowing her name to be used to effect

contribution~s) made in fact with Unisys funds.



FEER\NL ELECTION COMM~ISSION

July 13, 1990

Stanley ". ranA, Espuire
Pass A. N;aratcff, Esquire

923 5t.SreN.W.

R E: MUR 2981
Dyson for Congress Commitee

and Marion Fedas, as
treasurer

Representative Roy Dyson

Dear Messrs. Brand and Nabatoff:

On September 15, 1990, the Federal Election Commission
notified your clients, Dyson for Congress Committee and Marion
Fedas, as treasurer, and Representative Roy Dyson, of a
complaint alleging violations of certain sections of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). A copy
of the complaint was forwarded to your clients at that time.

upon further review of the allegations contained in the
complaint, and information supplied by your clients, the
commission, on July 10, 1990, found that there is reason to
believe that Dyson for Congress Committee and Marion Fedas, as
treasurer violated 2 U.S.C. 5S 434(b)(3)(A), 441b(a), 441c, and

441f, provisions of the Act. The Factual and Legal Analysis,
which formed a basis for the Commission's finding, is attached
for your information. On the same date, the Commission decided
to take no action regarding Representative Roy Dyson at this
time.

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



Mr. Brand, Esq.
Mr. Nabatoff, Esq.
Page 2

In the absence of any addit:onal information demonstrating
that no further act:cn should be taken against your, clients, the
Commission may findi prcbable cause to beli.eve that a violation
has -ccurred and prcc- eed wit acn:it In.

:fYou are _:teesteo _n cusun a:-rbW au se
concl.iarlOn, you should so recues: _n wrtn.See 11 C.F.R.
§11.Upon receipt of the reauest, the O"ffiCe of the

General Counsel wil: make reccmmendaticons to the Co-mmission
either prcposina an agreement. :n settlement o f t-he matter o
recomImendingi deci~~ota cr -:o-abl cause cooia~nbe
pursued. Th-e Off~ce of' th~e Genera- -Counsel may recocmmend that
pre-probable cause conc:l:ation, not be entered :,nt2 at this time
so that -_t may 'ompe"-e4 't s invest -, at ion of the matter .
Further, the Commission will not- ent erta:n requests focr

pre-probable cause :oonciliation after briefs on probable cause
have been mailed tothe respondent.

Requests for extensions of t-me will- not bCe routinely
granted. Requests must be made in writina at least five days
prior to the due dat e of the response and specific- good cause
must be demonstrate,". In addition, t-he office of the General
Counsel ordinarily -will. not give extensions beyond 20 days.

This matter wi_.
2tJ.S.C. SS 437~a
the Commission :nwr
pub I :. 

remain conf -den
)(B1 and 43-z-ai
t nq that you wi

tia,. in accordance with
l2.'A) unless you notify

sh the matter to be made

If you have any questions, please contact Mark Allen, the
attorney assigned t_- this matter, at t20>' 376-569Q0.

Sincerely,

Le n Elliott
Chai rman

Enclosure
Factual & Legal Analysis
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMM~ISSION

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Dys-4n for Congress Committee and MUR 2981
Marion R. Fedas, as treasurer

The Federal; Election Commission ("Commission") received a

complaint frcm '-*;:s Luna on Sertembe.r 8, 1989. The complaint

discussed the alleied violat--cns of the Federal Election Campailin

Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act,"', by th-e Dyson for '_'rinress

Commlttee "t he -cmmittee"' ccnnect,-1cn wit.h ai scheme wrhere

Unisys Corporatic:n funneled corporate money through consultants to

campaign committees. Named as a respondent is the Committ-ee. The

Commission rece2,.ved a response to the complaint on October 5,

1989.

The complal-nt focuses on the July, 1987 weekend in which

Representative Dyson and an aide visited New York and collected

approximately $17,000 in Unisys Corporation-connected individual

contributions and honoraria. The complaint asserts that at least

four of these contributions were illegal, based on the Department

of Justice's "Operation Ill Wind" investigation and the resulting

guilty pleas.

The complaint alleges that Representative Dyson solicited

campaign contributions from a federal contractor, Unisys

Corporation, in violation of 21 U.S.C. 5 441c. Second, it alleges

that Representative Dyson and the Committee knowingly accepted a

contribution made by one person in the name of another, in

violation of 2 U.S.C. S 441f. Third, it alleges that

Representative Dyson and the Committee knowingly accepted a
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contribution from a corporation, Unisys, in violation of 2 U.s.c.

5 44lb~.a). Fourth, the complaint asserts that the Committee's

treasurer failed to make best efforts to determine the legality of

contributions that presented genuine questions as to whether they

were made by Unisys, a corporation and federal contractor, and

then f aile,! to r-efund the cotr:but ons within 30 days *:herea t tt

i n vi1o Ia t:f o .cf Il .F.R. § 13 .3(b l1 Fifth, the treasuret is

alleged to have f a led to refIund- cont r _buti,'ons made by 'In :.sys~ a

Corporation and federal contractor, w,.thlri 30 days af ter

discoverincg the illegality based on new evidence not available at

the time of receipt and deposit, in violation of 11 C.F.?.

S103.3(b)2Z).

Committee treasurer Fedas' response asserts that the

allegation that Dyson solicited a contribution from a federal

contractor i's based on innuendo and that nothing in the complaint

discloses any facts which substantiate the charge. The response

also states that nothing in the complaint indicates that

Representative Dyson knew that his Committee received illegal

contributions. The response does not, however, directly state

that the Committee did not know of the illegality. In addition,

the response states that all the contributions were written on

personal accounts and thus the Committee was not. under any notice

of illegality. Finally, the response states that treasurer Fedas

returned the contributions of the five individuals whose guilty

pleas were included in the complaint.

The Act provides that it is unlawful for a corporation to

make a contribution in connection with a federal election.

0 1
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2 U.S.C. 5 441b(a). In

accept such a contributi

government contractors f

and prohibits any person

contrbut ions. S ec io

acceptflo4 ccntA bu1:2-,, n S

The Dysoln Cocmmittee

'-cot ributi-ns . A'- - , in

materials Included :n :hl

and Dcn Lynch ccntr~tsut.1

reimbursed by Unisys. I

the publicly-filed zu.Ilt

Roberts 111., conclu

Dyson Committee and

contributions by '

Ralph Preston, Jean

individuals made c^

ded a

othe

Old,

n,--r _4b

ad 1ton it s ulawful to knowingly

on. id. Section 441c prohibi >o

rom con'trilbuting to political ,.,,mmittees

from-, knowin~zly soliciting such

44 _."rn~:its persons from knowingly

e2 the ime cf: 3nnther e2D.

e ece-,ve a numce r at ajeorL ~~:

to te z,- t-, elas a~nd ac-m 7,7',

e .co 31a-t, the uy 18 J''--n Hill1

o-ns rece:-.'ed b the Dyson Comni tee were

n add-ton, the accompanying materials to

v clea of respondent Unisys employee John

ftete -omo).a.,nt was filed, names the

rCommittees as the recipients of illegal

Lynch , Don Lvnch, Maddie Preston, Samuel

and Robert Old. All six of these

utinons to the Dyson Committee. Therefore,

some or all of te:contributions to the Dyson Committee were

illegal.

The Dyson Committee received several additional contributions

which have not been specifically identified as Unisys-funded but

which likely were. The Committee received contributions from

respondents Joseph Hll, 1 Gerard Scarano, Charles Gardner, and

Robert Littlefield, all but the last of whom have pled guilty in

connection with the Unisys contribution scheme. The guilty pleas

1. In addition to his above-noted July, 1987 contribution to the
Dyson Committee for which he pled guilty.
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and accompanying materials of consultants H4ll and Scarano state

that these two individuals made other Unisys-related illegal

contributions besides those for which they pled guilty. Unisys

vice-president Gardner directed the illegal contribution scheme.

Consultant Littlefield was named in Gardner's ::-ui ty plea and

accompalyllg materias S S MaK:r-o an illecal:otbtono

another committee. T he .n.' e -ent z)r a 11e-:ed -JinvcIv e me n c of

these individuals in the Unisys :11eaic oot:ution scn'~re

suggests that some c: al- of te:otrbtnsto the Dyson

Commnttee were reina. ursed by Unisys. Tn sumimary;, the Dy;son

Committee did receive a number Of Illegal cocntributions. The

issue in this matter :IS whether t-here is reason. to believe that

the Committee may hav.e 'knowingl- acceptred>' or, "knowingly..

solicittedV" the cronlbited contri:_butions. See 2USC

55 441bfa , 441c, 441f.

Commission regulations at 1. CZ.F.R. § 103.3(b) prescribe

treatment of contributions of cuestionable legality. These

regulations reflect the Commission's interpretation regarding

circumstances in which committees are considered to have accepted

prohibited contributions. A committee treasurer who fails to

comply with the 5 103.3(b)(1) requirement to make best efforts to

determine the legality cf contributions that present genuine

questions as to whether they were made by a corporation that is a

federal contractor in the name of individuals is thus violating

2 U.S.C. SS 441b(a), 441c, and 441f, if the contributions were, in

fact, illegal. If the contribution appears to be permissible at

the time of receipt, the treasurer remains under the obligation to

M __ I



refund the contribution if later evidence shows that it was

illegal. 11 C.F.R. 5 103.3(b)(2). This obligation implicitly

includes the duty to inquire into the circumstances of an earlier

contribution when the late.- evidence shows that the contribution

was of questionable legality. If t'-he treasurer falls to comply

wi th t.he § -'033b Z) requre men t to refur-o -ont i butio-- ~ihr,

30 da~ys of disco-jer~ng their :lega.Lity, he-o she has knowinizly

accepted an Illegal oontr~bution, pursuant to2U.s.c. SS~4h

441c, and 441f.

The c-onsiderat:o-n of . F..5103.3 b',1) focuses -1n the

circumstances at the time of the o-ontribut-'ons. According to

press accounts, Representatv4-4e Dyson and his chief aide, the late

Tom Pappas, flew toNew York in a private plane chartered by

Unisys in July, 19B7.' Representative Dyson and Pappas vrisited

Unisys' Long islandi, New York fac~Iity, attended other events,

accompanied by Unisys marketing manager Dennis Mitchell, and

stayed overnight in a Manhattan hotel. Chris Robinson,

Representative Dyson's campaign manager, acknowledged that the

expenses for all these activi ties were paid by Unisys.

Representative Dyson received a $2,000 honorarium from Unisys for

2. The newspaper articles included in the complaint describe a

close relationship between Representative Dyson and Unisys at the

time of the July, 1987 contributions that are the subject of this

matter. The July 16, 1988 Washington Post article recounted that

Representative Dyson, a member of the Armed Services Committee,

along with the late Representative Chappell, "repeatedly defeated
efforts by the Navy to cancel a shipboard electronic system

manufactured by Unisys." This system constituted a $78 million
contract for Unisys, according to the July 15, 1988 Baltimore Sun.

In addition, a June 23, 1989 Post article noted that Unisys
received a $116 million dollar contract under similar
circumstances in 1987.
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his visit. No fundraising event took place during the visit;

instead, it appears that during this trip, Pappas was handed

fifteen $1,000 indiv.Iidual contribution checks by Unisys marketing

manaaer Dennis Mitchell. The addresses of most of these

contr'butors, presumably or. the face of the checks, ranged from

Lon-, -sland, where the Un~sys f.Iac..hty was located, to washinqton,

D.C. and Ncrtherfl VA.rg~n:.a. Representativ.e Dyson returned to

Wasr:n~tn in the n~sys-chartered plane. Pappas 'lter delivered

the :hecks to Corimittee treasurer Fedas.

Numerous factuJal quest_:ons remain regarding the circumstances

under which the ccntributions were delivered. Nonetheless, it is

possible that the cor-porat~cn's presentation to a Dyson campaign

aide during a corporation-sponsored trip of $13,000 in

ccntr.-.butions assertedly frcm employees and contractors whose

residences ranged frocm New York to Virginia may have given cause

for the Dyson Committee to :nquire about the propriety of the

3. Although the contributo-rs were connected with Unisys as
employees, consultants, and spouses, and the contribution checks
were presented to Tom Pappas by a Unisys official, the Dyson
Committee failed to report the occupations and employers of eight
of the fifteen contributors.

The Act requires political committees to report the
identification of contributors whose contributions exceed $200
within a calendar year. 2 U.S.C. S 434(b)(3)(A).
"identification" is defined at 2 U.S.C. S 431(13) as including the
occupation and employer of an individual. A treasurer who uses
"best efforts" to obtain such information is deemed to comply with
the disclosure requirement. 2 U.S.C. S 432(i); 11 C.F.R.
S 104.7(a). "Best effort" requires that the committee document at
least one effort per solicitation to obtain the contributor's
occupation and name of employer. 11 C.F.R. S 104.7(b). There is
no indication that the Dyson Committee made any such attempt, and
thus it appears that the Committee and its treasurer may have
violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b)(3)(A).
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contributions. The contribution checks were deposited by the

Dyson Committee treasurer and were reported on the Committee's

1987 Year-End report, but apparently no attempt was made to

inquire into Unisys' role in the making of the contributions.

The fact that all the contribution checks are written on

personal accocunts does not, as the Committee aro ues, automatilly.11

absolve a committee frcm its duty to determine the legallity ot

contr~butions received. Such an interpretatlion 3f 11 C.F.F.

'1 l3 .3 b I wocu --- b e u n d ul n a r row.- Ev.en if a ccntr,.but_1cn check

on its face appears legit11imate, a committee might receive

accompanying information indicating that the ostensible

cotibutor was not the actual source of tefns hs h

regulations require that the legality of a contribution must be

viewed in the context of the surro-unding circumstances.

Even if the Committee did not have sufficient basis at the

time of the July, 1987 contributions to trigger an obligation to

inquire as to the legality of the contributions, the Committee did

allegedly acquire sufficient information later to obligate it to

inquire and co refund. See 11 C.F.R. 5 103.3(b(1c. According to

the July 16, 1988 Washington Post, Dyson's staff had then only

recently discovered that Dyson held no fundraiser in connection

with the July, 1987 contributions, contrary to the staff's

assumption at the time. 4The Post article and the July 15, 1988

4. In a July 1, 1988 Baltimore Sun article, Dyson's
Administrative Assistant Katherine Tucker was reported as stating
that Representative Dyson held a fundraiser in July, 1987
organized by Unisys employee Dennis Mitchell. Later, Tucker
stated under oath that her statement had been misreported and that
there had been no fundraiser.



Baltimore Sun noted that spokespersons for Representative Dyson

stated that Unisys marketing manager Dennis Mitchell apparently

collected the contribution checks and gave them to Representative

Dyson's aide Tom Pappas. The Post article further recounted that

"Dyson staff members said they have tried unsuccessfully to reach

Mitchell t-- ask him about the money and that thse' remain unsure of

his exact role in raisiflQ the funds." It appears, then, that at

least by Jluly, 1988 Representat:,ve Dyson's staffers themselves

quest1ioned- the July, 198- ccntr-:but-1ons. Apparently, however, no

further inquiry was made t.- determine the propriety olf the

contributions and no action was taken.

In succeeding periods, add~tional evidence o-f the

questionable legality of the contributions was acknowledged by

Representative Dyson in the press. Press reports in late January

and February, 1989 noted Joseph Hill's guilty plea in connection

with illegal contributions to several committees including

Dyson's, and Representati-je Dyson's statement that he would refund

Hill's contribution. within a month of the January articles, the

Dyson Committee did refund Hill's contribution. A March 10, 1989

Baltimore Sun article noted Charles Gardner's guilty plea for

steering illegal contributions to Representative Dyson. No

specific contributions were noted. Gardner's plea materials,

included in the complaint, explicitly identifies Don Lynch's

contribution to the Dyson Committee as illegal. The Sun article

reported Representative Dyson as stating that he would return the

illegal contributi~ons.

Notwithstanding the mounting evidence of impropriety and
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Representative Dyson's explicit reported promise to return illeqal

contributions, the Dyson Committee apparently made no further

inquiry and no further refund of contributions. More than five

months later, in an August 20, 1989 Baltimore Sun article, Luis

Luna, the complainant, called on Representative Dyson to return

the tainted ccntribut.Cons. A Dyso-n spokesman was quoted ~n the

artlcle that the Dyson staff was 'rev~lewinci the matter." On

September 15, 1989, the Committee was not~fied of thp -omoiaint i

this matter. Finally, aozo:rdin- to the September

Washington Post and Baltimnore Sun, Representative Dy;son announceo_

that he was returning $18,000 in contributions from people with

Unisys connections. The Dyson 'Committee's 1989 Year-End report

confirms that on September 25, 1989 the Committee returned all of4

the July, 1987 contributions from Unisys-related individuals. it

thus appears that only with the prospect of the Commission's

enforcement process facing the Dyson Committee did it finally

return the contributions.

Thus, from the July, 1987 illegal contributions to the Dyson

Committee, a year passed before the Committee publicly questioned

the contributions. One contribution was refunded in February,

1989, but the balance of the contributions were not reported as

returned until September, 1989. Significant questions were raised

at least by July, 1988, when intensiv.,e press scrutiny was directed

at the circumstances surrounding the July, 1987 contributions, but

the Committee made no serious inquiry, and the bulk of the

contributions were not refunded until fourteen months later.

In sum, at the time of the July, 1987 contributions,



-10-

questions may have been raised regarding their propriety. In any

event, subsequent to the receipt of the contributions, the

Committee questioned the contributlons, but did not act finally

until long beyond the 30-day per.,od set out in 11 C.F.R.

1 03.3(b' 2;i. By faiiinq~t ac-t, and thereby keepingte

cnrbut : 'iS, th.,e 2-crmit"tee ma,.' hVac~ei~r'ii

contributionls. Onthis bas' s, th!ere z reas-n t- believ;e 'hat the

Dyson." Con-mit tee may have vioc.atedJ U..2 441b'a), 44~and

4 41 There 11s a IS - reason te ze--ee that the Commite .'olat,-e

2U.S.C. § 43 4 (b 3A 1 b y filig reporswtotcot os

occupations and emp'o.yers listed. See foct.note 3, supra.
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O 5 ~ 4 ~% ~July 13, 1990

Leonard N. Bebchick, Esqu.ire
1220 Nineteenth Street, N.W.
Suite 700
Washington, D.C 02036

R.E: MUI 2981
Don Lynch

Dear Mr. Bebchick:

on September 15, 1990, the Frederal Election Commission
notified your client, Don Lynch, of a complaint alleging
violations of certain sections of the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"'. A copy of the complaint
was forwarded to your client at that time.

Upon further review of the allegations contained in the
complaint, and information supplied by your client, the
Commission, on July 10, 1990, found that there is reason to
believe your client knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C.
5 441f, a provision of the Act. The Factual and Legal Analysis,
which formed a basis for the Commission's finding, is attached
for your information.

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

In the absence of any additional information demonstrating
that no further action should be taken against your client, the
Commission may find probable cause to believe that a violation
has occurred and proceed with conciliation.

If you are interested in pursuing pre-probable cause
conciliation, you should so request in writing. See 11 C.F.R.
S 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the Office of the



Mr. Bebchick, Esq.
Page2

General Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission
either proposing an agreement in settlement of the matter or
recommendinq deci:nina that pre-probable cause conciliation be
pursued. The Office of the General Counsel may recommend that
pre-probabie cause -cnc'liati-on 1_- e entered into at this time
so that it may cmplete its nes:ainof the matter.
Further, the Ccmmssicn wi1 ncot entertain request s for
pre-probable cause ccnCiliaticn 3fter- briefs on probable c-ause
have been ma IlIed to the re s-oond.en:.

Fequests fozr extensions of time wi -7. not te routinely
granted. R e que st s miu s tbe -,ad In ~tn a t le a st f iv dayvs
prior to_ the due dIate o-f t-he resco nse and specific 'qood cause

must ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ -bedmntae.- d~~n h fie of the General
Counsel~odnrl : not give extensions beyond 20 days.

This matter wil- Iremain cconf_-d-ential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. §§ 437a a, 4B, and 43-,'a-,I-)iA) unless you notify

the ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ f 'oIsso 'nw::g htyuwish the matter to be made
publI

Ifyou have any questio,-ns, please contact Mark Allen, the
attorney assigned! t2 this matter, at 2021 376-5690.

L-ee-Ann Ell Iiott
Cha.. rnan

Enclosure
Factual & Legal Analysis



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Don Lynch MUR 2981

The Federal Election Commission ("Commission") received a

compl1aint from Luis Luna on September 8, 1989. The complaint

discu.Assed a scheme where Unisys Corporation funneled corpcrat -e

mone !-oohcns ants to campaign committees. Ident~fled is a

respondent is 2-on Lynch. The complaint alleg7es that Lyncn. a

c on s u ar. to T 1 1Ss Corporation, made a contribution to a federal

cand-,Aate and -was reimbursed by Unisys. The Commission received a

response fIrom Don L-ynch on October 2, 1989.

Pursuant to 2 'J.S.C. 5 441f, no person may knowingly permit

his or her name to be used to effect a contribution made in the

name of another.

Lynch is named in Unisys vice-president Charles Gardner's

Criminal Information, to which Gardner pled guilty, included in

the complaint, as belnq reimbursed by Unisys for a $1,000

contribution to th',e Dyson for Congress Committee Lynch made on

July 9, 1987. Gardner's Criminal Information alleges that the

funds for the contribution had been provided by Unisys to Lynch as

part of his consul7ting fee with the understanding that this

portion was to be used for a contribution.

The Commission also reviewed the publicly-filed guilty plea

materials of Unisys employee John Roberts Ill. The Criminal

Information to which Roberts pled guilty lists Lynch as an

ostensible contributor of funds that were actually Unisys's.

Roberts' Information also sets out the substantial role Lynch
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played in the illegal contribution scheme. According to the

Information, Lynch was hired by Charles Gardner to perform

legislative lobbying. Lynch, in turn, hired a number of

individuals to assist him. At Gardner's direction, Lynch Set up

several companies to enter into technical service agreements with

sperry/Unisys. Lynch paid his consultants through one of the!n,'

companies. John Roberts submitted invoices to Sperry./unisyzr on

behalf of Lynch and his companies Indicating that they werr- to be

paid for reports derived from or reflectina technical services.

These invoices were fraudulent in that. the real reason Don Lynch

was compensated was for his lobbying activities and to supply

funds to be used for individual campaign contributions.

In his response, Lynch asserts that the complaint does not

charge him as a respondent; rather, only Representative Dyson and

his Committee treasurer Marion Fedas are specifically named.

Charles Gardner's Criminal Information, attached and incorporated

by reference, however, implicates Lynch as a participant in the

illegal contribution scheme. Therefore, Lynch was properly

notified as a respondent to the complaint.

Lynch also asserts in his response that the Gardner

information included in the complaint only refers to him as

writing a check to the Dyson campaign committee and leaving the

date blank, and thus no illegal action is alleged. Lynch also

specifies that he did not violate the Act in making this

contribution.

Lynch's broad denial is specifically contradicted by the

statements in the Criminal Informations of Unisys employees
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Charles Gardner and John Roberts.

In view of the evidence provided in the pleas, there is

reason to believe that Don Lynch knowingly and willfully violated

2 U.S.C. S441f.
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July 13, 1990

James A. Bensfield, Esquire
Miller & Chevalier
Metropolitan Square
655 Fifteenth Street, N.W.
Suite 900
Washington, D.C. 20005

RE: MUR 21981
Robert Barrett

Dear Mr. Bensfield:

On September 15, 1989, the Federal Election Commission
notified your client, Robert Barrett, of a complaint alleging
violations of certain sections of the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"'. A copy of the complaint
was forwarded to your client at that time.

Upon further review of the allegations contained in the
complaint, and information supplied by your client, the
Commission, on July 10, 1990, found that there is reason to
believe your client knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C.
S 441f, a provision of the Act. The Factual and Legal Analysis,
which formed a basis for the Commission's finding, is attached
for your information.

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

In the absence of any additional information demonstrating
that no further action should be taken against your client, the
Commission may find probable cause to believe that a violation
has occurred and proceed with conciliation.

If you are interested in pursuing pre-probable cause
conciliation, you should so request in writing. See 11 C.F.R.
5 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the Office of the
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Mr. Bensifleld, Esq.
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General Counsel will- make reccw",mendations to the Commission
either proposing an agreement :nsettlement of the matter or
recommend.Ing declinlng that pre-probable cause conciliation be
pursued. TIhe OffLice of the General Counsel may recommend that
pre-probab-'e cause c-onciat~cn o:be entered into at this time
so that it may complete its lnvestizatl2n Cf: the matter.
Further, t!he Commission -will nct entert3:n r-equests for
pre-probacle cause :-onclliat~cn 3fter br:efcs cn probable ':ause
have been ma le1.to the respondent

Peauests f: ,- extens -&--ns cft :ne w.~ I c br cut -C, I
aran--ea. ?e qu e sts mu st bCe -nad- e i n w r It_ n z 3 t ei s t f1'v e la ys
pr-,cr to the due date of the res-onse and s ecif~ oood ':ause
must be demo-nst rate-. In add~ :on the Cff I ce c f the G-eneral
Counsel wr~a~v*ill not . v extens-,ons beyondi 20 days.

This matter w remain confidenial' in accordance with
2 U.S.C. SS 43 aa-4WB) and 43aa) 121A' unless younotify
the Commissicn -n wrltina t-hat vou -dishl the matter to be made
pub 1: c.

if you hav,.e any questions, please contact Mark Allen, the
attorney assigned to this miatter, at 12'2 376-5690.

~inzereliy,

Cha i .-man

Enclosure
Factual & Legal Analysis

M I
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Robert Barrett MUR 2981

The Federal Election Ccmmissi-.n ( "Ccmmxssion" I received a

complaint f rom Lu~s Luna on September 8, 19-89. The complaint

discussed a scheme where Unisys Corp-.rat .c-n funneie,,i corporate

money through -cons,.,tants tc cacra.- cmm-tees. Identified as a

respondent is Robe.,t Barrett. Th oms:nrecei%:ed d respOcise

from Robert Barrett o-n October 4 , 198 9. Barrett, a Unisys

Corporation Senior, Field Enalnee: , was named in Unisys

vice-president Char'es Gardner 's publioly-availabl e guilIty plea

attached to the complaint. According to Gardner's plea materials,

Barrett, upon instruction flrom Gardner , contacted consultants to

Unisys for the purpose cf obtaining contributions to federal

candidates. The consultants were allegedly reimbursed by Unisys

for their contributions. These consultants were Robert

Littlefield, Don Lynch through intermediary Unisys employee John

Roberts), Gerard Soarano, and Joseph Zuba. Barrett included his

own guilty plea In his response to the complaint. His own plea

materials note his role in the reimbursement of only the

Littlefield and Scarano contributions.

In his response, Barrett states that he has already pled

guilty to felony charges in connection with his participation in

the illegal contribution scheme. He notes his substantial

cooperation with the Ill wind investigation and his willingness to

cooperate with the Commission. In addition, he emphasizes that he

currently faces severe financial and health problems.

M--- --- M -M
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Pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 441f, no person may make a

contribution in the name of another person, and no person may

knowingly permit their name to be used to effect such a

contribution. Section 44lf applies not only to persons who make

contributions in the name of another, but also to those who assist

in the making of such contributio-1nS. See FEC -V. Rodriquez, No.

86-687 Civ-T-lO(B) "M.D. Fla. May 5, 1987)(order denying summary

j ud Qmne nt'--& m t on; ',-IIr CFIR. 9 11.2.4(b ) ()(ii; ,.

According to the plea materials, Barrett played two ds~c

roles in the reimbur-sement. scheme. His own plea notes that on

orders from another Unisys employee, he instructed persons to make

contributions; he collected the checks and delivered them to

another Unisys employee. In addition, according to Unisys

employee John Roberts' publicly-available guilty plea, Barrett was

involved in processing paperwork purportedly for technical service

agreements with the consultants but in fact for campaign

contributions. This paperwork included purchase requisitions,

purchase orders, statements of work, and sole source

justifications. Barrett was apparently acting under orders from

Roberts. The Gardner, Barrett and Roberts plea materials thus

describe Barrett's alleged role as a middleman in the Unisys

contribution scheme.

As an active participant in the illegal contribution scheme

described above, Robert Barrett assisted in the making of

contributions by one person in the name of another, and so there

I ---
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is reason to believe that he knowingly and willfully violated

2 U.S.C. S441f.
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FEDERA[ ELECT1O\ COMMISSION

July 13, 1990

Mary Schumacher, Treasurer
Friends of Conoressmal Hochbrueckner
P.O. Box 426
Coram, NY 11T12-

RE: MUR 2981

Dear Ms. Schumacher:

on July 10, 1990, the Federal Election Commission found
reason to believe that the Friends of Congressman Hochbrueckner
("Committee") and you, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. 5S 441baK
441c, and 441f, provisions of the Federal Election Campaign Act ot
1971, as amended ("~the Act") However, after considering thrf-
circumstances of this matter, the Commission also determined to
take no further action and closed its file as it pertains to the
Committee and you, as treasurer. The Factual and Legal Analysis,
which formed a basis for the Commission's finding, is attached for
your information.

The Commission
contribution within
constitutes acceptan
take immediate steps
in the future.

reminds you that failing to return a
30 days of discovering that it is illegal
ce of the prohibited contribution. You should
to insure that this activity does not occur

The file will be made part of the public record within 30
days after this matter has been closed with respect to all other
respondents involved. Should you wish to submit any materials to
appear on the public record, please do so within ten days of your
receipt of this letter. Please send such materials to the General
Counsel's office.

The confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. SS 437ga(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. In the event you wish to waive confidentiality under
2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(12)(A), written notice of the waiver must be
submitted to the Commission. Receipt of the waiver will be
acknowledged in writing by the Commission.
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Mary Schumacher
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if you have any questions, please contact

staff member assigned to this matter, at (202)
Mark Allen, the
376-5690.

Sincerely,

Lee Ann El liott
Chai rman

E-n c s ur e
Fact-ual and Leqal Analys: s

cc-: Representat:ve Hochbrueckner



0 0

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYS IS

RESPONDENT: Friends of Congressman Hochbrueckner MUR 2981

and Mary M. Schumacher, as treasurer

The Federal Election -Commission 'Commission' received a

complaint from Luis Luna --n September 8, 1989. The complaint

discussed a scheme where Unisys Corporation funneled Corporate

mony hroghconsultants to campai'qn tcommllttees.z dentified asa

respondent is the Friends o1f Co-ngressman Hochbruleckner and Mary M.

Schumacher, as treasurer- ; -he Committ,_ee'"'. The Commisslon

received a response from the Committee on October 3, 1989.

The Act provides that it is unlawful for a corporation to

make a contribution in connection with a federal election.

2 U.S.C. S 44lbta). In addition, it is unlawful to knowingly

accept such a contribution. Id. Section 441c prohibits

government contractors from contributing to political committees

and prohibits any person from knowingly soliciting such

contributions. Section 441.f prohibits persons from knowingly

accepting contributions made in the name of another person.

Commission regulations at 11 C.F.R. 5 103.3(b) prescribe

treatment of contributions of questionable legality. These

regulations reflect the Commission's interpretation regarding

circumstances in which committees are considered to have accepted

prohibited contributions. A committee treasurer who fails to

comply with the 5 103.3(b)(1) requirement to make best efforts to

determine the legality of contributions that present genuine

questions as to whether they were made by a corporation that is a
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federal contractor in the name of individuals is thus violatinq

2 U.S.C. SS 441b(a), 441c, and 441f, if the contributions were, in

fact, illegal. if the contribution appears to be permissible at

the time of receipt, the treasurer remain-s under the obligation to

refund the Ccontribut~on if later evidence shows that it was

ill1egal. 11CF. 5 10 3. 3 b).2 .This obliqation impl:c:i*lvI

Inl,7Iude s the duty to- i nqu ir e 1.n t the c~cums tance s rtan ea r 1

contr-Ibut-.on when the later evidence shows that the -nrutc

was of61 questi4onable legaIity. '6- the treasurer fails to :ompl y

wi th t--he 5 103 .3, 2) rerji rement to re fund -cont ri-bu t ions wi th Inr

30 days of disc-cvering their illegal ity, he or she has knowingly

accepted an illegal contribution, pursuant to 2 u.S.C. SS 44lb(a),

441c, and 441f.

on June 29, 1987, the Friends of C-ongressman Hochbrueckner

Committee received a $500 contribution frocm one Joseph Zuba that

is identified as illegal in Unisys consultant Zuba's guilty plea

materials included in the complaint. The Hochbrueckner

Committee's response stated that Representativ,.e Hochbrueckner was

aware of a July 18, 1989 Long Island Newsdav article naming a

"Joseph Zuber" as a contributor to Hochbrueckner's campaign who

pled guilty to a criminal violation of the Federal Election

Campaign Act of 197'-, as amended ("the Act"'. Shortly thereafter,

Rep. Hochbrueckner wrote to Henry Hudson, the U.S. Attorney in

charge of the investigation which led to Zuba's guilty plea, to

ascertain whether any contributions to his campaign were illegal.

(The name "Zuber" did not show up on the committee's contribution

list). Shortly thereafter, Hudson replied in writing that Joseph
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Zuba had pled guilty to making an illegal Contribution to

HochbrueCkfler' s Committee; the Newsday article had misspelled his

name and had not specified this connection. Hudson also noted

that one Joseph Hill contributed $1,000 to Hochbrueckner's

committee on June 30, 1987' and had pled aulIty to vio-lations of

the ct or legal contrbut-os other ampaig -- mmi t ees

Because of the August :ongresslcnalk -ecess, RepresenftativP

u--i-'"rueckner states, he did not read Hudson's letter, -ated

Augus t ,unt:.i ear'y September. UponI reaoinq the letter,

Representat ive Hoch.-rueckne r beaan to sea rch f or a c-a r itv to

whic.h, to donate an amount equal to the HIllI and Zuba

contr-ibutions. After receiving notificaticn of MUR 2981, the

Hochbrueckner committee asked the Democrat.z National Committee

what -would be the proper method of returning illegal

contributions. on September Z5, the committee sent a check to

Unisys corporation, the actual source of the funds, to cover both

the Zuba and the Hill contributions.

The Hochbrueckner Committee did not return Zuba's illegal

contribution within 30 days of the Newsday article. This article,

though, misspelled Zuba's name, and so did not provide accurate

information regarding the Zuba contribution. The candidate did

take action in response to the article, writing to the United

States Attorney. Hudson's August 2 letter in response provided

clear notice to the Committee of the doubtful legality of both the

Zuba and Hill contributions. Because these two contributions were

1. Hochbrueckfler's Committee included Hudson's letter in their
response to the complaint.
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not returned until September 215, well beyond the 30 day limit, the

commission found reason to believe that the Friends of Congressman

HochbrueCkner Committee and Mary M. 
Schumacher, as treasurer,

violated 21 U.S.C. 55 441b(a), 441c, and 441f. Under the

circumstances of Representatll~ Hochbrueckner's timely initial

actionl on the mnatte:, however, and the fact t,-hat the ccmnittee hais

since tha:t- ti'e refunded Zuba' s il-ea A. trbin te

CcOmlsS;^"ha deermned to ake nc further action aa:s* the

Committ-,.ee.

M----



FEDERAL ELECTION, COMMVvISS ION

Jluy 13, 1990

Lloyd Lancaster, Treasurer
Dickinsc- Second Distr-ict Cc-nqress:,cfaI 2-ommittee
P.O. Box 4539
Montgomer"'. AL 36103

RE: MUR 2981

Dear Mr. Lancaster:

on July 10, 1990, the Federal Election Commission found

reason to believe that the Dickinson Second District Congressional

Committee 'Committee") and you, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C.

SS 441b'al, 441c, and 441f, provisions of the Federal Election

Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act") However, after

considering the circumstances of this matter, the Commission also

determined to take no further action and closed its file as it

pertains to the Committee and you, as treasurer. The Factual and

Legal Analysis, which formed a basis for the Commission's finding,
is attached for your information.

The Commission reminds you that upon discovery that a

contribution you received was made in the name of another, the

contribution must be refunded to the actual contributor, in this

case Unisys Corporation. Failure to do so constitutes acceptance

of a prohibited contribution. You should take immediate steps to

insure that this activity does not occur in the future.

The file will be made part of the public record within 30

days after this matter has been closed with respect to all other

respondents involved. Should you wish to submit any materials to

appear on the public record, please do so within ten days of your

receipt of this letter. Please send such materials to the General

Counsel's Office.

The confidentiality provisions of 'U.S.C. SS 437g(a)(4)(B)

and 437g~a)(l2fl(A) remain in effect until the entire matter is

closed. The Commission will notify you when the entire file has

been closed. in the event you wish to waive confidentiality under

2 U.S.C. S 437gva)(12)(A), written notice of the waiver must be

submitted to the Commission. Receipt of the waiver will be

acknowledged in writing by the Commission.
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If you have any questions, please contact Mark Allen, the

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

Sincerely,

Cha irman

Encd1:sure
Factual and Legal Analysis

cc: Representative Dickinscn



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Dickinson Second District MUR 2981

Congressional Committee and
Lloyd Lancaster, as treasurer

The Federal Elect-cl Commiss5on ("Commission") received a

complaint from Luis Luna on September- 8, 1989. The complaint

discussed a scheme where Unisys Corporation funneled cor-crate

money through consultants to Campaign committees. Ident_,fled a-1 a

respondent is the Dickinson Secondl District Congressional

Committee and Lloyd Lancaster, as treasurer ("the Committee"?.

The Commission received a response from the Committee on September

27, 1989.

Pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 441bta), it is unlawful for a

corporation to make a C-ontributio-n in connection with a federal

election. In addition, it is unlawful to knowingly accept such a

contribution. Id. Section 441c prohibits government contractors

from contributing to political committees and prohibits any person

from knowingly soliciting such contributions. Section 441f

prohibits persons from knowingly accepting contributions made in

the name of another person.

Commission regulations at 11 C.F.R. S 103.3(b) prescribe

treatment of contributions of questionable legality. These

regulations reflect the Commission's interpretation regarding

circumstances in which comm-ittees are considered to have accepted

prohibited contributions. A committee treasurer who fails to

comply with the S 103.3(b)(1) requirement to make best efforts to

E___
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determine the legality of contributions that present genuine

questions as to whether they were made by a corporation that is a

federal contractor in the name of individuals is thus violating

2 U.S.C. SS 441b~a), 441c, and 441f, if the contributions 'were, in

fact, illeqal1. If the contribution appears to be permissible ait

the time of receipt, the treasurer remains under the cbl.,7ation t-

refund the contribution if later evidence shows that t*'i

illegal. 1.A C.F.R. 5 103.3(b(2"). Th~s obligation i m cI.ty

includes the duty to inquire into th1e circumstances of anl earlier

contribution when the later evidence shows that the cons.ribution

was of questionable legality. If the treasurer fails to comply

with the 5 103.3(b)(2) requirement to refund contributions within

30 days of discovering their illegality, he or she has knowingly

accepted an i6llegal Contribution, pursuant to 2 U.S.C. SS 44lb(at,

441c, and 441f.

The Committee received a $1,000 contribution from Joseph Hill

on October 5, 1987 that is identified as illegal in Unisys

consultant Joseph Hill's guilty plea materials included in the

complaint.

Within 30 days after the late January, 1989 press reports of

Hill's guilty plea, the Dickinson Committee donated a sum equal to

Joseph Hill's contribution to charity. While this action does not

conform with 11 C.F.R. S 103.3(b)(2), which states that an illegal

contribution will be returned to the contributor, (and as

clarified by the Commission's Advisory Opinion 1989-5,

"contributor" means the actual source of the money), the Committee

did divest itself of the illegal contribution in a timely manner.
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Thus, the Commission found reason to bel

Committee violated 2 U.S.C. 55 441b(a),

the circumstances determined to take no

Committee.

ieve that the Dickinson

441c, and 441f, but under

further action against the
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FEDERA\L ELECTION CMI~

July 13, 1990

Stanley Wolin, Treasurer
Eastern Defense Political Acticn

Committee fka 7Long Island Aercspace
PAC FED'

28 New York Avenue
Westbury, NY 1 ~0

Eastern Defense P-O..':cal
Action Committee and
Stanley Wolin, as' treasurer

Dear- Mr. Wolin:

on July 10, 1990, the Federal Election Commission found

that there is reason to believe Eastern Defense Political Action
Committee ("Committee") and you, as Ctreasurer, knowingly and
willfully violated 2 U.S.C. S 441!f, a provision of the Federal

Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). The

Factual and Legal Analysis, which formed a basis for the

Commission's finding, is attached 'fcr your information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate that

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

treasurer. You may submit any factual or legal materials that

you believe are relevant to the Commission's consideration of

this matter. Please submit such materials to the General

Counsel's office within 15 days of your receipt of this letter.
Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under oath.

In the absence of any additional information demonstrating

that no further action should be taken against the Committee and

you, as treasurer, the Commission may find probable cause to

believe that a violation has occurred and proceed with
conciliation.

If you are interested in pursuing pre-probable cause

conciliation, you should so request in writing. See 11 C.F.R.

S 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the office of the

General Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission
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either proposing an agreement in settlement of the matter or

recommending declining that pre-probable cause conciliation be

pursued. The Off--e of the General Counsel may recommend that

pre-probable cause conciliation not be entered into at this time
so that it may complete its iinvesr.gation of the matter.
Further, the Commission will not entertain requests for
pre-probable cause 2onciliation after br-efs 7-1 pr-rcbable cause
have, been mailed to the res-cndent.

Requests for- extensions of: t-me -will not be :<utinely
granted. Requests must be made : rtnoat P-as' five days
prior to the due d~ate of the resoonIse and_ S-e,2.f: -ood cause
must be demonstratec6. I n ad d It o r, te -2f f Ic of: the General
Counsel ordinari-y Will no iv.e extensions beyond 20 days.

If you intend t-o 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 communicationls from the Commission.

This matter will_ remain confidential in accordance with
U.S.C. 55 437ga 4)(B) and 4Ta'2,unless younotify

the Commission in writing that you wish t-he investiaation to be
made public.

For your information, we have attached a brief description
of the Commission's procedures for handling possible violations
of the Act. If you have any questions, please contact Mark
Allen, the attorney assigned to this matter, at !2012) 376-5690.

Sin ce~rely,

Chai rman

Enclosures
Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures
Designation of Counsel Form
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FEDERAL ELECTION COPIMISSION

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENTS: Eastern Defense Political Action MUR 2981
Committee (f/k/a Long Island Aerospace
Political Action Committee (AEROPAC))
and Stanley Wolin, as treasurer

-in the ordinary Ccourse of carryino out its supervisory

responsbiiis th Federal Election Commission has di-rovered

that the Eastern Defense Political Actiocn Committee if/'k c Long

Island Aerospace oitclActlon Committee (AEROPAC ; .an Stanley

Wolin, as treasurer, may have violated the Federal Electionl

Campaign Act of 1-971, as amended ("the Act"). 1

The Act provides that no person may make a contribution in

the name of another person, and no person may knowingly permit

their name to be used to effect such a contribution. 2 U.S.C.

5 441f. Section 441f applies not only to persons who make

contributions in the name of another, but also to those who assist

in the making of such contributions. See FEC v. Rodriguez, No.

86-687 Civ-T-1O(B) (M.D. Fla. May 5, 1987)(order denying summary

judgment motion); 11 C.F.R. 11ll.4(b)(l)(iii).

AEROPAC, an unconnected political committee, is implicated as

a participant in the forwarding of Unisys Corporation-reimbursed

contributions to federal candidates during 1986-1988. Former

Unisys Corporation marketing manager Dennis Mitchell stated in his

publicly-available guilty plea materials that AEROPAC chairperson

1. AEROPAC announced its name change in a statement of
organization filed with the Commission May 15, 1989. Its current
chairperson is Fred Korb.
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James T. Kane told Mitchell to obtain contributions from Unisys

for Representatives Aspin and Roe to coincide with

AEROPAC-sponsored luncheons that the Representatives would attend.

In June, 1986 Unisys consultant Joseph S. Zuba II made out a check

to the Friends of Les Aspin and gave it to Mitchell who gave it tc

AEROPAC. In June, 1987 Unisys consultant Joseph Hill made out a

check to the Campaign Fund for Congressman Bob Roe and gave it to

Mitchell who gave it to AEROPAC. These checks were later

delivered to the campaigns. Mitchell's plea materials state that

these contributions were both made with Unisys funds, and thus

constitute illegal corporate contributions.

Also according to Mitchell's plea materials, another Unisys

contribution in Joseph Hill's name occurred when Kane contacted

Mitchell "about money for campaign contributions that Unisys owed

to 'Aeropac' for the Richard Ray for Congress Campaign Committee."

Mitchell then instructed Joseph Hill to contribute to the Ray

campaign. Hill wrote a check and gave it to Mitchell who gave it

to AEROPAC. This contribution appears on the Richard Ray for

Congress Committee's report as an individual contribution in May,

1988. Hill pled guilty to receiving reimbursement from Unisys for

making this contribution.

The relationship between AEROPAC and Unisys is not clear from

Mitchell's plea, but it does appear that AEROPAC knew of Unisys,

illegal contribution scheme and participated therein. Therefore,

there is reason to believe that Eastern Defense Political Action

Committee (f/k/a AEROPAC) and Stanley Wolin, as treasurer,
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knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C. 5 441f by knowingly

assisting in the making of contributions in the names of others.



FEDERAL ELECTION C0OMMIfSSION1

July 13, 1990

Paul J. Killion, Esquire
Killion & Met--
122 Market Street
Sulite 600
Harrisburg, PA 17101

M UR &Z9

Joseph zuba

Dear Mr. Killion:

On September 15, 1989, the Federal Election Commission
notified your client, Joseph Zuba, of a complaint alleging
violations of certain sections of the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act'). A copy of the complaint
was forwarded to your client at that time.

Upon further review of the allegations contained in the
complaint, and information supplied by your client, the
Commission, on July 10, 1990, found that there is reason to
believe your client knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C.
5 441f, a provision of the Act. The Factual and Legal Analysis,
which formed a basis for the Commission's finding, is attached
for your information.

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

In the absence of any additional information demonstrating
that no further action should be taken against your client, the
Commission may find probable cause to believe that a violation
has occurred and proceed with conciliation.

If you are interested in pursuing pre-probable cause
conciliation, you should so request in writing. See 11 C.F.R.
5 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the Office of the



Mr. Killion, Esq.
Page 2

General Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission
either proposing an agreement In settlement of the matter or
recommending declining that pre-probable cause conciliation be
pursued. The Of.f:oce of the General Counsel may recommend that
pre-probable cause -cnciliaticol nct be entered Into at this time
so that it may complete .-ts irvesti~iation of4- the matter.
Further, the Ccmmissicn nI- -. entertain requests for
pre-probable cause ccnc:_Ia::o-_ after biefs or-1 'robable cause
have been mailed to the :esconjenr:.

Pequests for extensiorns c-4
?ranted. Requests must be maA0
prlor to the due date
must be demons tra te'.
Counsel ordinarlA w~

This matter will
2 T...5 437cva 4
the Commission in r
publi.Ac.

:me i-
ast f.Iive dy

of te ec-onse and speo:f-- iood cause
:n add:t: o, the Olff:o-e of the General

::eextens:ons b-eyond 30 days.

remaln ccnfidential :n accordance with
B and '3a l> unless you notify

t:n:- that vou wish the -matter to be made

If you have any questlons, Please contact Mark
attorney assigned to ths mnatt er a t 3- 9

Allen, the

S e r ely.,

lee'Wnn Ello
C-hai rman

Enclosure
Factual & Legal Analysis



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Joseph Zuba MUR 2981

The Federal Election Commission ""Commission") received a

complaint from Luis Luna cn September 8, 1989. The complint

di scussed a schem~e whe.-e Un.,svs C:rrcrat ,on funne led -rat

money thrcuah ccns-u...tants to_ carnoa2.n cornmntteps. 1' 1nt-I Ie d a S a

rescndent is .7osepn Zuba. "'he co:mpialnz alleies tha :Z-a. a

ccnsultant --c Unisys Corporat.on, made _ t --ois rderal

candidates and was reimbursed by Tinisy1s. The Ccmmniss~fon, reci0 e

a r-esponse from Joseph Zuba on October 5, 1989.

Pursuant to 21 U.S.C. 5 441f, no person may knowingly permit

his or her name to b-e used to effect a contribution made in the

name of another.

in his response to the c-ompla-int, Zuba asserts that the

complaint does not. name him as a respondent. Zuba's guilty plea

materials, attached and incorporated by reference, however,

clearly implicate Zuba as a participant in the illegal

contribution scheme. Therefore, Zuba was properly notified as a

respondent to the complaint. In addition, Zuba stated that he has

already pled guilty to criminal charges for their involvement in

the illegal contribution scheme, and therefore the Commission

should not pursue him.

Zuba has pled guilty to criminal charges for his

participation in the campaign contribution scheme. Zuba

specifically pled guilty to knowingly letting his name be used to

effect contributions with money that really belonged to Unisys.
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The specific contributions described in his plea materials are set

out below.

date of contribution amount recipient committee

11-03-86 $500 Congressman Bill Young Campaign
Commi ttee

6-29-8- F50 Frends of Conoressman
Hochbrueckne r

9-22-8 $1,200c Bill Chappel' Campa--n C-cmnmte

Zuba's plea mater-als state that he was 'askec- -

representatives cf Sperr-ynsys tc make numerous :--rbutions in,

his name." Zuba's plea states that he "knowingliy andj willingly

made these contributions tC-o political committees.' Therefore, the

language used clearly implies that Zuba may have made illegal

contr.ibutions to other committees besides the one for which he

pled guilty. There is reason to believe that Joseph Zuba

knowingly and willfully violated 2 U. S .C'. § 441-1.



FFDER-\L ELECT!O\ COMMI,%1SSiO\,,
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July 13, 1990

CERTIFIED RAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Dennis Mitchell
.1 Silver Beech Court
Poquott, NY 11733

RE: MUR 2981
Dennis Mitchell

Dear Mr. Mitchell:

on September 15, 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 ("the Act"'. A copy of the complaint was forwarded to
you at that time.

Upon further review of the allegations contained in the
complaint, the Commission, on July 10, 1990, found that there is
reason to believe you knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C.

5 441f, a provision of the Act. The Factual and Legal Analysis,
which formed a basis for the Commission's finding, is attached
for your information.

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

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

If you are interested in pursuing pre-probable cause
conciliation, you should so request in writing. See 11 C.F.R.
5 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the office of the
General Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission
either proposing an agreement in settlement of the matter or



Mr. Mitchell
Paqe 2'

recommendinq declining that pre-probable cause conciliation be
pursued. The office of the General Counsel may recommend that
pre-prcbable cause conc~Iiation not b.-e entered into at this time
so that it may complete :ts investigation of the matter.
Further, the Commission will not entertain requests for
pre-probable cause conc:i'_:aticn after bI-,efs on prolbable cause,
have been mailed to the r-espcndent.

Requests focr extensic-ns Cf time %i 1 not be routin-ely
ranted. Requests must be made .n writ:. at least five days

Pricr t the due date of the respo-nse and spec~fic iocd cause
must be demonstrated. :n a dd it ionI t he 0 ff i-e o f t he Ge ne ral1
CounselI ordinarily will noi~ve extensI,.,-s beyond 20O days.

If ouintend to be :rresented 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- rece.ve any notIfications and
other communications from th'-,e CommissicnI.

This matter will
2 U.S .C. SS 437qga)( 4
tne Commission in wri
publi.'-

remain confident'aI -;n accordance with
fBI and 43-a-'12A) unless you notify

tina that you wish the matter to be made

if you have any quesc~ons, please contact Mark Allen,
atto--rney assigned to this matter, at f'2O2 376-5690.

Sincerely,

L e e'-Wn Elliott
Cha irman

Enclosures
Designation of Counsel Form
Procedures
Factual & Legal Analys~s

the



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Dennis Mitchell MUR 2981

The Federal Election Commission ("Commission") received a

complaint from Luis Luna on September 8, 1989. The complaint

discussed a scheme where Unisys Corporation funnoled corporate

money through consultanlts to campaign ccmmittee:s. Ident:ified as a

respondent is Dennis Mitchell. Mitchell, a Unlisy ; Corpcrat--ion

marketing manager, is named in Uinisys consultant Josepn, Hill's

publicly-available guilty plea In the complaint as having asked

Hill to contribute to the campaign committees of Representatives

Dyson, Dickinson, and Ray, and Senator Sasser. These

contributions were allegedly made with Unisys money.

Pursuant to 2 U.S.C. 5 441.f, no person may make a

contribution in the name of another person, and no person may

knowingly permit their name to be used to effect such a

contribution. Section 441f applies not only to persons who make

contributions in the name of another, but also to those who assist

in the making of such contributions. See FEC v. Rodriguez, No.

86-687 Civ-T-lO(B) (M.D. Fla. May 5, 1987)(order denying summary

judgment motion); 11 C.F.R. S l10.4(b)(l)(iii).

The Commission has not received a response from Mitchell, but

the Commission has obtained his publicly-available guilty plea.

Mitchell pled guilty for arranging $4,000 worth of illegal

contributions and was sentenced on October 20, 1989. In his plea

materials, Mitchell states that he helped arrange illegal

contributions both at the request of Unisys vice-president Charles



Gardner and at the request of Long Island Aerospace Political

Action Committee (Aeropac) chairperson James T. Kane. Mitchell's

plea materials include his involvement in a Joseph Hill

contribution to the Ray committee that was noted in Hill's plea,

as well as in a H1,1 contributio-n to the Campaign Fund for

Conqressman Bob Roe thatk was n.ct Included in Hill's plea. In

addt~on, Mitche~li Pled 4uly oequest:no contribtos rr

Joseph Zuba IIto the Asp.,n z:,_Mm:ttee and frcm. John Rober-.s to the

Badham Committee. As with the atbove-noted contribut.,ons sr(e,'kfied

in Hill's plea, these cnrb:nswere allezedly made with

Unisys money. Mitchell is also named in Unisys employee John

Roberts' publicly-available gu:lty plea materlals as facilitating

Unisys contributicn reimbursements to consultants in the guise of

technical service aagreements.

As an active participant :n the illeqal contribution scheme

described above, Dennis Mitchell assisted in the making of

contributions by one person in the name of another, and so there

is reason to believe that he knowingly and willfully violated

2 U.s.c. S441f.



FEDER\NL ELECTION COMMIfssiO\

July 13, 1990

Scctt. Godshall, Esquire
Stephen H. Sachs, Esquire
Wilmner, Cutler & P:ckerinq
2445 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D.. 22)037

RE: MUR Z981
Gerard Scarano

Dear Messrs. Godshall and Sach s:

On September I,1989, the Federal Election Commission

not-fied your client, Gerard Scarano, of: a complaint allegin

violations of certain sections of the Federal Election Campaign

Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"'. A copy of the complaint

was forwarded to your client at that time.

Upon further review of the allegations contained in the

complaint, and info:--rmation supplied by your client, the

Commission, on July 10, 1990, found that there is reason to

believe your client knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C.

5 441f4, a provisicn of the Act. The Factual and Legal Analysis,

which formed a basi.s for the Commission's finding, is attached

for your information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate that

no action should be taken against your client. You may submit

any factual or legal materials that you believe are relevant to

the Commission's consideration of this matter. Please submit

such materials to the General Counsel's Office within 15 days of

receipt of this letter. where appropriate, statements should be

submitted under oath.

In the absence of any additional information demonstrating

that no further action should be taken against your client, the

Commission may find probable cause to believe that a violation

has occurred and proceed with conciliation.

If you are interested in pursuing pre-probable cause

conciliation, you should so request in writing. See 11 C.F.R.

S 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the Offl-e of the



Mr. Godshall, Esq.
Mr. Sachs, Esq.
Page 2

General counsel wij make recommendations to the Commission
either proposing an agreement in settlement of the matter or
recomnmending~ declining that pre-probable cause conciliation be
pursued. The office of the General Counsel may recommend that
pre-probable cause conci.a. nc eenee into at this time
so that it may complete its :nvestoto of the matter.
Furt_"her, the Commission will not entertain requests for
pre-probable cause onlatnafter briefs o-n probable cau-s
have been mailed *-o- the respondent .

Requests for extens.,.cns of -- me will r 't e uini

granted. Requests must be made in writina at least fivre days
pr,.o.. to the due date of the response and specif: c good cause
must b',e demonstrated. In add::ito.n, the Office of the General
counsel ordinari>;-.1 will.1 not give extens-,c-s beyo-nd 20 days.

This matter will remain confident:al in accordance with
2 U.S.C. SS 437gla%4)(B and 43 aiaK12'IA) unless you notify
the Commission in writing that Vo-u wish the matter to be made
public.

if you have any questions, please co-ntact Mark Allen, the

atto rney ass igned to thi s matte r, at (204. 376-56 90O.

q~nce rely,

Lee Ann Elliott'
Chai rman

Enclosure
Factual & Legal Analysis



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Gerard Scarano MUR 2981

The Federal Election Commission ("Commission") received a

complain,%- from Luis Luna on September 8, 1989. The complaint

discussed a scheme where Uni sys Corporation funneled corporate

mcney through consultants to campaion committees. Identified as a

respo-ndent is Gerard Scarano. The complaint alleges that Scarano,

a consultant to Unisys Corpo-_ration, made a contribut-,cn to a

federal candidate and was reimbursed by Unisys. The Commission

received a response from Gerard Scarano cn October 5, 1989.

Pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 44414, no person may knowingly permit

his or her name to be used to effect a contribution made in the

name of another.

In his response, Scarano stated that he has already pled

ilty to criminal charges for his involvement in the illegal

contr-ibution scheme, and therefore the Commission should not

pursue him.

Scarano pled guilty to 18 U.S.C. 5 1001 for aiding and

abetting the making of false statements to the government for his

role in making a $1,000 contribution to the Bill Chappell Campaign

Committee on September 22, 1987 that was reimbursed by Unisys.

According to Unisys employee Robert Barrett's publicly-available

guilty plea materials, Scarano made another reimbursed

contribution to the Chappell Committee on January 12, 1987.

Scarano's guilty plea materials state that he was "asked by

representatives of Sperry/Unisys to make numerous contributions in
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his name." Scarano's plea states that he "knowingly and willingly

made these contributions to political committees." Therefore, the

language used clearly implies that Scarano may have made illegal

contributions to other committees besides the one for which he

pled guilty. There is reason to believe that Gerard Scarano

knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f.

M



FEDERAL ELECT]IO\% COMMIkv11sIO\N

July 13, 1990

Michael J. Dell, Esquire
Kramer , Levin, Nessen, Kaimun & Frankel1
919 Third Avenue
New York, N.Y. 10022

RE: MUR 2981
Charles Gardner

Dear Mr. Dell:

On September 15, 19890, the Federal Election Commission

notified your client, Charles Gardner, of a complaint alleging

violations of certain sections of the Federal Election Campaign

Act of 1971, as amended '"the Act''. A copy of the complaint

was forwarded to your client at that time.

Upon further review of the allegations contained in the

complaint, and information supplied by your client, the

commission, on July 10, 1990, found that there is reason to

believe your client knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C.

SS 441b(a) and 441f, provisions of the Act. The Factual and

Legal Analysis, which formed a basis for the Commission's
finding, is attached for your information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate that

no action should be taken against your client. You may submit

any factual or legal materials that you believe are relevant to

the Commission's consideration of this matter. Please submit

such materials to the General Counsel's Office within 15 days of

receipt of this letter. Where appropriate, statements should be

submitted under oath.

In the absence of any additional information demonstrating

that no further action should be taken against your client, the

Commission may find probable cause to believe that a violation

has occurred and proceed with conciliation.

If you are interested in pursuing pre-probable cause

conciliation, you should so request in writing. See 11 C.F.R.

S 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the office of the

General Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission
either proposing an agreement in settlement of the matter or
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Mr. Dell, Esq.
Page 2

recommendina declining that pre-probable cause conciliation be
pursued. The Office of the General Counsel may recommend that
pre-probable cause conciliation not be entered into at this time
so that it may complete its invest:,qat~on of the matter.
Further, the Commission will not entertain requests for
pre-probable cause ccncl.at,-.on after briefs on probable cause
have been mailed to- the respondent.

Requests orextensions of time wil
?3ranted. ?eauests must be made in wr:ti
prior to the due date of the response an
must be demonstrated. In addItion, --he
counsel ord_,narIlv,. will1 no:t ive extens:,

'notl ber
Ing at leas
d sceco1fic
Q-ff-e of
ons beyond

o ut n ely
f five days

'zood cause
t,-he (Thneral
.0 days.

This matter will remain oonfildent:al :n accordance with
2 U.S.C. 5543 aa!41,B and 43Tzfa IP1 A' unless you notify
the Commiss:cn" in wrltllng that you wish the matter- to be made
pubi I-

1If you have any questions, please contact M1ark Allen, the
attorney assigned to this matter, at :20>. 37,;-5690.

Sincerely,

Lee Ann Elliott

Enclosure
Factual & Lregal Analysis
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Charles Gardner MUR 2981

The Federal Election Commissio.-n ("Commission") received a

complaint from Luis Luna on Sept,.emb-er, 8, 1989. The complaint

discussed a scheme where Unisys Co r-crat_,on funneled corporate

rmoney through consultants to camoa:qn committees. !den-.if.ed as a

respondent is Charles Gardner. The COmmIssion rece-ved a respo.nse

fro-m Charles Gardner o-n October Z,1989. Respond,-en: Gardner is a

former Unisys Corporati4-n vice pres--dent. Gardner allegedly

directed the Unisys campaign contrlbution scheme, instructing

other corporate employees to tell. consultants to Unisys to

contribute to certain candidates with monies that Unisys provided

them as part of their consulting fees. Itis alleged that these

portions of the fees were understood by the consultants and the

employees to be used for contributions. The complaint includes

Gardner's guilty plea for violation of 18 U.S.C. S 1001 for

causing false statements to be made by recipient campaign

committees to the Commission. His role is also described in the

publicly-available guilty pleas of Unisys employees Robert

Barrett, Dennis Mitchell and John Roberts III.

Pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 44lbta., no corporation may make a

contribution in connection with a federal election. Also, no

corporation officer may consent to such a prohibited contribution.

Pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 441f, no person may make a contribution in

the name of another person, and no person may knowingly permit

their name to be used to effect such a contribution. In addition,



S441f applies not only to persons who make contributions in the

name of another, but also to those who assist in the making of

such contributions. See FEC v. Rodriguez, No. 86-687 Civ-T-lO(B)

(M.D. Fla. May 5, 1987')(order denying summary judgment motion);

17 ... F R ~ b I ii4

:s espcnse, gardner asserts that thie -omplaint doent

char- e him, as a resoond ent; rather, onlv Representative Dyso-n and

his c-c-mittee treas ;re: Mar-lon Fedas are specIfically named. The

newspaper artic-les and the quilty Pleas, includ~na Gardner's,

attached and Incorporated by reference, however, clearly implicate

Gardner as a central participant In the illegal contribution

scheme. Therefore, Gardner was properly notified as a respondent

to the complaint. in addition, Gardner does not dispute his

liability, but rather emphasizes that he has already been

prosecuted for his :llegal actions. He also notes his extensive

cooperation in the :11 wind investigation. As the director of the

reimbursement scheme, however, Gardner certainly consented to

illegal corporate Contributions and assisted in the operation of

this scheme, and so there is reascn to believe that he knowingly

and willfully violated 2 U.S.C. SS 441b(a) and 441f.



~II ~ FEDERAL ELECTION CQMMA1S1I()N\

July 13, 1990

Sanford M. Saunders, Jr., Esquire
Akin, Gumnp, Strauss, Hauer & Fe-'--
1333 New Hampshire Avenue, N.w.
Sui te 400
Washington, D.C,-. 20036

RPE: MF?2 9 81
-ch~n Roberts::

Dear Mr. Saunders:

On September 15, 1989, the Feder-al Election Commission
notified your client, John Roberts ::,of a complaint alleging
violations of certain sections of the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act'". A copy of the complaint
was forwarded to your client at that time.

Upon further review of the allegations contained in the
complaint, and information supplied by your client, John
Roberts, the Commission, on July 10, 19,90, found that there is
reason to believe your client knowingly and willfully violated
2 U.S.C. S 441f, a provision of the Act. The Factual and Legal
Analysis, which formed a basis for the Commission's finding, is
attached for your information.

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

In the absence of any additional information demonstrating
that no further action should be taken against your client, the
Commission may find probable cause to believe that a violation
has occurred and proceed with conciliation.

If you are interested in pursuing pre-probable cause
conciliation, you should so request in writing. See 11 C.F.R.
5 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the Office of the
General Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission
either proposing an agreement in settlement of the matter or
recommending declining that pre-probable cause conciliation be



Mr. Saunders, Esq.
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pursued. The Of'f_ ce of
pre-probable cause conci
so that it may complete
Further, the Commission
pre-prcbable cause conci
have been ma~led t2 the

the General Counsel may recommend that
liation not be entered into at this time
its investiaaticn of the matter.
,will not entertCain requests for
liatCion after briefs on probable cause
re s poden -

Pequests for-- extensions o-f t:ne will not- Ie routinely
gr a n t Requests must be made :n wrl:::ni at 1* 4~tfive days
prjco- -1 the due date of the resoonse and speoif:- iood cause
must- Ie demonstrated. In additrocn, the Offine Of the General
Counse-l Trdinari-, will. not ~:eextens:on-s beyond '0 days.

2 U.
the

N pub'

T hi s matte r wi rema in confident al I n accordance with
S.C §43"/:ia:'4)!B and 43'O aI> unless you notify

Commission In writna that vc -wish the matter to be made

If ou have any ques- ions, ~aecnatMr
attorney assigned to this matter, at 20^, 376--;r-90.

Allen, the

S Ino erely,

Lee An ElIlIi ot t
Chai rman

Enclosure
Fractual & Legal Anaiys-,s

S 0
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: John Roberts III MUR 2981

The Federal Election Commission ("Commission") received a

complaint from Luis Luna on September 8, 1989. The complaint

discussed a scheme where Unisys (Corporation funneled corporate

moneyV through consultants tocamoaion ccmmittees. Identified as a

respondent, I's John Roberts 7_ . The Commission received a

response from Roberts on October Z, 1989. Roberts, a Unisys

corporation marketing manager, is named in Unisys vice-president

Charles Gardner's publicly-available guilty plea materials in the

complaint as taking instruction from Unisys employee Robert

Barrett to obtain a contribution for the Dyson for Congress

Committee and that such contribution was obtained from consultant

Don Lynch. 1Lynch delivered the check to Barrett. Gardner's plea

alleges that this contribution was made with Unisys funds.

Pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 441f, no person may make a

contribution in the name of another person, and no person may

knowingly permit their name to be used to effect such a

contribution. Section 441f applies not only to persons who make

contributions in the name of another, but also to those who assist

in the making of such contributions. See FEC v. Rodriguez, No.

86-687 Civ-T-10(B) (M.D. Fla. May 5, 1987)(order denying summary

judgment motion); 11 C.F.R. S llO.4(b)(l)(iii).

1. Gardner's plea states that Barrett instructed Roberts to

obtain a contribution and then states that Lynch sent a check to
Barrett. The plea omits any specific reference to Roberts
contacting Lynch.
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The Commission has reviewed Roberts, publicly-available

guilty plea of November 30, 1989 to conspiring to cause political

committees to file false information with the Commission in a plot

to steer approximately $36,500 in corporate funds to various

congressional campalans over the past seven years. In his plea,

Roberts stated that he advised Gardner on the latter's idea to

have Unisys make campaign Contributions through individuals to

influence members of -Concress so as to benefit the corporation.

Roberts suggested that the contributions be made and he prepared a

list of representatives and senators with suggested amounts to be

contributed to each. Roberts also prepared budgets for

consultants which set out amounts of contributions to individuals

campaigns. He acted as contact between various consultants and

the corporation. He collected checks from the consultants, kept

track of the checks, and sometimes delivered them to

representatives of the recipient political committees. Roberts

also submitted fraudulent invoices to Sperry./Unisys. In addition,

Roberts was named in Unisys employee Dennis Mitchell's

publicly-available guilty plea materials as being reimbursed by

Unisys for a $1,000 contribution he made on November 17, 1987 to

the Badham Campaign Committee.

In his response to the complaint, Roberts claims that the

complaint contains no allegations against him. The complaint,

however, has sufficiently implicated Roberts, who has not

responded to the substance of the complaint. In addition,

Roberts' own plea makes clear his extensive role in the Unisys

illegal contribution scheme. Finally, Roberts was named as a

I
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contributor of Unisys-reimbursed funds in Mitchell's guilty plea.

In summary, it appears that Roberts assisted in the making of a

contribution by one person in the name of another and permitted

his name to be used for a contribution by Unisys, in violation of

5 441f. Thus, there is reason to believe that John Roberts

knowingly and willfully violated 2 u.s.c. 5 441f.
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FEDERA\L ELECTION% ('iMMSSIO\

July 13, 1990

Mr. Michael A. Nemeroff
Sidley & Austin
1722 Eye Street, N.W.
Washinq~ton, D.C.200

RE: MUR 29811
Fr~ends of Jim Sasser and
Mlchael Nemeroff, as treasurer

Dear mr. Nerneroff:

On September 15, .2989, the Frederal Election Commission
noti,1.ied you of a complaint alleging ;'.clations of certain
sectilons of the Federal Election Campaiaon Act cf l-971, as amended
("the Act").

on July 10, 1990, the Commission found, on the basis of the
information in the complaint and information provided by you that
there is no reason to believe Friends of. Jim Sasser and you, as
treasurer, violated any provision of the Act. Accordingly, the
Commission closed iLts file in this matter as it pertains to the
Sasser Committee and you.

This matter will become a part of the public record within 30
days after the file has been closed with respect to all
respondents. 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. SS 437g(a)(4)tB) and 437ga)(12)(A) remain
in effect until the entire matter is closed. The Commission will
notify you when the entire file has been closed. In the event you
wish to waive confidentiality under 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(12)(A),
written notice of the waiver must be submitted to the Commission.
Receipt of the waiver will be acknowledged in writing by the
Commission.

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

B:Lois G. rner

Associate General Counsel

cc: Senator Sasser
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FDRAI ELECIIO\ CMAfN()

July 13, 1990

Macy Ski
Richard
P.C. Box
Perry,, G

nner, Treasurer
Ray f or Cona ress Commi ttee

A 10 6-

Q 7 MUR :8

Dear Ms. Sk.,nner:

Cn September 15, 1989, 'the Federal lcto Commis;i
not:f.-ed V ou o f a _ c m cI a nt alleoz a %io a trs o.f ce r t
sect on s ofthe Federal El1ection Campa.,Qn Act 2f 19"', as
amended :"the Act"'

on J'uly 10C, 1990O, the Commission found,
informat-1cn in the complaint and information
there is no reason to believe Richard Ray for
Committee and you, as treasurer, violated any
Act. Accordingly, 'the Commission closed its
as It pertains to the Ray Committee and you.

on the basIs of the
provided by you that
Congress Campaign
provision of the

file in this matter

This matter will become a part of the public record within
days after- the file has been closed -with respect to all
respondents. If you wish to submit any materials to appear on
public record, please do so within ten days. Please send such
materials to the Office of the General Counsel.

the

The Commisslon reminds you that the confidentiality
provisions of 21 U.S.C. SS 437gaK4)(B) and 437ga)(12)(A) remain
in effect until the entire matter is closed. The Commission will
notify you when the entire file has been closed. In the event you
wish to wai've confidentiality under 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(12)(A),
written notice of the waiver must be submitted to the Commission.
Receipt of the waiver will be acknowledged in writing by the
commission.

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble

General Counsel

BY: Lois G. Lierner
Associate General Counsel

cc: Representative Ray
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July 13, 1990

Mr. Michael A. Nemeroff
Sidley & Austin
1722 Eye Street, N.W.
Wash~ngton, D.C. 20006

RE: MUR 29081

Friends cf Jim Sasser
Michael Nemeroff, as

and
treasurer

Dear M9r. Nemeroflf:

on September 15, 1989, the Federal Eetc
notified you of a complaint alleging violations
sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
("the Act"'.

on July 10, 1990, the Commission found, on
information in the complaint and information pro
there is no reason to believe Friends of Jim Sas
treasurer, violated any provision of the Act. A
Commission closed its file in this matter as it
Sasser Committee and you.

Commi ssion
cof certain
!q71, as amended

the basis of
vided by you
ser and you,
ccordingly,
pertains to

the
that
as

the
the

This matter -will become a part of the public record within 30
days after the file has been closed with respect to all
respondents. 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. SS 437g'a)(4)(B) and 437 g(a)(12)(A) remain
in effect until the entire matter is closed. The Commission will
notify you when the entire file has been closed. In the event you
wish to waive confidentiality under 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(12)(A),
written notice of the waiver must be submittCed to the Commission.
Receipt of the waiver will be acknowledged in writing by the
Commission.

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

BY: LiG. erner
Associate General Counsel

CC: Senator Sasser



FEDERAL ELECT!ON COWNAISSIO\

July 13, 1990

Mr. Paul E. Wilson
21 S.E. Wenona Avenue
Ocala, FL 32671

RE: MUR 2981
Bill Chappell Campai 11
Committee and Paul Wilson, as
treasurer

Dear Mr. Wilson:

On September 15, 1989, the Federal Election Commission
notified you of a complaint alleging violations of certain
sections of the Federal Election Camoaian Act of 1971, as amended
("the Act").

On July 10, 1990, the Commission decided, in light of the
death of Representative Chappell,,. to close its file on the Bill
Chappell Campaign Committee and you, as treasurer.

This matter will become a part,- of the public record within 30
days after the file has been closed -with respect to all
respondents. 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. SS 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. In the event you
wish to waive confidentiality under 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(12)(A),
written notice of the waiver must be submitted to the Commission.
Receipt of the waiver will be acknowledged in writing by the
Commission.

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble

General Counsel

BY: Lois G. erner
Associate General Counsel
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July 18, 1990

Mark Allen, Esquire
Office of the General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463 .

C

Re: MUR 2981
Robert Barrett

Dear Mr. Allen:

On July 17, 1990, we received a letter from
Commission Chairman Lee Ann Elliott indicating that the
Commission has found that there is reason to believe that our
client, Robert Barrett, knowingly and willfully violated
2 U.S.C. § 441(f).

This is to inform you that Mr. Barrett would like to
pursue pre-probable cause conciliation of this matter, in
accordance with 11 C.F.R. § 111.18(d).

Mr. Barrett is anxious to resolve this matter as
expeditiously as possible. It has been nearly a year since
the complaint alleging election law violations by Mr. Barrett
was filed with the Commission. In response to the original
notice of that complaint, Mr. Barrett provided material to the
Commission indicating that he has already pleaded guilty to
criminal charges based on the very allegations in the
complaint, that he has been sentenced to probation and
community service based on that plea, that his cooperation
with the government has been, in the opinion of the United
States Attorney as stated on the court record, "substantial



Mark Allen, Esquire
July 18, 1990
Page 2

and extraordinary," and that Mr. Barrett faces severe
financial and health problems.

In our letter to the Commission of October 3, 1989,
we expressed the view that, in light of the factors discussed
above, "no purpose would be served by the Commis;sion taking
any additional action against Mr. Barrett in conniection with
events which have already been thoroughly investigated and
disposed of by federal prosecutors." Nothing has occurred 14n
the intervening months, we submit, to change this vcw

Ilook forward to hearing from you.

Yours truly,

,,.Janes A. Bensf* eld
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July 23, 1990

By Hand

Mr. Mark R. Allen F
office of General Counsel L
Federal Election Commission Z
999 E Street, NW
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: Gerard J. Scarano, File No. MIJR 2981

Dear Mr. Allen:

I am writing in response to your letter of July 13,
1990 concerning the above-referenced matter.

We intend to make every effort to resolve this matter
as expeditiously and amicably as possible. As you are aware, Mr.
Scarano, in July 1989 admitted to the making of a false statement
in connection with a political contribution to Congressman
Chappell. Your Factual and Legal Analysis makes it clear that
the scope of your allegations involve possible contributions by
Mr. Scarano to political committees other than Mr. Chappell's.
In your view, these additional contributions, if any, were not
explicitly a part of Mr. Scarano's guilty plea.

We will require more time in order to fully respond to
your concerns. Specifically, responding to your Factual and
Legal Analysis will require a broad review of Mr. Scarano's
financial records. As I write today, I do not yet have these
records in my hands. I expect to have them in my hands, and to
be in a position to reply, by August 16. I therefore request an
extension of twenty days, until August 16, 1990, to respond to
your July 13 letter.
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Mr. Mark R. Allen
July 23, 1990
Page 2

I would appreciate it if you would notify me promptly
regarding your decision on my request for an extension.

Thank you.

Sincerely yours,

Scott D. Godshall

cc: Stephen H. Sachs, Esq.
Mr. Gerard J. Scarano



F fl DE RAL F t. (1T ION (J)MMISSION
A A'H 1 f I'. r .I &

July 243, 1990

B~ih~:' ciressicnl Committee

Re: M U? 2981

~par ~:Krone:

~the ordinary course off exercising its supervisory

responlsibilities, the Commission has examined publicly 
available

riminal informations and plea agreements which 
state that a

contribution you received was reimbursed by a corporation.

Specifically, you received a $1,000 
contribution from John

Roberts on November 17,-1987. This contribution allegedly was

reimbursed by Unisys Corporation. The Commission is providing

you with this notice for your information, and does not consider

you a respondent in this matter.

if you have not already done so, please refund this

contribution to the contributor (Unisys Corp.) within 30 days of

receipt of this notice. 11 C.F.R. S 103.3(b)(2). Because this

notice is being provided as part of an investigation being

conducted by the Commission, the confidentiality provision of

2 U.S.C. § 437g(a) l2)(A) applies. That section prohibits

making public any investigation conducted by the Commission

without the express written consent of the person with respect

to whom the investigation is made. You are advised that no such

consent has been given in this case.

if
att crney

you have any questions, please contact Mark

assigned to this matter, at (800) 424-9530.

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

BY: Lois G. Lerner
Associate General Counsel

Allen, the



FUDERAL [[[(lION COMMISSION

July .23, 1990

Hcorb Simonl, Treasurer
, -)rrn Dros fcr Conziress

a-roma, WA 98401

Re: MUR 2981

D ea r 'Ir. -s -mn:

In the ordinarY Course of exercising its supervisory
responsilbilities, the Commission has examined publicly available

criminal informations and plea agreements which state that two

-ontributicns you received were reimbursed by a corporation.
Specifically, you received a $500 contribution from Robert Old

and a $500 contribution from Samuel Ralph Preston on October 2,

1986. These contributions allegedly were reimbursed by Unisys
Corporation. The Commission is providing you with this notice

fo-r your information, and does not consider you a respondent in
this matter.

if you have not already done so, please refund these
contributions to the contributor (Unisys Corp.) within 30 days

of receipt of this notice. 11 C.F.R. 5 103.3(b)(2). Because

this notice is being provided as part of an investigation being

conducted by the Commission, the confidentiality provision of

2 U.S.C. § 4137g(a)J12)'A) applies. That section prohibits
making public any investigation conducted by the Commission
-without the express written consent of the person with respect

to whom the investioation is made. You are advised that no such
consent has been given in this case.

:-f you have any questions, please contact Mark Allen, the

at'torney assigned to this matter, at (800) 4124-9530.

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

BY: Lois G. Lerner
Associate General Counsel
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I'~ I --. Zck e r ma n

In the ordinary course of exercising its supervisory

responsibIties, the Commission has examined publicly available

rriminal informations and plea agreements which state that a

'-ontributic1 you received was reimbursed by a corporation.

-Tecificaliy, you received a $1,000 contribution from Joseph Hill

(,fn June 1? 1987. This contribution allegedly was reimbursed by

Unisys Corporation. The Commission is providing you with this

notice for your information, and does not consider you a

respondent in this matter.

If you have not already done so, please refund this

rontributicn to the contributor (Unisys Corp.) within 30 days of

teceipt of this notice. 11 C.F.R. S 103.3(b)(2). Because this

notice is being provided as part of an investigation being

conducted by the Commission, the confidentiality provision of

2 U.S.C. §437g(a)(12)(A) applies. That section prohibits making

public any investigation conducted by the Commission without the

express written consent of the person with respect to whom the

investigation is made. You are advised that no such consent has

been given in this case.

If you have any questions, please contact mark Allen, the

at-torney assigned to this matter, at (800, 424-9530.

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble

General Counsel

BY: LoiG1t rne r
Associate General Counsel

1990
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u1w23, 1990

D'-ar ir. Gcn2ales: raue

in the ordnarv course ofexercising its supervisory

resronsib 1ties, the Commissionl has eamined publicly available
r-rirninal inform~ationls and plea agreements which state that a

r-ontributicfl you received was reimbursed by a corporation.

speciffically, you received a $1,000 contribution from Joseph

Zuba I.I on June 13, 1986. This contribution allegedly was

reimbursed by Unisys Corporation. The Commission is providing

yrou with this notice for your information, and does not consider

you a respondent in this matter.

If you have not already done so, please refund this

cotibution to the contributor (Unisys Corp.) within 30 days of

receipvt of this notice. 11 C.F.R. 5 103.3(b)(2). Because this

n, tice is beini provided as part of an investigation being

conducted by the Commission, the confidentiality provision c~f

U.S.C. § 43 gaY12)(Al applies. That section prohibits

making public any investigation conducted by the Commission

without the express written consent of the person with respect

to whom the investigation is made. You are advised that no such

consent has been given in this case.

IfC you have any questions, please contact Mark Allen, the

attorney assiqned to this matter, at (800) 4214-9530.

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

BY: Lois G. Lerner
Associate General Counsel



SC
ANDREW M. LAWLER. P.C.

ATTONMELYS AT LAW

220 EAST 42N0 STREET

NEWYORK. H Y. 10017
ANDREW 0- LAWLER MAURICE M McOCEt4OTT

0F COUNSEL
5"PO D FELDMAN TIFLEPHONEt 812-007-SS50

TELIECOPER. 212-072-6.307

July 19, 1990

Lee Ann El~tChairman C

General counsel Office
999 E Street, .WRoom 6 5 7
Washington, D. C. 20463

Re: MUR 2981
James T. Kane

Dear Ms. Elliott:

I was the attorney for James T. Kane and am in
receipt of your letter of June 13, 1990. Please be advised
that after a lengthy illness, Mr. Kane passed away on
February 1, 1990.

If you have any questions or require any
documentation, please contact me.

Very truly you

Andrew M. Lawler

AMvL: nrnl

X7-
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LEONARD N. BEBOHICK

1?21 NINETEENTH STPEET. N W. SUITF C

WASHINGTON. C' C cC-

T E:- (202 293-~

E-Err-A '2172 2 -4 fi.' -i

-4~

Re: MUR 2981
D-)r1) Lynch1

Asacvised you yesterday by phone, I returned to the
'~ficefreT- vacation yesterday morning, and it was only then

t-hat Ys. El'ttsLetter of July 13th was opened and read.

It is our intention to prepare and file a response, and we
here formally reiterate our request for a 20 day extension to
orovide us the necessary time to do so. As you can appreciate,
I fAi~d a backload of pressing matters upon my return to the

Sandc the f-ull 20 days requested is required in these

Sincerely yours,

L 7 Be ChiCk
Counsel for Don L. Lynch
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July 25, 199%

Scott Godshall, Esq.
Wilmer, Cutler & Pickering
2445 M Street
Washington, D.C. 20037

RE: MtJR 2981
Gerard Scarano

Dear Mr. Godshall:-

This is in response to your letter dated July 23, 1990, which
we received on July 24, 1990, requesting an extension until August
16 to respond to the Commission's finding of reason to believe
that your client violated the Federal Election Campaign Act of
197/1, as amended. After considering the circumstances presented
in your letter, I have granted the requested extension.
Accordingly, your response is due by the close of business on
August 16, 1990.

If you have any questions, please contact Mark Allen, the

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

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble
General ounsel

7~4 ~74

BY: nthan Bernstein
Assistant General Counsel
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J,"Y25, 1990

Leonard Bebchick, Esq.
1220 Nineteenth Street, N.W.
Suite 700
Washington, D.C. 20036

RE: MUR 2981
Don Lynch

Dear Mr. Bebcnhick:

This is in response to your 'Letter dated July 24, 1990, which
we received that day, requesting an extension until August 20 to
respond to the Commission's finding of reason to believe that your
client violated the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended. After considering the circumstances presented in your
letter, I have granted the requested extension. Accordingly, your
response is due by the close of business on August 20, 1990.

if you have any questions, please contact Mark Allen, the
attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-5690.

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble

eN r_ ne

BY: Jonathan Bernstein
Assistant General Counsel
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July 23, 1990 129

Lee Ann Elliott
Chairman
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20463

Re: MUR 2981 Charles GardnerX

Dear Ms. Elliott:

On behalf of Charles F. Gardner, we write to respond to
your letter of July 13, 1990.

We respectfully submit that the Federal Election
Commission should take no further action with respect to Mr.
Gardner, for several reasons:

First, Mr. Gardner has already been punished
svubstanti;a!, for himsdeed's arnd w-ill continue to suffer
enormously, irrespective of what the FEC decides to do. He pled
guilty last March, 1989, and on September 15, 1989, received a
sentence of 32 months incarceration and a $40,000 fine. Mr.
Gardner is presently serving his sentence in Allenwood,
Pennsylvania. He has also been publicly and professionally
shamed, and has had his business career destroyed. Unemployed
since June 1988, he has limited finances, and his wife and the
youngest of their nine children have had to live on his pension
and their modest savings, which are gradually being depleted each
month to cover necessary expenses. There can be no question,
therefore, that Mr. Gardner has been more than amply punished for
his wrongdoing.

Second, Mr. Gardner has already made further amends by
providing extraordinary and exemplary cooperation to the United



July 123, 1990
Page -2-

States tlirOugh the United States Attorney's office for the
Eastern Dlstrict of6 Virginia and the United States Attorney's
off:Iice fo r the Eastern District of New York. Mr. Gardner has
devoted hun-dreds of' hours to meetInos with numerous F.B.I. agents

and~ GAenmn atorneys, lonoletel;, , reliably and truthfully*-e1i4ng all he knows and actively asitn in .h Ill Ind
...'estigation; he has even 'taken thIe nitiati4ve to call, offering
ai-/v-ce and suggestions. Mr. Gardner has also spent many days

as a key witness :ntegadJr. n the event the
E~C decides to take no fur,-ther action against Mr. Gardner, he

w4ould be prepared to offer his cocoperaticn to the FEC as well.
We invite you to contact Ass.istant United States Attorney Joseph
Aronica Assistant United States Attorney
L ar-ry 116oyer or FBI agents

concerning Mr. Gardner's proven track record in this
regarcl.

T7hird, Mr. Gardner has never sought public office, and
4s no longer involved in campaign contributions or other election
activities. His genuin~e remorse and contrition, future
intentions, community reputation and home environment reflect
,there is no threat that he will violate the federal election laws
in the future.

Fourth, as set forth in the Government's Statement of
Facts that accompanied the Criminal Information filed against Mr.
Gardner, the illegal contributions to political campaign
committees at issue here were made by "Sperry/Unisys", albeit
"through Charles F. Gardner" and others. Mr. Gardner was an
agent in this regard for his employer.

Finally, this is, above all, a tragic case. Mr.
Gardner, an ex-Marine, is a 60 year-old first offender with no
prior record of delinquency or criminal behavior. To the
contrary, as church officials and friends, family members and
business associates of Mr. Gardner attested before his sentencing
last September 15, 1989, he has conducted an otherwise
reproachless, and indeed praiseworthy, professional, social and
personal life. He has a close, loving and devoted relationship
with his wife, Alycemarye, their nirne children and their
grandchildren. He is a generous man in his parish and community,
who has not lived lavishly, and whose basic priorities have
always been to provide and care for his wife and children, and to
succeed in his job. When Mr. Gardner's employer asked him to
help ensure its success in obtaining defense contracts, he founi
himself surrounded by a corrupt environment. Driven by an
intense need and desire to provide for his family and help



July 23, 1990
Page -3-

protect the jobs of hundreds of co-employees at his company, he
wrongfully became swept up in a culture where political
favoritism and influence peddling was the accepted norm. To his
eternal and heartfelt re-gret, his --dg-en- becamne clouded and he
s u Ccumb ed.'

In sumk, we respectf'ully submit :it would be a waste of
the FEC's scarce resources and unfair and inappropriate to
proceed any f urther again. st Yr. Ga rdner-, who i s al read-y being
severely punished for his wrongdoing and has rade every effort to
make amends by his abundant cooperation with the United States.

In te eentthe EC evetheless wishes to proceed, we
r.espectfL:ull.y request the opportunit'y to pursue pre-probable cause
c on c ilia t ion pu rs u a n+,t to 1 C FR §11.-18 (d)

Respeot fully yours,

Mithael. J. Dell
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Wrranits i

PROBE, From AlI

*.,investigation into possible diversion
;w- f*money' IJck improper purposes,

Ib'us ,outside defensd con-

Jeal!drrditi for 1Kano
* P pe' rlesed yesterday states

that M itchell, a marketing manager
at the'Cr ent 'Iec(k facility. "sit
Gardner in c nferring benefits on
public c a

Sources said the Unisys investi-
gation is e)xaMrrig Gardner's d".-Ai-
ings with Rep. Pill Chappell (I)-
Fla.). chairman of the House Appr'-
priations subcommittee on defense,
and Rep. Roy Dyson (D-Md.), a
member of the House A:-ned Ser-
vi~ces Committee. B~oth legislator"
have denied wrongdoing.

.The warrants for thle search of
* Mitchell's Unisys office and Gard-

ner's Malverne, N.Y., home, seek
* evidence of dealings "pertaining to

schemes to defraud Unisys by di-
4.verting monies to other individuals
* and business entities to illegally in-

fluence the defense contracting pro-
cess and for their own personal
use.*"

The warrants seek documents
- . involving Armtec, a Palatka, Fla.,

firm that supplies Unisys with wire
harnesses for one of its major de-
fense contracts. Arintec was
founded by William WV. Roberts, a
former Unisys executive and friend
of Chappell, and William M. Galvin,
a military procurement consultant.
SAn inventory of items seized in

the search of Kane Paper Co. and
made public yesterday refers to a
opolitical file . .. luncheons, parties
etc. for politicians;" a "fund-raiser
memo from Charlie Gardner"
"Christmas list;" "one hlue foldt-r
marked . .re: Fund-raising and]
Congressmen," and "correspond-

* ence from R. Seelmeyer," an appar-
* - ent'reference ,t 1 Richard ' Seel-
*meyer, a former aide to the late

representative Joseph P. Addabbo
(D-N.Y.), Chappell's predecessor as
chairman of the key appropriations
subcommittee.

The inventory also lists seizures
of a files relating to a "Fla. condo". a
trust fund, with name blanked out;, a
$125,000 loan, with name omitted

A " "land in Stuart," and a "Franklin St

rnked otit on orders fromi
get mit references to Individ-

tias and comnpanie:s that hivent
surfaced In the investigatloil.
ISources have said that Unisys'.

Internal investigation is al-to focus-
ing on Gardner's dealings with
Armtec anid the possibility that
Unisys funds were improperly di-
verted to influence congressional
deliberations on weapon systems.
*Tile warrants- also mention three

~consultants who have been
searched -in connection with the
twoyelf' investigation intO fraud,
and corruption in military Contract-
ing a.Oelvln, Thomas Muldoof and
William S.,nda-and Victor Cohen.
.iM Air Force official In charge of

tatclSvR'e-l'R and1 acqurisition.
The Uitiv- p1irt in Great Ne k

tca* t was SM hedhs received at
lealst $191i milion in contracts for a
-h:pbcard elctroniC wvarf:!re svs-
t'n.ca~ the NIK92 Coherent
Receive-r;i rrnit ter (CORE) pro-
ject, that the Navy does not want.

Chappell ard Dyson have cii-
firmed that they proposed amnend-
ments to continue funduaig the pro-
't-ct, whic:h involves a radar system
for guiding m issiles fired from frig -
ates. In 1986, Secretary of the
Navy John F. Lehman Jr. urged
Congress to cancel the program in
order to redirect the money to an-
other electronic warfare system thle
Navy strongly supports.

Roberts, a longtime friend of
Chappell, and Galvin founded Arm-
tec in the fall of 1986. At the urging
of Chappell, they opened the plant
in Palatka, a small town in Chap-
pell's Florida dlistrict with a high
unemployment rate.

The plant's initial business was to
supply Unis'ys with wiring har-
nesses for the CORT project, but it
mushroomed to a miultimillion-dol-
lar enterpnse with about 100 emi-
ployees.

One source familiar with Unisys's
internal probe said Armtec "is a
main part of the investigation."

Kane's lawyer. Vincent Fuller,
declined comment and Gardner's
lawyer, Gairy Naftalis, could niot be
reached.

Duiring 1987 and 1988, thle Long
Island . Aerospace Political. Action

*Committee headed -by, Kane ,do-
nated $44,738 to 27 senators and
representatives from 15 states, ac-
cording to Federal Election Coin-
mision contribution records. InI
1985 and 1986, the PAC gave
$57,442 to 40) politiciains, Including
22 Democrats and 17 Republicans.

Staft wriCter Elizabeth Tucker and
Dana Priest contributed to this
r'epo rt.

A StibjedC ol

Defense P rob:
Jlarrants Are Seeking
liribe-Plot Ei'idcnce

B', Rwih am~r'is ondrir Pianin

pitwug \hellr r1 comip.-ny headed,
KI I r nc llv active Long Island'
busine'ssman c-xt~rtc-d campaign

I contrihutionus and joined with two
(lefeib e industry executives Ina
I plt to bribe public officials to gain
de-fense contracts, according td
search warrants unsealed yesterdaye
in the national probe of alleged Pen-
tagon procurement fraud. -
iThe warrants, ordered unsealed

in ~rokliibyU.S. District Ciut
Judge Edward Korman in heavily
edited versions, authorized
searches last month of Kane Paper
Co. of Baldwin, N.Y.: the home of
Charles F. Gardner, a former

I Unisy's Corp. vice, president for
marketing, and Dennis Mitchell, a
tinisvs marketing manager.

Kane Paper is headed by James
Kane. who directs a Long Island
Political action committee that con-
t ributes heavily to members of Con-
grt'ss who oversee defense con-

Thle Kane Paper warrant seeks.
evidence of involvement by Kane
Paper and others whose names are
excised in "schemes to ... extort'
campaign contributions from com-'

Ipanlics doing business with" firms or
persons whose identities are

i blanked out in the document.
It also asks for documents relat,.

ing to Kane Paper's involvement,
with Unisys, Gardner, Mitchell and
others in a plan to "corruptly give;
offer anid promise things of value to;
puiblic officials tQ illegally influence
the defense contracting business.7
Thle warrant seeks information on:

Iposs -ible use of stock certificates
and real estate in the alleged

(Gardner was forced by Unisys to
resign in March from the Surveil,
lance and Fire Control Division 16~
Grem Neck, N.Y., after an internal

See PROBE. All1, Col. 1I
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POBERT E'

r A e n uC %: FEDERAL-_ EXPRESS

You have asked me for Irv opinion involving two
Dossble itution in hic Lonq Island Aerospace Political

A-ic- Committee ("AERO PAC") miqht find itself under the
Fe-.der al Election Committee ("FEC") Regulations.

Enclosed are two memoranda summarizing my views.
.,cu: welcome any questions you may have and could make
mse:a-vailable to attend '.our forthcoming meeting should

,,o-u scc desire.

Sincerely,

,joseph D. Crumlish
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WJune 30, 19 82

MEMORANDUM ON ASPECTS OF
THE FEDERAL ELECTION CAMPAIGN ACT

by Joseph D. Crumlish, Esq.

I.A Fundraiser and Individual Contributions

Limits on Individuals: an individual is limited by the

F'ederal law as to what ho or she can give, as follows.

caT~i~coniMittee -sl,000.

..oa N-itional trolitical irty committc - $20,000.

The key as to which litapplies is - who are the indi-
vi'duals asked! to contribute to, i.e. wod hymk u

their checks to?

Earmarking of Contribu-tions: is done when an individual

makes a cont ribut ion to a designated candidate, or to a can-

didate's authorized committee, and gives or sends this con-

tribution through an intermediary. Therefore, when a PAC

collects checks which are made out to a particular candidate,

it becomes an intermediary and there are very specific re-

porting requirements which then apply.

Please note: if contribution checks from individuals are

made out to a National political committee, the earmarking

rules and reporting requirements do not apply. (See 2 USC

441a(a) (8); 11 CFR 110.6). The Senate or House Campaign Com-

mittees, for example, are specifically designated as national

I)lii~lcomi ttees. 11 CFR 110.1(b) (2)(i).

Uho iIAC ats i C(.ml nit : where a- PIA( si mly collects checks

for a national political committee and then forwards these

1.002161 1
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checks to that committI-ee, the PAC is merely a conduit for the

national committee. The individucil contributors; also have to

give the required information as to their name, address, etc.,

and the PAC must forward this data along with the checks to

the national comminittee.

per year. indiviadual checks m-ade out to a PAC must be deposited

~n h AC' bakaco . and reiorted nrover!ly as such.

This is true no -1atter what the purpose oif a fundraiser

might be which a PAC may hold. Thus, if the PAC wishes to hold

a fundraiser for the ultimate benefit of a Tparticular candi-

- date or a specific national political committee, but the con-

tribution checks are mnade out to the PAC, they must be reported

as contrib-itions to the PAC.

Contributions By a PAC: are limited to $5,000 per candi-

date per year unless the PAC has not yet qualified as a "multi-

candidate committee", in which case the limit is $1,000.

[Note: The LIong Island Aerospace Political Action Coin-

mrittee would riot qualit11y as a mlulticandidate coriuittee prior

to July 20, 1982.3

PAC contributions have higher annual limits where the con-

tribution (or disbursement) from the PAC is to a national pol-

itical committee:

(a) a PAC which qualifies as a multicandidate

political committee has a $15,000 aggregate

.O 2i511
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yearly limit on its contributions to a na-

tional political committee;

(b) a PAC which does not qualify as a multican-

didate committee - and therefore falls into

the same category as an individual person,

has a $20,000 aggregate yearly limit.

(N ot: C (I t I- 1 tt1(I- Ie' PAC,; to ii fit1jOhil po itci COI~lit-

tees are labeled as- "disbursement:; (fl rete rting Forms.)

'411. Total Contribution Limits

Wher-e 1-i 1ie has qualifiedi as a nulticandidate PAC, there

is n liit on the total contributions the PAC can make to in-

dividual candidates or to other political committees. The

SoIC I limi't is the practical one of how much money it can raise.

(Specific contributions to candidates and committees, of course,

must each fall within the limits outlined earlier.)

Where a PAC does not qualify as a multicandidate commit-

tee, there is a limit of $25,000 per year on the total con-

tributions which the PAC can make. This is the same limit

which applies to individuals. 11 CFR 110.5(a). This limit

applies only to political contributions made by the PAC; ex-

penses; of adiiitrtio nd sol i it-tion of funds for the

PAC are not counted towards this total limitation.

IV. Payment of Fundraiser Expenses

General Comment: payment of the expenses of a fundraiser

(a luncheon, dinner, reception or other party at which contri-

butions are received for an individual candidate, a national

'nolitical committee or a PAC), is in itself a contribution to

the beneficiary of the fundraiser. The amount of these ex-

penses must be reported as a contribution to the candidate or
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Corporations: are prohibited from contributinq to candi-

dates for Federal elective office; it is also illegal for

corporatiron5L to contribute to a national Luolitical committee.

TINerefore, the expenses of a fundraiser for either of these

t%% UP pL' Scal i11ne b n by o ep'rtin

~C)I' n~ lv, I, ~v' -n''; Ir I l~ja-e foIr-r

a corporation or its credlit to LeusCd in tile course of rais-

.,rq funds cr payjina the exoenstc!s Lf fundraisino-, butt in any

such- case the corooration should and must be rei-mbir sed as

quickly as possible. T he expenses of fundraising should and

must be reported accurately and properly by the person (whe-

ther an individual or a PAC) who ultimately pays the expenses

of the fundraiser.

PAC Fundraisers, where the purpose is to raise money for

the political action comittee itself (the PAC), have differ-

ent rules, as follows:

(a) where the PAC is an independent PAC, not

connected to any corporation or trade asso-

ciation, thle PAC must pay all of the ex-

penses ofr fundraising from its own treas-

ury;

(b) where the PAC is a connected PAC, tied to

one corporation, trade or professional or-

ganization, its fundraising expenses can

be naid by its connected corporation or

trade association. 11 CFR 100.6

00OO21 St;
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PI' I e t note: 'I'll l'onitj P()1d e :;'I&.'Io it. i c l Actio rn

mittee is an indeoendent PAC. It must pay all of its owl,

fundraising expenses and cannot accept corporate financial

support.



June 30, 1982

MEMORANDUM ON CONTRIBUTIONS

MERGED WITH FUNDRAISING TOTALS

by Joseph D. Crumlish, Esq.

Sometimes a PAC or the individuals responsible for its opelra-

tion seek to meet a pledge or a fundraisinq goal and must combine

funds fromI more than one source to reach the t arqete, qoal. Th Is

is per-fectv -possible -Ind I e~jaI, prcov dinq l 1' u,1 the' apl icable

linitatlons aro observe"J. vor exa-mo7e:

.. Suppose a pledge of $14,0100 has been 7.ad.e t3 a national

'itical committee;

... Assume the members of a PAC hold a fundratstcr to meet

the pledge, but manaqe to raise only $8,000;

...Can an individual contribute the needed $6,000 by add-

ing his personal check to the fundraiser's total?

T'he answer is "Yes", and the total of $14,000 can then be given

to the national political committee.

Applicable Considerations: the limits involved here are sim-

* - ply those which flow from the general limits of the law (the Federal

Election Campaign Act, 2 USC 431, et seq.). Thus,

(a) individuals can contribute personally Up to $20,000

per year to a national political committee (such as the

House and Senate Campaign Committees);

(b) PACs can contribute up to $15,000 per year to a na-

tional political committee, if a PAC is a qualified multi-

candidate political committee. If the PAC is not so qual-

ified, it is treated like an individual and has a $20,000

limit.
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Warniij L: it would be a mistake and it would be illegal, in

the above examplu, for an individual to try to give the PAC a con-

tribution of ""(,000. An individual can only give up to $5,000 to

a PAC. In this example, the individual's check should be made

directly to the national Dolitical committee.

\~'t t nt t i I. r I ('111d wti icl are

tre at +I ou-i ~ i.ilV z; t(ati I t rto :u of $25,000

o'r ve~ir It 2lr~ btj()l tt C1 rid iviQ-7 2n a to PACs and

to atlonal _-i)_I~tical co=ittees are a,_1du,! together c,mulatively

4.n each x'ear _-, ro-aching the S25,000 overall limit.

Reporting: thiepenlds on where the money comes 'from. In

the example ielabove,

.if all t.he, checks from the funlraiser, phis the indi-

vidual's check, are grouped together and handed over to

the national political committee, there is no reporting

required by the PAC, provided all the checks are made

out directly to the national political committee; the

reporting must then be done by the national political

committee.

... ill an-y or all~ of the checks are depoqited in the PAC's

bank account, or are made out to the PAC and endorsed

over to the national political committee, the PAC itself

must then properly report the contributions to its ac-

count and the subsequent disbursement of funds to the

national political committee.

... if the PAC pays any of the expenses of the fundraiser

.An the above exampole, it riist renort the total of these

expenses as a, Iisbursement aind conrributi~on to the na-

tional political committee.

R

- 2 - ,June 30. 1982
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OP S

I. Pr)LITICAL ACTION COMMITTEE (PAC) ISSUES AND
RECOMMENDAT IONS

A. _- chief advantage of forming a PAC is to
orc-anizc the ,2efforts of individual contributors into a
cceie n ffciemeans of acr -plish ing the

Con tribltcr urps'es.

1 P1 c Ai Ac-t je oiit'(PAC) is the term
&ailv~~ c0v0c tc a e-te frri raise money from

~"r.tibu'~: ~ rthe, purto se of c" iigfinanrcial or other
~.~stnc~~nidaesrunninc7 InL31 election for public

o:~ce Ccfi~ri':this fi13iladi given in the fo=..
~ cnt~b~:zs fc~the PAC t D :-anl-i1cate's election

C~~nt?.V:c, rnu hl a' a~s -o-~ pc: Ided in other ways
by te PA chrUch payment f ils provision of services,

Ifthe candidates to be assisted are running for
C=ngress, then all PAC operations are governed by the
Federal Elect ion Campaign (FEC) Act of 971, as amended (the
Act) , and related2 Federal laws (2 U.S.C. 431 et seq.)
Further, all such PAC's mustk- comply with extensive
regulatory, oversigh-t and public reporting requirements
established bv~ the FEC, the Federal Election Cominission (11
CFR 1.1 et sea.).

Desianation of the PAC as e.g. "The Long Island
AircrafEt Industry" also provides a strong clue to the
recipient as to the groups reason for giving.

A PAC takes away the cloud of suspicion which
often accomp-.anies contributions from strangers. ("Why did
those fellows up in New York give me a contribution?" What
are they up to."')

Further, a PAC provides additional legal
protection to both the contributors, and to the recipients
in a sensit,-ive area.

The majority Of PACs are "connected" with Unions,
Corporations or Associations. Because your group consists
0: none of these, you might want to consider qualifying as

'IIan "inoependIent" PAC, i.e., not administered or used for
poitical purcoses by a corporation, trade association,
cooperative or membership organization.

In thtway, your group would not need the added
formality of- inckorporating or f ormina an association.

add-ition, .our- PAC wou ld probably not be
subject to the legal constrn int-s imposed upon PACs connected
with-!" such entities.

1'.002294



For example, you would not be required to have
annual written authority to request contributions from

salaiedemploye-es.

An ad- antage which is spelled out for "connected"
P.7C:s is that the organization to which the PAC is connected
c~in tak-e care of the PAC's adminstrative expenses. But

you arucIs small, such expenses may. not be
s- I an xit , e~2jlVWh-2'. contras-ted wit the amount of

t 11 I .. ;-o d n c 3V0 av -i1.

Ar~.c~e: 1i3UeS iSwhethe \'ourP., ~I '
mu:t~anjjteas- defined in 2 .S.C. 441a(,0) .1)

Most federal PACs are, o-r ex-ect -
"- i pia 0~- oit I Cal c te es" be cauSe ~:t-c. ol'ar
limi ; wbl: a7- 1%, to the c=ntrbtin a PCcatmke A

PAzC which', does ntqualify aS a mtulticandid--te political
ccMM--- f. t,--..- .4--ee, fo example, is limited to contributions of $1000
per election and a total of S25,000 in contributions per
calenda-4r year, as a "person" under the Act (2 U.s.c.
431(11), 441a. (a) (1). A qualified PAC, however, may
contribute up to $5000 to a candidate for each election
(primary, run-off:-;: or general) , up to $15,000 per year to
national party commuittees and up to $5000 per year to any
other political committee ( U.S.C. 441a (a) (2); 11 CFR
110.2) . There is not total limit on contributions from such
a PAC.

To qualify as a multicandidate political
committee, a PAC must be registered with the FEC and with
the Clerk of the House of Secretary of the Senate for at
least six months; it must also have received contributions
for Federal elections from more than 50 persons, and (except
for State political party organizations) it must have made
contributions to five or more Federal candidates. See 2
U. S.C. 441a (a) (4) ; 11 CFR 100. 5 (e) (3) .

Tangential to this issue is whether your PAC will
contribute to Presidential and local candidates.

Neither course is recommended. Agreement on
contributions to candidates off both parties is usually
reached by PAC mem,.bers but the either,'or nature of
Presidential elections can cause a deep rift in the PAC.
Contributions to local candidates would entail compliance
with New.. York state laws and relatino those laws with the
federal laws - a sticky thicket.

In selection of offficials, it is important to have
a Treasurer and an assistant Treasurer in order to insure
continuitv in contributions, a-Cootance and expenditures.
No contributions may be made unless a Treasurer is alive and
on board. (FEC Reqrulation 2102.7(a)).

-2- * IOO22945



Under the Act and FEC regulations, all political
corttQ2 s must comply with detailed notice requirements for
so-1licitatijon of contributions (2 U.S.C. 441d; 11 CFR
102.16) . This is obviously important to corporate
0 1 ~oa I for otherwise it would be difficult to know when

Cl'arsnal contribution limit has been reached or for what
p1:ofurposes a contribution 's beirng sought.

£ 0 i"~titjfl itecita:~fra fe'ralyregistered

ccrt'~' ~h1 ' Ofrt> a~r (11 CFR
110.11~ (a > .Slctaticn c'ot rmP~ must al.so

__ ~-'~ ontrbutr~o: ~.eD~l t~alPurposes of

oorrCxcon to PCs whether or ncot the Ir 7 Co~~i~ has
e 4 od ta s oICi_4t ation,0 by a P A (I CF. I1145().

FiFl.:, PCs are sub- ect to all of the disclosur,-
requ-,recercts or othr poitcal coc=-ti s 4(See 11CFR Part
10)

An i~n-ortan-t limitation on PAC contr ibut ions by
ccrporate o:Ef-icials is the absolute prohibition against the
contribution of cc-rDorate funds, directly or indrcl. (

U.S.C. 441b) . Enrocrcement penalties can be severe (2 U.s.c.
437g (d) ). Moreover, the detailis o"' what constitutes a
prohibited contribution or expenditure are extensive. (See
1llCFR 114. 1 (a), 114. 2).

-3-
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'o e d

:n .Cj4.. to yor/n

tributions6~ fr copoae resryfud

~-in coeriardo to you,-hery

:cl-1nga upcssfrlnch.on Contibuion ius be inade

PAC and should be reported by the PAC, in the same amount as
received arnd disbursed.

Kindest Reqaras,/

J6seph D. Cruxnlish

DC 'pdh

#*djOO0392
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Kiba TolCopany, Inc.
28 New York Avenue, Westbury, N.Y. 11590 U 516/333-6220

October 9, ltU8

4 N' P

D ea r >r . rCr7v1s:

En clIo so en4 lease f ir.c- the f ollIowing:

- No receipts for September 198/.

2 - Copies of check numbers 1071, 1072, 1073, 1074,
1075, 1L076, 1077, 1078, 1079 and 1080.

- Copy of bank statement of 9/30/87.

This covers all transactions for September.

Very truly yours,

KLE N TOOL CO., INC.

SW/ak Stanle ~olin

011,000364

Cutting Tools U Machine Tools U Precislon istruments U indsrial Hardware
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LONG ISLAND AEROPAC

CHECK REQUISITION

STAN WOLIN

TREASURER

PLEASE ISSUE A CHECK FOR THE FOLLOWING:

1%("1, -1 (C~J ~

APPROVAL
J IM KANE

ORIGINAL INVOICE ATTACHED

11.000005

an. @.~cM OucW.*Ws3Pr .

*Avg ______I 1133
LONG ISLAND AEROSPACE

POLITICAL ACTION COMMITTEE

PAY
TO THE
ORDER Of.

100/214

A"4'64,e~) ,i~ .I- lrlL15- 2 -~

Lw~m~m"Trum*~Sl -- _NA. X
*01.L C*4TWW 00^0

-- WasTsuUm. maw YORK( 1190/O/2oL
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DEWEY. BALLANTINE, BUSH BY. PALMER &WOOD
f 77 5 PENNSYLVAN IA AVEN UE. N W.

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20006
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-July 27, 1990

[P.~* ~ ,.V
A'AAfEx .6 ~ .~ e 9ON ' o

-r C N4 :* I

I - S

AN?

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

Attn: Mark Allen, Esq.

Re: MUR 2981

Joseph E. Hill

Dear Mr. Noble:

This Response is submitted on behalf of Mr. Joseph E. Hill

in reply to the letter dated July 13, 1990, from Federal Election

Commission ("the Commission" or "FEC") Chairman Lee Ann Elliott,

informing us that on July 10, 1990, the Commission found reason

to believe that Joseph E. Hill, had "knowingly and willfully"

violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f. 11 C.F.R. § 111.9(a) (1990).

Enclosed with the letter was the Factual and Legal Analysis which

formed the basis for the Commission's finding.

Chairman Elliott indicated that Mr. Hill had the

"opportunity to demonstrate that no action should be taken" by

the FEC with respect to the complaint. Absent additional

information, the Chairman stated the Commission's intent to

proceed against Mr. Hill in this proceeding as authorized by the

A- A A

A.A A .' A

3 -L

E A'

(-)

-j

.. 1

Ar



Lawrence M. Noble, Esq.
July 27, 1990
Page 2

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

etsa (1983) ("the Act").

I. Facts

On January 27, 1989, Joseph E. Hill was criminally indicted

by the Department of Justice for violating section 441f of the

Act. This statute provides that:

"No person shall make a contribution in the name of
another person or knowingly permit his name to be used
to effect such a contribution, and no person shall
knowingly accept a contribution made by one person in
the name of another person."

2 U.S.C. § 441f (1983). Mr. Hill pleaded guilty, was convicted

and sentenced. United States v. Hill, No. 89-00035-A (E.D. Va,

Jan. 27, 1989).j1/

On July 13, 1990 the Commission notified Mr. Hill that it

had concluded there was reason to believe that he had knowingly

and willfully violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f (1983). The FEC's Factual

and Legal Analysis noted that Mr. Hill's guilty plea materials

cited (i) $4,000 in illegal aggregate contributions to four

different campaign committees; and (ii) "Hill's plea also states

that he knowingly and willingly helped funnel Unisys funds to

~/ I understand that Mr. Hill was paid certain sums by
Unisys Corporation with the understanding that he would
use these funds to make contributions to candidates
identified by a Unisys representative.
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July 27, 1990
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political committees, the total of such contributions from 1982-

1988 being over $25,000."L2/

Mr. Hill has already been convicted and sentenced to

unsupervised probation for one year and fined $5,100 for this

offense, pursuant to 2 U.S.C. § 437g(d)(l) (1983). If the

commission were to recommend criminal prosecution against

Mr. Hill for a "knowing and willful" violation of this Act, this

second proceeding would place Mr. Hill in jeopardy of being

prosecuted twice for the same offense, in violation of the Fifth

Amendment of the United States Constitution.

Thus, the issue here is not whether there is probable cause

to believe Mr. Hill violated the Act -- he has already been

convicted in a U.S. District Court for these violations -- but

whether, in the words of Chairman Elliott's Notification Letter,

"no action should be taken against" Mr. Hill. For the reasons

stated below, we believe no action should be taken against

Mr. Hill.

II. This Respondent Was Not Named in the Complaint

The Factual and Legal Analysis states that Mr. Hill was

named in a complaint from a Luis Luna dated September 8, 1989.

This assertion is incorrect. Mr. Luna's complaint charged

Congressman Ron Dyson and the treasurer of his campaign

j/ Included in this amount would be an alleged $1,000
contribution also mentioned in the Factual and Legal
Analysis.
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committee, Ms. Marian Fadas, with violating the Federal Election

Campaign Act. The complaint contains no allegation against

Mr. Hill. The complaint does not even mention Mr. Hill by name.

There is no legal authority for the proposition asserted in

the Legal and Factual Analysis that, because Mr. Hill pled guilty

in a separate proceeding to the same violations of the Act that

are alleged by the Comrmission in this compliance proceeding, he

had by that fact received legally adequate notice that he was,

is, or would be, a respondent to a complaint filed with the

commniss ion.

III. A Second Criminal Prosecution Against Mr. Hill Would

Violate His Fifth Amendment Right Against Double Jeopardyv

Mr. Hill has already pled guilty to knowingly and willfully

violating 2 U.S.C. § 441f. The Act provides that "any person who

knowingly and wilfully" commits a violation of any provision of

the Act "which involves the making, receiving, or reporting of

any contribution or expenditure aggregating $2,000 or more during

a calendar year" shall be fined or imprisoned or both. 2 U.S.C.

§ 437g(d) (1) (A). Pursuant to this section, Mr. Hill has been

prosecuted and fined for this offense. Thus, this proceeding

against Mr. Hill constitutes double jeopardy.

The Double Jeopardy Clause of the Fifth Amendment states

that "No person shall ... be subject for the same offense to be

twice put in jeopardy of life or limb ... "1 U.S. Const. amend. V.

The Double Jeopardy Clause covers all actions which can



Lawrence M. Noble, Esq.
July 27, 1990
Page 5

potentially result in criminal punishment. Breed v. Jones, 421

U.S. 519, 528-30, 44 L.Ed.2d 346, 354-56 (1975) (juvenile court

proceedings followed by Superior Court trial violated Clause).

The purpose of the Double Jeopardy Clause is to prevent a

person from being subject to more than one criminal proceeding

for the same action. Id. at 532-33. It serves the important

public policy function of protecting an accused from government

harassment by multiple prosecutions for the same offense.

Accord United States v. Wilson, 534 F.2d 76, 78-79 (6th Cir.

1976). United States v. Wilson, 420 U.S. 332, 343-45f 43 L.Ed.2d

232, 241-42 (1975).

The FEC is empowered under the Act to determine whether Mr.

Hill "knowingly and willfully" committed a violation of a

provision of the Act and to refer him to the Attorney General of

the United States for criminal prosecution. 2 U.S.C. § 437g(d)

(1983). If, however, the offenses charged by the Commission are

the same as those already tried by the Attorney General, then the

Double Jeopardy Clause prohibits a second criminal trial. United

States v. Haygood, 502 F.2d 166, 168 n.4 (7th Cir. 1974) cert.

denied, 419 U.S. 1114, 42 L.Ed.2d 812 (1975). In United States

v.Mls the court stated that once a person has pleaded guilty

to a charge he may not subsequently be prosecuted on other

charges that allege the same offense. 430 F. Supp. 98, 101 (D.C.

Cir.), aff'd, 569 F.2d 161 (1977), quoting United States v.

Ewll 383 U.S. 116, 15 L.Ed.2d 627 (1966). When a person has
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been once convicted and punished for a particular crime,

principles of fairness and finality require that he not be

subjected to the possibility of further punishment for the same

offense. United States v. Wilson, 420 U.S. at 343, 43 L.Ed.2d at

241, quoting Ex parte Lange, 18 Wall 163, 21 L.Ed 872 (1874).

The Act provides that a defendant in a criminal proceeding

brought under the Act may introduce a Conciliation Agreement

entered into with the Commission as evidence of a lack of

knowledge or intent to commit the alleged violation. 2 U.S.C.

§ 437g(d)(l)(C)(2) (1983). In fact, Chairman Elliott's July 13

Notification Letter inquires about entering whether Mr. Hill

wants to enter into pre-probable cause Conciliation with the

Commission. It is not clear that Conciliation is an available

option here, either for the Commission or for Mr. Hill, since his

criminal conviction for these offenses has preceded this

investigation. Mr. Hill has already been convicted of the same

violations of 2 U.S.C. § 441f that are alleged in the Factual and

Legal Analysis. As a result of his conviction he was sentenced

and fined pursuant to 2 U.S.C. § 437g(d)(l)(A). Therefore this

MUR proceeding, as against Mr. Hill, is moot.

IV. Civil Penalties in This Proceeding Would Also

Constitute Double Jeopardy

The Act authorizes the Commission to institute a "civil

action" for relief in the United States district court for the

district in which the violator is found or transacts business. 2
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U.S.C. § 437g(a)(6)(A) (1983). Generally, the Double Jeopardy

Clause does not preclude separate civil and criminal proceedings

based on the same incident. Berdick v. United States, 612 F.2d

533, 538 (Ct. Cl. 1979). See also, Rex Trailer Co. v. United

States, 350 U.S. 148, 150-51, 100 L.Ed 149, 154 (1956) (defendant

who purchased trucks from government under fraudulent veteran

claim, pleaded nolo contendere and paid fines under criminal

charges was forced under civil charges to reimburse the

government for losses); United States Ex Fel Marcus v. Hess, 317

U.S. 537, 549, 87 L.Ed 443, 452 (1943) (contractor who defrauded

the government faced criminal charges and civil penalties to

reimburse the loss to the government); Helvering v. Mitchell, 303

U.S. 391, 392, 82 L.Ed 917, 922 (1938) (defendant prosecuted for

tax evasion was acquitted, but required in civil action to pay

Government tax deficiency and costs).

The Supreme Court has, however, recognized that the labels

of 'civil' and 'criminal' are not always of paramount importance

in determining the applicability of a double jeopardy analysis,

and recourse to strict statutory interpretation is not well

suited to the "context of the humane interests." United States

v. Halver, 490 U.S. -A_, __ 104 L.Ed.2d 487, 501 (1989)

(defendant who was convicted and sentenced to a jail term and to

pay $5,000 for false claims was relieved of additional civil

sanctions of $130,000). Under certain circumstances a civil

sanction which serves the goals of punishment may violate the
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Double Jeopardy Clause. Id. Acco.rd, United States v. One

Assortment of Firearms, 465 U.S. 354, 362, 79 L.Ed.2d 361, 368;

Helvering v. Mitchell, supra, 303 U.S. at 398, 82 L.Ed at 921.

Under the Double Jeopardy Clause, a defendant who has been

punished in a criminal prosecution may be subjected to an

additional civil sanction only to the extent that the second

sanction may be fairly categorized as remedial, and not as a

deterrent or retribution. United States v. Halver, spa, 490

U.S. at r_ 104 L.Ed.2d at 502. In United States v. Halper the

Supreme Court narrowly held that where a fixed-penalty provision

subjects a prolific but small-gauge offender to a sanction

overwhelmingly disproportionate to the damages he had caused, the

provision is punishment and not civil. Id.

Here, any civil penalty leveled against Mr. Hill by the

Commission will not be remedial -- to reimburse the government

for any damages suffered. Rather, it will be punitive -- to

punish Mr. Hill for his violation of the Act. Since the FEC's

proceedings against Mr. Hill will not result in (i) restitution

to the government of money taken by virtue of his activities, or

(ii) protect the government from financial loss, they are not

civil in nature and would violate the Double Jeopardy Clause.

Helvering v. Mitchell, supra, 303 U.S. at 401-02, 82 L.Ed at 923.

The government is entitled to "rough" remedial justice in its

demands for compensation, United States v. Halver, supra, 490

U.S. at __ 104 L.Ed 2d at 500, but is not entitled to impose a



Lawrence M. Noble, Esq.
July 27, 1990
Page 9

second set of punitive sanctions on Mr. Hill. Mr. Hill is a

small-gauge offender who has already been punished, and under the

narrow holding of Halper, he is protected from punitive civil

sanctions by the Double Jeopardy Clause.

V. Administrative Economy and Simple Fairness Militate in

Favor of Taking No Action Against Respondent

The purpose of the Act is to keep the electorate fully

informed of the sources of a candidate's support and to deter or

expose corruption, and thereby minimize the influence that

unaccountable interest groups and individuals can have on elected

federal officials. E.g., FEC v. Furgatch, 807 F.2d 857, 862 (9th

Cir.) cert. denied, 484 U.S. 850, 98 L.Ed.2d 106 (1987). In

order to further these goals the Act empowers the Commission to

impose civil penalties on individuals who violate its provisions.

2 U.S.C. § 437g (1983).-

In determining whether or not to assess a civil penalty

under 2 U.S.C. § 437g the courts have considered (i) the good or

bad faith of the defendant; (ii) the injury to the public; (iii)

the defendant's ability to pay; and (iv) the necessity of

vindicating the authority of the responsible federal agency. FE

v. Furgatch, 869 F.2d 1256, 1258 (9th Cir. 1989). In FEC v. Ted

Haley Cong. Comm., the court refused to assess civil penalties

against a defendant for a questionable post-election loan where

the candidate had no intent to run again and agreed to repay the

loan out of his personal income. 654 F. Supp. 1120 (W.D. Wash.
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1987), rev'd on other grounds, 852 F.2d 1111 (9th Cir. 1988)

(court affirmed civil penalties decision of lower court). see

also FEC v. Gus Savage for Congress '82 Comm., 606 F. Supp. 541,

548 (N.D. Ill. 1985) (court found no grounds for imposing civil

contempt penalties because defendant has already incurred great

personal cost by hiring lawyer and accountant).

Application of the Furgatch criteria to the instant case

indicates that there should not be an assessment of penalties in

addition to those already imposed on Mr. Hill by virtue of his

criminal trial. Mr. Hill has demonstrated his good faith by

cooperating with the government in his criminal prosecution. His

cooperation saved the government the cost and expense of a trial.

He is 77 years old (he will turn 78 in August). He is in ill

health. Most important, he is retired; that is, he is no longer

involved in the activity for which he was convicted. His

criminal prosecution will have a greater deterrent effect on

others than any civil proceeding could ever have. He has paid a

$5,100 fine for his offenses. His ability to pay another fine is

limited. Any loss suffered by the government as a result of

Mr. Hill's actions has been more than compensated by the

substantial fine already paid. Continued civil action by the

Commission against Mr. Hill is not for purposes of restitution or

deterrence, but can only be punitive, and should therefore be

rej ected.
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VI. Conluion~

Accordingly, we request that the General Counsel recommend

to the Commission that no further action be taken against Mr.

Hill in this matter.

Respectfully submitted,

MYlit6V. Lynk

MVL: ao



Bruce Baird, Esq.
Richard Shore, Esq.
Covington & Burlinq
1201 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.',,.
Washington, D.C. 200444

FE: MUR 2981

Unisys Corporation

Dear Messrs. Baird and Shore:

This is in response to your letter dated July 210, 1990, which
we received on July 23, 1990, requesting an extension until

N September 4, 1990 to respond to the Commission's finding of reason
to believe that your client violated the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended. After considering the circumstances
presented in your letter, I have granted the requested extension.
Accordingly, your response is due by the close of business on
September 4, 1990.

Please note that the Commission has relied on your previous
representations that your client wished to cooperate fully in the
Commission's investigation, and has not issued a subpoena to your
client. Moreover, we note your desire to move forward
expeditiously in this matter. Therefore, in the intervening
period until your response to the Commission's findings is due, we
would like to begin review of the documentary materials in Unisys'
possession relating to this matter at whatever location would be
convenient for your client.

Please contact Mark Allen of my staff as soon as possible
regarding this request, at (202) 376-5690.

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble

General Counsel

BY: Lois G. re
Associate General Counsel
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BRAND & LOWELL
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923 FIFTEENTH STREET. N W
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August 1, 1990

Mark Allen, Esquire (
General Counsel's Office
Federal Election Commission
999 E. Street, N.W.
Room 657
Washington, DC 20463

Re: 14CR 2981

Dear Mr. Allen:

Enclosed for filing is the joint reply of Samuel Ralph
Preston and Maddie Preston to the Commission's finding that
"reason to believe" exists that the Prestons, violated the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971. Thank you for your attention to
this matter.

Sincerely,

Ross A. Nabat f

RAN: gl1r
Enclosures
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BEFORE THE

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of

Sanuel Ralph Preston

~n~i ) MUR 2981

maddle P*:er4.c)to

RESPONDENTS' REPLY TO THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION'S
FINDING THAT-7 THERE IS REASON TO BELIEVE THAT THE RESPONDENTS

VIOLTED-HE FEDER.AL FEECTION CANIPAIGN ACT OF 1971

Respondents, Sanuel Ralph Preston and Maddie Preston

(collectively, the "Prestons") , submit this reply to the Federal

Election Commission's (the "Commission") finding that there is

"reason to believ.e" that the Prestons violated 2 U.S.C. S 441(f),

a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 (the

"Act") which prohibits contributions in the name of another. The

Prestons respectfully submit that the Commission erred in

concluding that "reason to believe" exists that they have

violated S 441(f) of the Act of 1971.

The complaint's basis is John Roberts' guilty plea and its

accompanying materials describing a scheme to funnel campaign

contributions from Unisys Corporation ("Unisys") to certain

Congressmen. According to the Roberts' plea materials, Unisys

utilized defense consultants as campaign contribution "conduits."

Unisys allegedly reimbursed these consultants for their

contributions, thereby making Unisys the actual contributor.

The Prestons concede that a conduit scheme -- like the one

described above -- would violate S 441(f). See also 11 C.F.R.
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SllO.4(b)(l)(i). In this case, however, the Prestons submit that

they have undertaken corrective measures such that the Commission

should take no further action against them.

Specifically, in March, 1989, the Prestons retained counsel

to represent then in matters relating to Mr. Preston's work,

including reviewing their political contributions to ensure

compliance with the Act. This review was undertaken pursuant to

the Prestons' desire to ensure compliance with the Act and

pursuant to media allegations that corporations were utilizing

third parties to contribute to certain Congressmen.

Prior to John Roberts' guilty plea and the initiation of

this action by the Commission, counsel thoroughly reviewed the

Prestons' records, and determined that certain contributions to

various Congressman raised questions under the Act. The Prestons

believed that their contributions were entirely permissible and

from their own discretionary funds, but to avoid even the

appearance of impropriety, they decided to reimburse Unisys to

remedy any implications that the contributions may have

contravened federal election law. The reimbursement occurred on

November 22, 1989, prior to John Roberts' guilty plea and the

initiation of this action by the Commission. Moreover, all of

the alleged illegal contributions described in the Commission's

Factual and Legal Analysis and Roberts' guilty plea were refunded

to Unisys.

When they made the contributions in question, the Prestons

were unaware that the contributions might implicate the Act. As



soon as they were informed of the potential issues surrounding

the contributions, however, the Prestons immediately decided to

redress -- and did redress -- any conceivable questions that

arose. Indeed, they did not delay the reimbursement until the

Roberts' guilty plea or the commencement of this action. The

result of such lippropriate conduct is that the Prestons set the

record straight in November, 1989, instead of after any

protracted CoF~i.ssion enforcenent proceeding. Thus, any further

action by the Commission would chill individuals who -- like the

Prestons -- attempt to cure potential problems on their own

initiative. Surely, the Commission does not want to halt such a

self-policing mechanism.

Conclusion

For the foregoing reasons, respondents, Samuel Ralph Preston

and Maddie Preston, respectfully request the Commission to take

no further action against them.

Respectfully submitted,

Brand & Lowell, P.C.
923 15th Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20005
(202) 662-9700

BY: ~ i

Stanley M.,&rand
Ross A. Nabatoff



BEFORE THE
FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of:)

Samuel Ralph Preston)
MUR No. 2981

anld

Maddie Preston

AFFIDAVIT OF SAMUEL RALPH PRESTON

('ITY OF WASHINGTON
SS:

D)ISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Samuel Ralph Preston, being first duly sworn on oath, states

as follows:

1. In March, 1989, I retained counsel to represent my wife,

Maddie Preston, and me in certain matters related to my work,

including reviewing our political contributions to ensure

compliance with the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 (the

"Actl) .

2. Counsel reviewed the contributions in response to our

desire to ensure compliance with the Act and in response to

extensive media coverage that corporations were utilizing third

parties to contribute to certain Congressman.

3. Prior to John Roberts' guilty plea and the initiation of

this action by the Commission, counsel reviewed our contributions

and determined that certain of them raised questions under the

Act.

4. My wife and I believed that the contributions in

question were permissible and were from our own discretionary

funds, but to avoid even the appearance of impropriety, we



decided to reimburse Unisys to remedy the questionable

contributions.

5. The reimbursement to Unisys occurred on November 22,

1989, prior to John Roberts' guilty plea and the initiation of

this action by the Commission. In addition, the reimbursement

encompassed all of the alleged illegal contributions described in

the Commission's Factual and Legal Analysis and Roberts' guilty

plea.

SAMUEL RALPH PRESTON

Subscribed and sworn before me this 1st day of August, 1990.

My Commission Expires:



STATXW! OF DES IM~ATION OF CO3SEL

ImU 2981

MAKE Or t~SL

ADDRESS:

,)9

Brand & Lo'well, P.C.

cJ-'3 15th ,, S tr e et, N .V'.

i~nw~ngt2n, DC 2000S

T':~ abocve-named indivi~dual is hereby designated as my

counsel and is authorized to receive any notifications an4 other

couunications from the Comiss ion and to act on my behail Before

the Coission.

Date

M&SPONDENT' S NAKE.

ADDRES

Silkla t u r e

mac5die ?r-est-c

6434 Woodille Drive

zalis Church, YVir.:na 22044

BON PRm-
Busrw 1mg s
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STA'IN I OF DMIGNMXG 0F CWUsm

*'-I reel,2

The above-namied individual is hereby designated as my

counsel and is authorized to receive any notifications ari4 other

comunications from the Comission and to act on my bebal.? Seforo

the C inssion.

Oate(r- Signature

Samuel Ralph Preston

FM~ww S HAMU: ____________

ADG : ,434 Woodville Drive

Falls Church, VA 2'20-4

soin r _ _ _ _ __ow
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BisHOP. COOK, PLRCELL & REYNOLDS

40C - RE t', N A

WASRING-C.-' C 20005 3502

August 2, 1990 f

HAND-DELIVERED

r1irk Allen
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, N.W. C

Washington, D. C. 20463

Re: MUR 2981
John B.G. Roberts, III

Dear Mr. Allen:

I am writing in response to the letter of Federal Election
Commission ("FEC") Chairman, Lee Ann Elliott, to my client, John
Roberts, dated July 13, 1990. In that letter, Ms. Elliott
alleges that there is evidence that Mr. Roberts violated the
Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971. Ms. Elliott's letter was
accompanied by a Factual and Legal Analysis of the allegations.
This letter, and the attachment hereto, is our response to those
allegations.

As I advised you on the telephone last week, on November 30,
1989, John Roberts pled guilty to the precise FEC violations that
you are now investigating. On February 9, 1990, Mr. Roberts was
sentenced to twelve (12) months imprisonment and a $10,000.00
fine. He is currently serving his sentence of imprisonment at
Maxwell Federal Prison Camp, Montgomery, Alabama. Although his
fine was not due until the completion of his period of probation,
i.e., two years from the conclusion of his prison sentence, he
paida his fine several months ago as a result of pressure from the
prison authorities.

Mr. Roberts has fully acknowledged his mistakes regarding his
violation of the FEC laws, and he has been more than severely
punished. Additionally, he cooperated fully with the government,
having been debriefed for over fifty (50) hours. These
debriefing sessions contained full discussion and disclosures on
the matters of FEC interest. I advised you, and have also
advised Joseph Aronica, the Assistant U.S. Attorney handling the



0
Mark Allen
August 2, 1990
Page .2

"Ill wind" investigation, that we have no
reviewing the memoranda and report of mnt
Mr. Aronica should be contacting you soon

A dd 1
Federal
however
and Mi.

tionally, if
Prison Camp,
the details

Roberit -s.

objection to your
erviews of Mr. Roberts.
on this issue.

you wish to interview Mr. Roberts at Maxwell
we have no objection to such a meeting,
of the same -will need to be worked out by me

Finally, you should know-, that,- Mi. Roberts has become severely
ill in prison, and may need to be hospitalized. Although he was
diisabled for two years prior to his sentencing 'a disability
accepted by the Social Security Administration;, his health has
dAeteriorated rapidly while in priLson due to a lack of adequate
medical care.

Considering the above, -1 would recommend that no further
action be taken against Mr. Roberts. He has been prosecuted and
punished for the allegations which you are now investigating
beyond the fullest extent of the law. He is ill, impecunious,
and with little employment opportunity on the outside when he is
released from prison, providing he survives his sentence.

I have enclosed a copy of a letter from Mr. Roberts
addressing many of the same points I have covered, as well as
others. Your consideration of this response will be greatly
appreciated.

Sincerely,

Thomas M. Buchanan

Enclosure

cc: Joseph J. Aronica, Esquire (w,/encl.)
Robbie Roberts (w.'encl.)



- . ~'Zzi

- -- -N-::-

av;

1 V"? -v

4i. e 7- e-- ' - e '

--A~ c-:Aov hon-
- - .- .- - - -~ 7 .~'1 '. ~ ~

le :e. i.

'4- 2 -*- - in,

* -.- ~0~



1. _:" i - ~ ' b7-- in ~ r~
~ ":Ia AW vi. S'cr e S

an a Zi ,F .

i

I.~ L.r

orne of ' c fm-
time, a!-'

4) t.

t ". e Se
C) r ,~

C.. 'i

- 0 ~

*~~~ ~~~~ e:ln:fr>. ~ et:t' ea

~-* - ~.t ame : re-ee t-a
-~ *:s~c-'. f t~ .c. t ad U e- n:sa' -t

x -e :'.~~a:-.:a e - helw i eeo s ''~

-. -,- - ~ .o 7 22.+

7 as.k t .a: c. c nsd er thn fat
*~~ w- c j rre r~r:iwe ~ cJre.
~~ ~Dre e x e rece - It t*.Ki

- ~ -- 47S, r> 5 r:e, ea

* -< :?ise ~-~' ~.'i~t :r~-r

-: f-:i A~l:w~erec-er;, :i

1

a : :Ie

*~'ere :? iL

-C)

I,,e_'
i on



-Il -J 3 ta~ke i n ,,in nt cri ---v -art

a,. i t1 1. -V ue I t in';e! pec t 'h--i

:':C .2S 0' 1, 1 1 t. ' 7i r e r

cn' jb myj career , *y
ei er - as 1r' -9e

C-ri o t
*~~~ a~.~



BRAND & LOWELL
A PQO'Ef.S'0VQA CCPPCqAv

923 FIFTEENTH STREET. N.W

WASHINGTON. 0 C 20005

August 3, 1990

HAND DELIVERED

Mark Allen, Esquire
General Counsel's Office
Federal Election Commission
999 E. Street, N.W.
Room 657
Washington, DC 20463

Re: MUR 2981

Dear Mr. Allen:

Enclosed for filing is the reply of the Dyson for Congress
Committee and Marion Fedas, its Treasurer, to the Commission's
finding that "reason to believe" exists that the Committee and
Fedas violated the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971. Thank
you for your attention to this matter.

Sinhcere

f/

RA~glo i0oss A. Nabatbj

Enclosures



BEFORE THE
FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of:)

Dyson for Congress Committee)
M4UR 2981

and

Marion Fecias, as Treasurer

RESPONDENTS' REPLY TO THE FEDERAL
ELECTION4 COMMISSION'S FINDING THAT THERE IS REASON

TO BELIEVE THAT RESPONDENTS

VIOLATED THE FEDERAL ELECTION CAMPAIGN ACT OF 1971

Respondents, the Dyson f or Congress Committee (the

"Committee") and Marion Fedas ("Fedas"), its treasurer,

respectfully submit this reply to the Federal Election

Commission's (the "Commission") finding that "reason to believe"

exists that the Committee and Fedas violated various provisions

of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 ("the Act"). The

Committee and Fedas dispute the Commission's conclusion. To the

contrary, the Committee and Fedas contend that they have complied

with the Act's rules and regulations, and therefore, the

Commission should take no further action against them.

The complaint's basis is Congressman Dyson's receipt of

contributions totalling approximately $15,000 from defense

consultants, who have admitted their participation in an illegal

scheme to funnel corporate contributions to various Congressmen

using the defense consultants as "conduits." By utilizing this

scheme, according to the complaint, the corporations, including

Unisys Corporation ("Unisys"), allegedly concealed the true

identity of the actual contributor, the corporation, in violation

of S 441(f).



The Commission contends that the circumstances surrounding

these contributions, including the fact that they were received

as 15 $1,000 checks from contributors around the country not in

connection with a formal fundraising event but during a corporate

sponsored fact finding, should have prompted the Committee and

Fedas to inquire into the legality of the contribution under both

SS 103.,,.b) (1) and (b) (2). In addition, the Commission contends

that even if the circumstances surrounding the initial receipt of

the contributions were insufficient to trigger an inquiry into

their legality, certain subsequent events, including the

extensive media scrutiny of the contributions and the guilty

pleas of various individuals involved in the conduit scheme,

should have caused the Committee to discover the illegality of

the contributions and to refund them within thirty days of

discovery. See 11 C.F.R. S 103.3(b)(2).1

The Commission's arguments lack merit. First, despite the

Commission's assertions to the contrary, the circumstances

surrounding the receipt of the contributions did not -- and

should not -- have imposed upon the Committee or Fedas a duty to

inquire into their legality at the time of receipt of thereafter.

The Commission's contrary determination is based upon an

inaccurate interpretation of the regulations and thus creates a

In a new allegation, the Commission also contends the
Committee did not use its "best efforts" to obtain each
contributor's occupation and name of employer. 11 C.F.R. S
104.7(b). The Committee is currently compiling the response to
this allegation, and will supplement its answer as soon as this
information is collected.



new obligation -- not imposed by the Act -- for all campaign

committees to abide by in the future. Second, none of the

subsequent events referred to by the Commnission compelled the

Committee and Fedas to refund the contributions. In fact, a

thorough review of the subsequent events reveals that only two

individuals, John Roberts and Joseph Hill, pled guilty to making

illegal contributions to Congressman Dyson, and the Committee ~id

Fedas refunded those two contributions within the appropriate

time period.

Finally, the Commission's Factual and Legal Analysis reveals

that the Commission disregarded its regulations in making its

"reason to believe" finding. The Act provides a respondent with

the opportunity, prior to a "reason to believe" finding, to

demonstrate that no action should be taken on the basis of a

complaint. 11 C.F.R. S 111.6. In this case, the Commission

utilized material extrinsic to the complaint to support its

"reason to believe"l finding. Since such evidence was not

contained in the complaint, neither the Committee nor Fedas have

had the opportunity, prior to the "reason to believe" finding, to

challenge the extrinsic evidence. Indeed, the only opportunity

for Fedas and the Committee to contest the extrinsic evidence is

in this reply which is subsequent to the "reason to believe"

finding. This type of procedure directly contravenes

S 111.6, and effectively abolishes a respondent's right to

prevent a "reason to believe" finding.



A. The Contributions Contained No Indication of Illegality

Title 11 C.F.R. SS 103.1(b)(l)-(5) describe the requirements

and obligations campaign committees must adhere to upon receiving

contributions. SS 103.3(b) and (b)(1) contain the requirements

pertaining to the initial receipt of contributions:

(b) The treasurer shall be responsible for
examining all contributions received for evidence of
illegality and for ascertaining whether contributions
received, when aggregated with other contributions from
the same contributor, exceed the contribution
limitdtions of 11 CFR 110.1 or 110.2.

By its express language, S 103.3(b) only requires the

treasurer or carpaign committee to examine contributions to

determine their propriety, i.e., within applicable limits and

from individuals. This provision does not mandate any further

examination of contributions which appear to be permissible on

their face.

If, however, the initial examination reveals that genuine

questions exist as to whether the contributions were from

corporations, labor organizations, foreign nationals, or a

federal contractor, the regulations impose additional

requirements. Specifically, 11 C.F.R. S 103.3(b) (1) states:

(1) Contributions that present genuine questions
as to whether they were made by corporations, labor
organizations, foreign nationals, or Federal
contractors may be, within ten days of the treasurer's
receipt, either deposited into a campaign depository
under 11 CFR 103.3(a) or returned to the contributor.
If any such contribution is deposited, the treasurer
shall make his or her best efforts to determine the
legality of the contribution. The treasurer shall make
at least one written or oral request for evidence of
the legality of the contribution. Such evidence
includes, but is not limited to, a written statement
from the contributor explaining why the contribution is

4



legal, or a written statement by the treasurer
memorializing an oral communication explaining why the
contribution is legal. If the contribution cannot be
determined to be legal, the treasurer shall, within
thirty days of the treasurer's receipt of the
contribution, refund the contribution to the
contributor.

The event triggering this additional examination into the

propriety of certain contributions is the existence of a "genuine

question". If no "genuine question" exists, S 103.3(b)(1) is

rendered inapplicable.

In this case, there was no "genuine question" -- or any

question -- as to the legality of the $15,000 in contributions.

The contributions received by Congressman Dyson were written on

personal checks and within applicable limitations. Consequently,

contrary to the Commission's argument, there was no evidence of

illegality at the time the contributions were received and

nothing unusual to place an ordinary person on notice of a duty

to inquire. In addition, the factors allegedly proving the

questionable legality of the contributions, -- receipt of a large

number of contributions at one time; contributors from different

states; contributions donated without the conduct of a formal

"fundraiser" -- are all entirely proper, and simply do not

trigger the additional inquiry mandated by S 103.3(b)(1).

Indeed, that these contributions were apparently "bundled" does

not, standing alone, raise any such "genuine question."

Bundling in this fashion is entirely legal and under current law

quite widespread. Indeed, public generic criticism of such a



practice does not -- and cannot -- change a committee's duty as

defined by statute and regulations.

Moreover, federal law does not circumscribe an individual's

right to contribute to any Congressman, regardless of the

contributor or Congressman's state of residence. The First

Amendment guarantees this, and, today, when individuals have

personal and business connections that span not only the nation

but also the world, inter-state political activity is legitimate

and an accepted practice throughout the federal campaign

landscape.

Finally, the Act does not mandate that campaign fundraising

occur only at recognized or purported "fundraisers". Indeed,

while no empirical studies are available, it is clear that

substantial sums of money are raised under the Act without resort

to "fundraising" events. There is absolutely nothing in the Act

or regulations prohibiting contributions without the benefit of a

fundrasier. Individuals can contribute on their own or through

fundraisers, but there is nothing improper about receiving or

giving contributions without the prompting of a fundraiser.

Therefore, the above factors, cited by the Commission to prove

that the contributions were questionable, actually support the

Committee's and Fedas' proposition that no indicia of illegality

existed at the time Congressman Dyson received the contributions.

Consequently, the Committee and Fedas acted properly under §

103.3 (b)(1) in accepting and depositing the contributions.

Indeed, if the Commission takes further action in this case, it
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will create a burdensome obligation not required by the Act: the

Commission would create a presumption of "illegality," requiring

a committee to routinely investigate potential hundreds of

contributions it receives annually.

B. The Subsequent Events Did Not Create a Duty to 13jefund the
Contribution

The commission contends that, even if the Committee and

Fedas acted properly at the time the contributions were received,

they acquired sufficient information subsequent to the receipt of

the contributions to obligate them to inquire and to refund the

contributions. The Commission cites 11 C.F.R. S 103.3(b) (2) to

support its conclusion. Title 11 C.F.R. S 103.3(b) (2) states:

(2) If the treasurer in exercising his or her
responsibilities under 11 CFR 103.3(b) determined that
at the time a contribution was received and deposited,
it did not appear to be made by a corporation, labor
organization, foreign national or Federal Contractor,
or made in the name of another, but later discovers
that it is illegal based on new evidence not available
to the political committee at the time of receipt and
deposit, the treasurer shall refund the contribution to
the contributor within thirty days of the date on which
the illegality is discovered. If the political
committee does not have sufficient funds to refund the
contribution at the time the illegality is discovered,
the political committee shall make the refund from the
next funds it receives.

11 C.F.R. S 103.3(b)(2) (emphasis added). The crucial factor

triggering the refund requirement of S 103.3(b) (2) is the

discovery of the actual illegality of the contributions.

Treasurers or committees who discover that certain contributions

are questionable do not have to refund them: contributions must

be illegal for the mandatory refund obligations of S 103.3(b) (2)

to be implicated. Moreover, the regulations impose no

7



affirmative duty on treasurers to look for violations. A

committee's duty is triggered when it discovers the illegality.

In support of its contention that the contributions were

illegal and should have been refunded, the Commission cites

numerous newspaper articles pertaining to the $15,000, and also

refers to the guilty pleas of certain individuals, including

Joseph Hill, John Roberts III, Charles Gardner, Gerard Scarano,

and Robert Littlefield. The Commission's argument, however,

fails for one simple reason. The newspaper articles and the

guilty pleas do not prove that the contributions to Congressman

Dyson were illegal. To the contrary, they establish that only

one contribution to Congressman Dyson's campaign was illegal,

Joseph Hill's; and the Committee refunded that contribution

within the appropriate thirty day time period .

The media allegations are simply that, just allegations.

A newspaper report that an individual has made illegal

contributions does not constitute legally sufficient evidence

that the contributions were, in fact, illegal, and therefore,

must be refunded. Newspapers often print allegations based upon

suspicion and innuendo, and if committees were compelled to

refund contributions based on such media reports, a voluminous

amount of permissible contributions would be refunded.

2 The Commission's statement that S 103.3(b) (2)

implicitly "includes the duty to inquire into the circumstances
of an earlier contribution when the later evidence shows that the
contribution was of questionable legality" disregards the
explicit language of the regulation. Section 103.3(b) (2) applies
only to illegal contributions, not contributions of questionable
legality. See 11 C.F.R. S103.3(b)(2) (1988).
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Furthermore, S 103.3(b) (2) does not obligate a committee to

inquire into the legality of certain contributions simply because

of media reports about the contributions.' This provision only

obligates the committee to refund -- not to inquire into --

contributions which are illegal. It certainly does not mandate a

global search of the media to discover questionable contributions

aind then to conduct a further inquiry.

The guilty pleas and accompanying material of the "Operation

ill Wind" defendants also fail to support the Commission's theory

that the Committee and Fedas knew the contributions were illegal.

Kenneth Brooke's guilty plea indicates that he pled guilty to an

income tax count, not to making illegal contributions to

Congressman Dyson. The only reference to Brooke's campaign

contributions was an article depicting Congressman Dyson's FEC

report which identified Brooke as a contributor. Brooke,

however, has not pled guilty to any illegal contribution scheme,

and therefore, the Committee and Fedas were not obligated to

refund any of his contributions. Reduced to essentials, there

simply is no indication that his contribution was illegal or that

the Committee or Fedas knew of its alleged illegality. Moreover,

there is no obligation that a committee must return a

contribution from any person adjudged criminal.

3 Indeed, under the Commission's theory, an unscrupulous
opponent could throw a candidate's committee into disarray by
planting allegations of questionable campaign contributions in
hopes a journalist may print a story.



A similar situation surrounds the Gerard J. Scarano plea

materials. While Scarano pled guilty to making illegal

contributions, the illegal contributions were to the late Rep.

William Chappell, not Congressman Dyson. No evidence exists

proving that Mr. Scarano made any illegal contributions to

Congressman Dyson. A contrary assertion is based simply on

innuendo. Thus, the Committee and Fedas did not know of the

alleged illegalit%-y of Scarano's contribution, and they were not

required to refund the contribution pursuant to S 103.3(b) (2).

The guilty pleas of other individuals also refute the

Commission's claim that Fedas and the Committee should have known

that certain contributions were illegal and must be refunded.

For example, James Neal's plea materials, which were not exhibits

to the complaint, do not refer to any illegal contributions to

Congressmen, much less a contribution to Congressman Dyson.

Similarly, Robert Barrett's plea materials indicate that he

participated in illegal contributions to the late Rep. William

Chappell, not Congressman Dyson. Thus, the Committee and Fedas

could not have known of any illegal contributions to Congressman

Dyson from Barrett's plea materials.

Charles F. Gardner's plea materials indicate that

Congressman Dyson may have received an illegal contribution

resulting from Gardner's participation in a scheme to funnel

contributions to Congressman Dyson through conduits. The issue,

however, with respect to the Gardner plea materials is not

whether the Gardner-related contributions were illegal, but when



Fedas and the Committee were -- or are - - aware that these

contributions were illegal. Gardner's plea materials indicate

that Gardner contacted Robert D. Barrett and asked Barrett to

obtain contributions for Congressman Dyson. Barrett, in turn,

contacted John Roberts who solicited Don L. Lynch to make the

contribution. lyvnch made the contribution. All of the above, on

their face, are proper, accepted and commonplace.

Lynch, however, has not pled guilty to making any illegal

contributions to Congressman Dyson or any other Congressman.

Consequently, *t-o this day, the Committee and Fedas do not know

whether the Gardner-related contributions are illegal. Lynch is

still cloaked with the presumption of innocence (as is Barrett

vis a vi s Congressman Dyson), and until he pleads guilty, his

contribution to Congressman Dyson is presumed legal. In

addition, as discussed above, the Commission would impose on the

Dyson Committee an obligation to review all plea agreements and

media stories to ensure that none of its contributions are

mentioned.

The Roberts guilty plea lends little support to the

Commission's argument. First, none of the individuals identified

in the Roberts materials have pled guilty to any criminal

activity, much less making illegal contributions to Congressman

Dyson. Thus, their contributions, like Lynch's, must be presumed

legal. Second, Roberts pled guilty after the initiation of this

action and after Congressman Dyson's refund of the numerous

contributions on September 25, 1989. Consequently, even if the
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contributions are illegal--an erroneous assumption at this point-

- Congressman Dyson has complied with the regulations by

refunding the contributions of all the individuals identified in

the Roberts material. Such conduct reflects Congressman Dyson's

desire to comply with the spirit and the letter of the Act.'

Finally, Joseph Hill's plea materials indicate he made an

illegal contribution to Congressman Dyson. Pursuant to the Act's

requirements, Congressman Dyson refunded Hill's illegal

contributions within the thirty day period. Such conduct by

Fedas and the Committee again reflects their adherence to the

letter and the spirit of the law.

C. The Commission Ignored its Regulations

By reviewing evidence extrinsic to the complaint, the

Commission has ignored its regulations, thereby denying Fedas and

the Committee an opportunity to refute the Commission's

allegations prior to the "reason to believe" finding. After the

receipt of a complaint, but prior to a "reason to believe"

finding, a respondent is permitted to demonstrate that the

complaint lacks merit and that the Commission should take no

further action. 11 C.F.R. S 111.6(a). In this case, the

Commission made a "reason to believe" finding based upon certain

extrinsic evidence, i.e.., John Roberts' guilty plea. Since the

Roberts material was not contained in the complaint, Fedas and

the Committee could not contest such evidence prior to the

Furthermore, Roberts never contributed to Congressman
Dyson's campaign.



Commission's decision to issue a "reason to believe" finding.

Instead, they must now attempt to challenge this evidence after

the "reason to believe" finding. The Commission's actions in

this case deprived the Committee and Fedas of an opportunity

provided by the explicit language of the Act.

Conclusion

For the foregoing reasons, respondents, Dyson for Congress

Committee and Marion Fedas, its Treasurer, respectfully request

the Commission to take no further action in this case and dismiss

this action.

Respectfully submitted,

Brand & Lowell, P.C.
923 15th Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20005
(2 02) 662-9700

By: dIv

Stanley M- - rind
Ross A. Nabatoff



LEONARiD N. BEBO:HICK

NINETEF N- A --- EE-. N, T

WAS HI NCO>?,N. D. C. 2r'- -,k:
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August 1990

C=)

Mr. r-Ale
office o-f Genera-' Counsel'
Federa-_ Eiect-.on Commission_
999 S-_reet, N.9e4., 6th floor-
Wash Inco2 D.CL

Re: MUR 2981
Violet Lynch

Dear Mr. Allen,

As I advised you by phone on Wednesday, your letter of July

13th was received by Mrs. Lynch on Monday of this week (July

30th) and was forwarded to me on Wednesday. The delay in

delivery is attributable to the mistaken zip code used by you

(it should have been 22030) and the move of Mr. & Mrs. Lynch to

another address In Fairfax. A xerox the face of your envelope
confirming the above is enclosed.

We transmit a completed form by which Mrs. Lynch designates

the undersigned as her counsel. All FEC communications should

hereafter be directed to me.

We are unable at this time to respond to the Commission' s

findings because of errors and insufficiencies in the Factual

and Legal Analysis. Once these are rectified, we will be

enabled to go forward.

The Analysis recites: "Lynch is named in... .John

Roberts' publicly-available guilty plea and accompanying

materials as being reimbursed by Unisys for her political
contributi *ons." We find no basis for this asrtion in the

Roberts' materials available to us. These are comprised by a

Plea Agreement, Criminal Information and Statement of Facts. The

only mention of Violet Lynch in these materials is the appear-

ance of her name in paragraph 19(a) of the Criminal Information,
and that reference hardly seems to constitute a proper or

sufficient basis for the key recitation of the Analysis quoted
above.



2. The Analysis lists
tions made by our client,
knowledge of her having made
of a third seem in error.

seven dlleged political
but nei"ther she nor we
two of those listed, and
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have afly
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We ask
includiLng
materials up

O--nce wf ar.e
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I

Sincerely yours,

Leonard N. Bebchick
Counsel for Violet Lynch

cc: Violet Lynch



STATUVI OF D3SIGN&TIOU OF C3SUZ

MUR -981

MIANS (W a L oo ndr.d N. B ebc hi cK

ADDRSS:1220 :ine teenth Street, M

Xis~ionDC 2flY

The above-named individual is hereby designated as my

counsel and is authorized to receive any notifications an4,other

cinunications from the Comission and to act on my bobal? Before

the Cinission.

Nicynature7

SPOWEI'S MU:Violet - Lynch

1)92Q9 Decatur Dr-.

Fr-lx, V 23

BSam= wisms____________



2237 Donnie Road
Newport Beach, CA 92660
August 3, 1990

Mr. Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel
Federal Election Commimssion
Washington, D)C 20463

Re: \MU.R 29%

l1ear Mr. Noble:

As the former treasurer of the Badham Congressional Committee. I receiv..(Id
your July 23. 1990 letter notifying me of the possibility that it $1,000 contribtionl
received by the Committee on November 17, 1987 from John Roberts allegedl.Iv
was reimb~ursed by Unisys Corporation.

It has been requested, under 11I C.F.R. $103.3(b(2), that the $ 1,000 be refunded
to Unisys Corpordtion.

To the best of my knowledge, at the time of receipt it did not appear that the
contribution was made by a corporation or was made in the name of another.
I had no information other than that it was an acceptable contribution from an
individual.

The Committee was terminated early in 1989 and is now without funds.
Congressman Badham has retired. If the Committee is ever re-activated, as
soon as funds are available the $1,000 will be refunded.

- .~ Yours very truly,

Robert WV. Krone
Former Treasurer
Badham Congressional Committee

cc: Hon. Robert E. Badham
Mr. Darryl R. XWold, Esq.
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The above-named individual is hereby designated an my

counsel and is authorized to receive any notifications an4.other
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the ComIssion.
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LEONARD) N. BEBOHAIC:K

NINE rFENTH ,TPEET N. \ L

WAH IN GTO0N, D. C. 200C'3 C

'EZ202, 293-320

:?--3~7 4S' BEB 4\\

August 8, 1990)

Mr. Mark Allen
Office of General Counsel
Federal Election Commission C

999 E Street, N.W., 6th floor
Washington, D. C.

Re: MUR 2981 -

Violet Lynch

Dear Mr. Allen,

My letter of August 3rd incorrectly stated that the amount
of one of the contributions listed in the FEC Analysis was in
error. That misstatement was due to a typing error in a tabula-
tion which I consulted.

Sincerely yoars ,

Leonard N. Bebchick
Counsel for Violet Lynch

I __ - N - I
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August 9, 1989 ".0
C)3

BY H-AND

Mark Allen, Esquire
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, N.W.
Room 657
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: Robert D. Barrett
MUR 2981

Dear Mr. Allen:

Enclosed please find material which I believe to be
pertinent to our discussions regarding a conciliation
agreement in the above matter.

The material consists of a bankruptcy petition filed
jointly by Robert Barrett and his wife in the United States
Bankruptcy Court for the Eastern District of Virginia. The
petition, which was filed on August 8, 1990, sets forth in
considerable detail the current precarious financial position
of our client.

I look forward to meeting you on Thursday, August 9.

Yours truly,

ames A. Bensfield

Enclosure

-0

C)
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BRAND & LOWELL

A PP~r[SS,CbA- ' *0VC0A,0

923 FIFTEENTW4 STREET. N W

WASHING~rON .'- 20005

August 10, 1990
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VIA MESSENGER

Mark Allen, Esquire
General Counsel's Office
Federal Election Commission
999 E. Street, N.W.
Room 657
Washington, DC 20463

Re: MUR 2981

Dear Mr. Allen:

Enclosed for filing is a Notice of Supplemental Filing and
attachments in the above referenced matter. Thank you for your
attention to this matter.

RAN: gl1r
Enclosure

C)G(Z-



BEFORE THE
FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of:)

Dyson for Congress Committee
MUR 2981

and

Marion Fedas, as Treasurer

NOTICE OF SUPPLEMENTAL FILING

The Dyson for Congress ComamitEtee (the "Comitte")a-

Marion Fedas, its Treasurer, supplement their reply in the above

referenced matter by filing the affidavit of Marion Fedas with

attachments. The Fedas affidavit and attachments reveal that

Fedas and the Committee attempted to ascertain the occupations

and employers of the July 7, 1987 contributors. Indeed, the

attachments consist of letters sent by the Committee and Fedas in

an attempt to determine the occupations and employers of the

contributors. This evidence refutes the Federal Election

Commission's allegation that the Committee and Fedas did not use

their "best efforts" and the Commission, therefore, should take

no further action against Fedas or the Committee for allegedly

violating 2 U.S.C. S 434 (b)(3)(A).

Respectfully submitted,

Brand & Lowell, P.C.
923 15th Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20005
(2 02) 662-9700

4,

By: /
Stanley M. Brand
Ross A. Nabatoff



BEFORE THE
FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of:

Dyson for Congress Committee
MUR 2981

and

Marioni Fed,-it-, as Treasurer

AFFIDAVI-T-OF MARION [1'DAS

* .- APYLAD
SS

~ Y F HAPFORD)

!M!r~cn Fedas, being first duly sworn on oath, states a-s

follows:

I. an the treasurer of the Dyson for Congress Committee.

. am authorized to, and do, execute this affidavit on

behalf of the Dyson for Congress Committee, and on the basis of

my personal knowledge.

3. I have reviewed and am familiar with the Federal

Election Commission's finding that "reason to believe" exists

that the Dyson for Congress Committee and myself, as treasurer of'-

the Committee, did not use "best efforts" to ascertain the July

7, 1987 contributors' occupations, and identity of employers.

4.I have researched the July 7, 1987 contributions and

have determined that the Committee and myself, as treasurer of

the Committee, sent letters to each of the contributors

requesting their occupation and place of employment.

5. 1 signed the letters mailed to the contributors. I have

attached unsigned carbon copies of these letters to this



af fidavit.

7

/
Marion Fedas

Subscribed an3A sworn be fore mne th is

Notary Publi.
My CommissiCor

day of Auq!48'Si,

i Expires:

L9



ROY DYSON FOR COINGRESS

Democrat - 1st Congressicnal Districqt-
P. 0. Box '0

Great M-ill1s, MIaryLand 2063 L4

July 2171 19857

Mr. Robet !A. brooka

2.10-7th Street, S.E.
Su-Ite B-15
Washington, D.C. 20003

Dear M.Brookz:

Thank you for your recent contributlon to the Dyson forCnrs
%.ommittee. Your support towards Roy's endeavors was'vcry much appre-
c iat ed.

However, I wi.need to know your occupaticon and place of employment.
Due to federal reeulations this information'lls required by law-for any
conribution over $2Z03. Please mail this3 L.dormation to me at 58N
?aradise fLoads Aberdeen, Maryland 21001.

Thanks agaia, anad with wamenst regards.

S incerely,

M{ARTON r EA
Treasurer

"WI: r h



ROCY ZY F~ F&CR CONGA- -SS

Will.,=.c M.Glt

Wa8h±n-ton, D.C. 20037

Dtear Mr. Gdlvin:

Thank you for your recent tot:uto o the Dyson for Con~rcss
Committce. Your suppor: towards Rcy's en-deavors was very much appre-
eiatad.

lIowever, I wilneed to lmcow your ocau-.ation and place of erploymert.
Due to federal regulations this Liormation is required by law for any
cottrluton over $200. rI'case 7 4 this L'forz ro t e tMSc
1aradise Road, Aberdeen, Xar',Lanti 21,00..

Thank&S agaL-i, az wIth~ wa=,est rce±;3rds.

S A.Ic er ely,

:IAI:;: R. FEDAS
T r " s u r e r

MIIt' : r



ROY DYSON FOR CONGRESS

Dteuocrat - lat Congressionial Distri~ct
P.O. Box 3

Great MIMar-iland 20634

JuIly 27, 1987

Ms. Violet%J. Lynch
11100 Byrd Drive
Fairfax, Virginia 22030

Dear Zis. Lynch:

Thank you for your recent contribution to the Dyson for Congress
Co~nit:ee. Your support towards Rcy's endeavors was very much appre-
ciated.

Hlowever, I will need to know your occupation and place of employment.
Due to federal regulations this information is required by Law for any
contribution over $200. Please mail this informacion to me at 518 N.
Paradise Road, Aberdeen, Maryland Z1001.

Thanks again, and with warmest regards.

Sincereily,

MARION R. FEDAS
Tr easurer

:W-r h



ROY D'SNFOR CO%:CRESS

Bemccra: - ist Congressional DI-strr±
P.0. Box

Mr5 Wilheifna Littlefie-1d
.550C 11olm6es Run Parkway 060C
A1texandria, Virsini 223 0 4

Dear Irs. Littlefield;

r, Thanlk you for your recan: contribu-:on to th.,e T)vson, for Con;rcssI..omit 4'ee. Your support towards Rcy s endeavors was very 'ouch appre-ciatod.

Hoawever, I will need to kniow Your occu-ar.Aon and Place of e="10 'Mn"Due to fgederal. reou'Lations th4iis L4riormnatlion' is requirad vy law for anycontribution over I-Q. Pease tnal tir informat±.cn to me at 518 .Paradise Road, Aberdeen, &ay.an 10v.L.

Thanks agaln, and witha warmest regards.

"Lncerely,

UONR. FIDAS

7Treasurer

I~vr~



ROY DSCN FCP.C3NRES

P.r. RL.'X!

!5500 '11Imes Run Parkway 9605
Alexandria, Vjr~inqa 22304

Dr-ar t Lt tlef Jeld

Thairk you for your recent contr~buticn to the Dyson for CongressCommit~~~~~ec.0 Yo ripo t r~ r ~ R ys endeavors was very muchi appre-

2o'mever, I wll need to know your oc-u~ation and Place of emlploym~ent.Due to federali regu.acions this info;-mation is recuired by Law for anycont-r:..'ut4.&un over $20.Pease mail th-is a £or~at'ci to me at 5~~?ara~ee oadAberdeen, Maryland 210Ql4.

Thanks agatn, and withi warmest re-ards.

Sincerely,

HAS I410 R. FEDAS
Treasurer

M ES r:



ROCY DYSON FOR CONGRESS

Democrat - Ist Congressional District
P.O. Box 5

Great M1-Is, !Maryland 20634

July 271 l987

.Mr. & Mrs. Ciarles F. Gardner
50 Roosevelt Avenue
Malverne, N.Y. 1-1565

Dear M,%r. & Mrs. Gardner;

Thank you for your recent contribution to the Dyson for Congress
C a =I'ttee. Your support towards Roy's endeavors was ver-y much appre-
c4.,at ed.

However, I wi.1l need to kniow your occupation and place of employnzt.Due to federal regulationB this informar-4on is required by law for anycontribution~ over $200. Please --%ail this information to me at 518 N.Paradise Road, Aberdeen, Maryland 2100o..

7hanLs agai4n, and with warmeat regards.

Sincerely,

XARICN R. YEDAS
.reasurer

MUF:r-



ROY DYSON FOR CONGRESS

Dern-ocrat - 1~t Congressional Dinrr4cr
P.0. Bux 5

C-eat Y'-111. Mar-land 20634

July 27,j 19871

11s. Jean R. 0A1

1112 Garewood Drive
Alexandria, Virginia 222,07

Dear Ms. Old:

Thank you for your recent contribution. to the Dyson for Congores

Co~ittee. Your support tovard3 Roy' s endeavors was very much appre-
ciatod.

However, I will need to know your occupation and place of employ-ment.

Due~ to federal regulations this informaticn in required by law for any

contribution ovor $200. Please ma'J. this information to me at 58~

Paradise Road, Aberdeen, I.aryland Z1001.

Thanks agaia, and with warmest regards.

Sincerely,

A1CNR. FEDAS
- ,reasurer

MRF: r h



ROT DYSON FGR CX7CRESS

Democrat - 1st Congressioal District
P.O. Box 5

OJreat e.1 IIs, .Maryla ad 2063 4

t ~Ju'ly 27, 1987

Mr. Robert Q. ld
1112 Gatewood Drive
Alenandria, Virginia 22307

Dear r.old:

Thank you for your recent contribution to the Dyson for CongressCommittee. Your support towards Roy's endeavors was very much appre-
ciated.

THowever, I will need to know your occupation and Place of employmient.Due to federal regulation. this information is required by law for anycontribution over $200. Please mail this information to mue at 518 N.Paradise Road, Aberdeen, Maryland 21001.

A. hanks again, and with warmest regards.

Sincerely,

M.ARION R. FEDAS
Treasurer

MRF r



RYDYSON01 FOR CONGRESS

Dez.czrat - .st Con-ressiora DkiIs t r
P?.O0. IBcx 5

0.-eaz M tMaryland 20634

.7, 27 1987

lrs. Mil1dred 1-. 111'4

277 Rosell:e Street
Mneoia, N'.Y. 1L0

Dear Mrs. !l

Thanki -,ou for your recent cont-:.but--.on to the OVson f or Congress
Cor~ittae. Your support, toward-s LaovY 3 a nd%*nvor3 was very much appre-
cijat ed.

However, Iw12.J. need to know your occoupation and pl~ace of =pioyment.
Due to federal resulations th~is infornat4-on 1A8 required by law for any
conrzibut:Lon over $2000. Pl1ease =a--- :hi-4s inf ormation to me at 51a N
?aradilse R.oad, Aberdeen, Maryland 2.IDC.

Thanks again, and wit~h warm>est regart,-s.

Sincerely,

7-eiisurer

r F h



ROY DYSON F'o: CONGRESS

Democrat - 1st COnl-ressicna1 Dist-_'-t

Great Mil'&r, Mar-:Iand 20634

14.s. Brenda Blrooks
751.. Axton Street
Springfield, Vir-inti 22151

Dear Ms. Brooks;

Thank you for your recent cOntribut.ion to the Dyson for ConzzreS3
Co itte e Your support towards Roy' a endeavors was very 'lucn ai

C it ad. 0'

!Iowever, I will1 need to know your occupation an! place of employment.
Due to fedaral regul~ations this inior-mation is required by Iaw for a'.y
contribution over $200. Please mail th"4is infor, ation to mne at 513 N.
Paradise Road* Aberdeen, MIaryland 2'00.

Thanks again, and with warmest regards.

Sincerel.y

-MARION R. FEDAS
T~rea surer

4R: r h

M __ 0 - 1----



ROY DYSON FUR CONGRESS

Democrat - 1st Congression.& District
P.O. Bo 5

-reat "'Ila, MAryland 20634

July 27) 1987,

Mr. Kenneth F. Brooke
7330 Eldorado Street
.xLean, Virginia 2-2102

Jear !ir. Blrooke.

Thzak you for your recent contribution to the Dyson for CongressCotmmittee. Your support towards Roy Is endeavors was very much appre-ciLat ed.

Hlow.ever, I will need to tlmow your occupation and place of employment.D - ue to federal regulations this in-formation in required by law for anycontribution over $200. ?Iease mail this information to me at 518 N.P'aradise Road, Aberdeen, Maryland 21301.

Thanks again, and with warmest regards.

Sinceroly,

MtARION; R. FEDAS
Treasurer

6



ROVY DYSON FOR CONGRESS

Democrat - Ist Congress94onl D'Str'ct
P.. ux 5

Creat Mills, 'Karyl1and 20634

Mr. & rs. Josephn E. Fill.

277 Roselle Street

D ear Mr . & Xs '. jl:

Thar.A6 you for your recent contril.utiQfl to *.,he Dyson for Congres5

Commit"'ce. Your support towards Roy 4 s endeavors was very much appre-

11owever, I will1 need -o know your occupation and place of eployinut.

Due to federal regulations this informationl is required by law for any

contributonl over $200. Please mail this informton to me at 5.8 N.

Paradise Road, Aberdeen, Maryland 21001.

Thanlks agui-n, a--d withl warmest. re, ards.

S incer ely,

MARION R. FITDAS
Irasut er

M.RF '.r "



IC ~2 FO2R C_ ;GL:

De=czxa: t Igt C3re SS 4onal District
r.c. BO 5

area S Ii, aryland 20634

A
AJulyZ7 !907

C' S. L. Sommer
3129 Worthing~ton 5*treet, y.

* Iashington, '..C. 20015

Dear $... Socer;

Thank you for your recent conn-ibuti.on to the Dyson for Congress

Committee. Your su~port towards Rcy's endeavors was very much appre-
ciated.

However, I wU.'.. need to know your occapation and place of employment.
Due to federal regulations this informat.Lon is required by law for any
contribution over S200. P'lease nail th'i.s information to me at 518 N
P'aradise Road, Aberdeen, X'aryland 21001.

Thanks again, and with".n warmest regards.

Sizcerely,

M ARION R. YEDAS
- Treasurer

NRF -r



Dem~ocrat. -ist Congr"essi~onal isrt
P. C. Box 5

Gr-eat ?~2.,Maryland 20634

July 27, 1987

Mr. Don L. Lynch
11100 Byrd Drive
Fairfax, Virginia 22030

Dear 1-r. Lynch:

Thank you f~or your recent contr44bulticn :3 the Dvaon for Con-ress
Comm 'A.ttee. Yuur wupport towwards Roy's endcavors was very much appre-

However, 1 will need to k-now your oocupation and place of employment.
Due to federal regulations this noration is require~d by law for any
contribution over $20,. O'1ease mail this information to mne at 5 18 ~
Paradi3e Road, Aberdeen, >:aryland 21001.

r'hznks again, and with warmest regards.

Sin cerelyv

-MAFR.ION R. FEDAS
T rea s ure~r



ROT DYSON FOR CONGRLESS

Democrat - Ist 'Congressional District
r.O0. Box 5

Great M.ills, Maryland 210534

T-u1- 27, 1987

Mr. Frederick F. Somers
14426 Black Horse Court
Centreville, Vir-inla 22020

Dear Mr. Somers;

Thank you for your recent contrib~ution to the Dyson for Congress
Comittee. Your support towards Roy's endeavors was very much appre-
ciate3d.

However, I will1 need to know your occupation arnd place of employmenit.
Due to federal regulations this information 41s required by law for any:
contribution over $20C. Please M&4 this information to me at 53~
Paradise Road, Aberdeen, Maryland 21001.

Thanks again, and with warmest reGards.

MA-RION R. FEDAS
Ireasurar

MRF: r h



R.OY MYYON IFCR CON-IRES

Democxrat - 1st CongreasionaI Nnv-rict
P. C. Scx 5

Cjreat Mills3, Maryland 20634

July 27, 19S7

~r rs. John Metrishyn
945 Birch Street
Scranton, Pennsylvania 1S505

Dear 'Mr. & !Ira. Metrishv~n:

Thank you for your recent contribution to the Dyson for Congress
Commiittee. Your support towards Roy's endeavors was very much appre-
c Lated.

Hlowever, I will need to know your occupation and place of employment.
Due to federal regulations this information isa required by law for any
contribution over $200. Please mail thi3 information to me at 18N
Paradise Road. Aberdeen, Maryland 21001.

Thanks again, and with warmest regards.

S inc erel.

MARICN R. FEDAS
Treasurer

IMW ; r h
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7 riti'.c in response
Kiu ?K ilon.

'to y.our letter Df July 13, 1990 to Nr.

Killion has been on vacation since mid-July and should retur
to the office on August 16, 1990. We would appreciate the opportunity.
to respond to your letter sometimie after that date.

Thank you very much for your consideration.

Verv truly yours,

KILLION & ETZ

Joseph U.Metz, Esq.

JUM/ vph

VIA FEDERAL E.XPRESS
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5- 1 q4 U1.Auqust 16, 1990

Paul J. :2
Kilon

12z2 M ar K e S~r~
Suitl--e 60OO
Harr-,sburo:,

~secn >iba

Dear Mr. -

T hs .eSS C n se 2 :er dated August 13, 1990,
which we r-ece: v ej cn Auous-: :uesc.no an extension of time
t o r es po nd to Ch Mcrm 1s sc: i'I of reason to believe that
your cl ien:! 1 2- -3t ed the ='~d :7 cticn Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended. A:r -- cn s d er - -ro-Umstances presented in your
letter, T h6ave granted the rT es'-1 extension. Accordingly, your
response ,:~ --ie by the close --- ?:-:.ess on August 31, 1990.

If c~ r~veany quest-cIs --ase contact mark Allen, the
attorney ass:'qned to ths -atte, -t "20) 376-5690.

Se r elIy,

ca.>~n~eM. Nole
~:iCounsel1

71: ~ t ian Bernstein
s5Ltant General Counsel



LEONARD N. BEBOHICK

22O . N E TE ErT7H S TQ ET E T r4 N

'NA S NG TO (_) C 2 C >r-

2C02 ?93 - 3

Aiigusl- 2 I

C)

~: CcGeoenseComse
Feder-.. Elc7' orruso
999 EStr:ee, N. W. ,6th f loor

Was cn~c .C. 20463

Re: MUR 2981
Don Lynch

Dear Mr. All-en,

'mi~ns :s in response to your letter of July 13th and the
attached Factual and Legal Analysis.

The materials referenced simply do not support the allega-
tion that Mr. Lynch violated 2 USC 44lh in knowingly permit-
ting his name to be used to effect political contributions by
Sperry/Unisys. We can find nothing in either the Gardner or
Roberts criminal informations as would establish such a viola-
tion by Mr. Lynch.

So far as we can ascertain, there presently is available
to the Commission no competent evidence which could be adduced
to a t rier of fact as would support any f inding of a 441h
violation by Mr. Lynch. We would be surprised if your further
investigation would develop any such competent evidence. We
note that certain of the statements made by Mr. Roberts in this
proceeding (see paragraphs 4-8 of Roberts' letter to Chairman
Elliott and appended to counsel's response of August 2) are
quite at- odds with the assertions advanced in your Factual and
Legal Analysis. We also believe that a review of the Govern-
ment 's report cof post plea debriefing interviews with Roberts
(whose substance obviously is not reflected in the Roberts'
criminal information and plea documents) should serve to
demonstrate that no evidentiary basis exists for the assertion
the AnalIysis levels against Mr. Lynch. We also think you
should find It significant, as we do, that while Mr. Lynch was
originally notified that he was a subject of the Grand Jury



investi. 1gation, he da!
proceeded against..

The ultimate fac*t-s
considerable experience
own persona' decisli~ns as
tions he chose tO 7 aK e ,
by highly produci-ve '.e
b eh af o cf imany clA
by wha#t Mr. Pober',--s~v,

e has not been c:-harged ('-r otherwise

ar e
i t hI
a -
and

t hat Mr . L ynichi ,, based upon his
the legislative process, made his
each and ev.ery., campaign contribu-
that he used nis own funds earned
a i ve :nel i Qenlce~ aci C i i es on
State : ~a cr roborated

pa rdgrdpa 4 (--er f the
Lvncns X.5 7 S paw.

Shojl ~ y> o i' >c. Spp-red by

c'o a ed t' p ermrq nirrel '--e used as a
mere pawn bf~~:: . ~ aoe~~ e:.., ad S e o f t hem

nd hiavin te o:;pz> --f dSc~ n C -, s slb -ect wIt o
further-. 9,t: Q~veo. Said abov e, .,e n1ard-y can credit,
no0r, properly shou _c ~ne C-'TM.I s si1on, Vnwa r ranteC Inferences
drawn from th-e ba.0 allegations :of somewhat stale criminal
informations directed a-- :_hird parties.

Sincerely yours,

Leonard N. Bebohick
Counsel fo--r Don Lyncr
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LEONARD N. BEBCHIC:K

22C ' ETEEI 4H STREET. N OV. SU11 E 700
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TE C 2? 2 93 -32C,

August 20, 1990

:o

Mr. Mark Allen j
office of General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, N.W., 6 th fl1okor
Washington, D. C. 20463

Re: MUR 2981
Violet Lynch

Dear Mr. Allen,

In response to my letter of August 3rd, you have advised
that the only Roberts' plea materials reviewed and relied upon
by the Commission in formulating its Factual and Legal Analysis
are those three documents specified in my letter. In addition,
you have supplied me with a selection of report materials filed
with the Commission by various political committees.

The Analysis is incorrect insofar as it lists a $500
contribution to Congressman Young's Committee in November 1986
and a $1000 contribution to Congressman Chappell's Committee in
September 1987. Based upon my personal investigation and my
review of the checks and records of Mr. & Mrs. Lynch, I am able
to advise you that Mrs. Lynch made no contribution for Congress-
man Young in November 1986 or any other time. In fact,, the
contribution reported was one for $1,000 (as reported) and was
made by Mr. Lynch. Furthermore, I can advise you that neither
Mr. nor Mrs. Lynch made any contribution for Congressman
Chappell in September 1987 or at any other time during that year
except for a $1,000 contribution made by each of them in January
1987. To the extent that the reports filed with the Committee
state otherwise, they are in error. Thus, if one looks back at
the past five years, what is at issue are three contributions
made by Mrs. Lynch which aggregate $3,000.

The Analysis asserts that Mrs. Lynch was reimbursed for one
or more of these contributions, and that she violated 2 USC
§441f by knowingly allowing her name to be used to effect
contributions made in fact with Unisys funds. These assertions
are simply wrong. Indeed, they are not even alleged, let alone
established, by the plea materials upon which the Analysis
relies. Nor can such assertions be established by any competent
evidence known to us which the Commission would be able to
adduce to a trier of fact. If the Commission has any such



competent evidence, we ask that it now be produced or at least
identified.

As the Commission should know, the bald assertions in a
criminal information hardly constitutes competent evidence.
Moreover, the Roberts Information and other plea materials
provide no basis for the assertions which the Commission makes
against Mrs. Lynch.

The onily meW cf Mrs. Lynich, .j;we noted in our earlier
letter, appears in paraoraph 19(a) of the Roberts Information.
S"ignil.ficantly, there -'s no mentIE-ln whatsoever of Mrs. Lynch
either :,n the "Manner and Means" o-r the "Overt Acts" portions of
the Informatio:n --r: --I the "Statement. of Facts" accompanying the
Roberts Plea Agreement.

Paragraphi -_(-) alleges that Roberts and Gardner conspired
to cause polltical- committee officials to falsely report that
contribut ions had ostensibly been made from lawful sources by
individual contributors including Mrs. Lynch when they had in
fact been made from the corporate assets of Unisys in violation
of 441a, 441b and 441c of Title 2. There is no allegation here
or elsewhere that Mrs. Lynch was a knowing participant in this
conspiracy or had the knowledge or otherwise took actions which
would constitute a violation by her of 2 USC §441h.

The facts are that Mrs. Lynch made the contributions in
question from her own or family funds as a consequence of her
own decisions as to what political candidates she favored and
wished to support; that she was never reimbursed by Unisys or
anyone else for these contributions; and that the only monies
she ever received from her husband companies was a modest salary
for bookkeeping and secretarial work she performed. Indeed, as
someone who has examined the companies' books and records, I am
impressed with her capabilities in that regard.

If the Commission has any competent evidence which supports
its allegations or which suggests that anything said above is
incorrect, we ask that it now be disclosed to us. Clearly,
there is no basis for any further Commission action on the basis
of the record as it now stands, and there can be no justifica-
tion for the Commission to proceed further against Mrs. Lynch.
We note that despite several years of investigation by the Grand
Jury, there has never been a suggestion by the U.S. Attorney's
Office or the Justice Department that Mrs. Lynch engaged in any
improper, let alone unlawful, conduct.

We ask that this matter be terminated.

S incerely yours,'

Leonard N. Bebchick
Counsel for Violet Lynch
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%%AHIN1CPPC 4t~July 23, 1990

Arthur 2ukt~,Treasurer
Carjpa i n Fund for Congress5an EBc Foe

P.O. F-oX 409
Wayrne, N' C,4-4

F~a r. zuckerrran:

In the ordinary course of exercising its supervisory

respnsiilite~itheCommrion has exarrined publicly available

crim~inal informrationls and plea agreemienlts hc stt tat

contribution you received was reimbursed by a corporatin

Specifically, yo-u received a $1,000 contribution from Joseph Hill

on June 17, 1987. This contribution allegedly was reir-2r-ed by

Unisys Corporation. The Corrlission is providing you with this

notice for your information, and does not consider you a

respondent in this matter.

if you have not already done so, please refund this

contribution to the contributor (Unisys Corp.) within 30 days of

receipt of this notice. 11 C.F.PF. S 103.3(b)(2). Because this

notice is being provided as part of an investigation being

cconducted ty the Comm~ission, the confidentiality provision of

2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(12)(A) applies. That section prohibts rr3kir'

public any investigation conducted by the Commission without the

express written consent of the person with respect to whom the

inv'estioation is rade. You are advised that no such consent has

teen Qiven in this case.

if you have any questiols, please contact Kark Allen, thA-e

attorney assign~ed to this ratter, at (E0"C 4424-9 30.

Sincerely,

Lawrence F.. Noble

General Counsel

EY: Lois AGLrner
Associate General Counsel
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M'.asuar Ge*-e.a Cowtd', W- wO W$ 703 556
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UNISYS

August 9, 1990

Y,,. Arthur Zuclkerman T.-eesurer
C~a~igr. Purnd for Congressz'ar. Ecl' Fl-'e
P.O. BO'X 4,-9
Wa yne, N .7. C7474

y.etr dtec 7.~ 3>-= e_2 V T7iv c VS a che:- frc- the Carrpaigr

F "nd frEbFe tr te a 7-. nt of 1',' %C : N*-r Ie::er re;resented that th-e
chezck w~s fo-r thne p-.- -,:e olf refuning a ca7Taignl contrib-utio. m~ade by
Jose ph Fi.>. Pease be advised that Unisys ':es not ko h oreo

fun , se4 1-y Mr. hill ir. c_'.irng any cnrbtosto the Foe cor~-.ttee.
Unisys, th.erefcre, is h-cdirg the Foe coz~ittee check, in. an escrow ac-count
pending further deterrminatior as to the prz-Ter disposition, of the funds.

EinCerely,

Rebecca C. Sz.i th
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Campr a i gn
P. 0. Box
Wayne, N.

JulIy 31 ,

Fund for Congressman Bob Poe
409
J. 07474

1990

Federal Elec t ion Cor,:milssicn
w as1 igton. V C . 20463

A::; prrk Al Ie

Jv 23 9 rn reC-Ca8rd:
acoCr of Cnr e S S- ;-. Pc

Y r etter n I ca e s
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E V.I S toC t '1a-). FyC' fC. r L~I- - ,r1I rQ thi rI1 att er to our
icn and are refurdinc this Contribution irrediately-
sy s Corporation - a cc~y of our check OIC54 in the
of $1,000. and ojr letter of tra-srnittal is en-
herewith for your file.

We woulId
in ac-cordance

aF;%reciate your notingl"- cur records accordingly,
with all ru;Ies an regulations of the Corrrission.

L tr 2uc
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Caaign Fund for Congressman Bob Poe
P.- 0 . Box 409
Wayne, N. J. 07474

July 31 , ia990
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August 23, 1990

Mr. Mark R. Allen
Office of General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, NW
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: Gerard J. Scar no. FEile No 0 MUR 2981

Dear Mr. Allen:

On behalf of Gerard J. Scarano,
probable cause conciliation in connection
referenced matter.

Thank you.

we hereby request pre-
with the above-

Sincerely yours,

Scott D. Godshall

cc: Stephen H. Sachs, Esq.

VIC

UP -

SCOT' 1, Gc -S-A-
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~c :'seph ZubaT

D e r :.Allen:

1 contest the proposed action against Joseph Luba 1I by the Federal
E lec tion Comrnisi ofl.

it should be noted that the factual and legal analysis presented

in this matter indicates that Joseph S. Luba II was a consultant to the

:nisys Corporation. This fact is specifically denied by Joseph Zuba
17.

'oreover, Joseph Zuba II had nothing whatsoever to do with any of

the matters referred to in the Federal Election Commission proposed vio-

lation. notice.

w;ithout surrendering any of my rights to contest this matter completely,
am interested in pursuing a pre-probable cause conciliation.

Very truly yours,

K I L , 'C.EET1

Paul j. Killion, Esq.

PK ii

1-'
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M - M
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T'his i s ir. response to your letter , dated Ju ly 13,
, &terence No. M"R 2981, regara-ing Joseph Zuba.

1990, under v'

vith regard to Mr. Zuba. I',n interested in pursuing a pre-probable
conciliation with your office. I make this request without surrenderin-
any rights whatsoever which we have to contest these charges completely,
since we firmly believe that Mr. Zuba's plea agreement in the Eastern
District of Virginia resolved all matters between Mr. Zuba and any branches4

of the United States government.

Please contact me at your convenience with regard to this pre-probabli

cause conciliation procedure.

Very truly yours,

Paul J. K' t1iotA, Esq.

i K _; k , p ,,
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contact Mark Allen, the
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Sincerely,

Lawrence .Noble

B: Los . erner
Associate General Counsel
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BRUJCE A BAIRD444O

emeber 1 2, 1 990

M. Njtu.e, Esq.

Federal. ELiectin_, CoDrnIIIISS'L.
9) E Sr ee t, N. W.

Wa S n.Irqin II'C. 204b 3

Pt:,: MUR 29d1 -L.Jnisj Crpcdso

By letter datted J,4iy 1990, Unisys CorporatiOnl
11 flfied that the FEC had found "reason to believe" that

Unisys had kmiowingly and wlIi tulily violated various provisionl--
ithe Federal Election Campaign Act. Ithweksince, C^

Unisys has provided a number of documents to the Commission ino
connection with the Commissiri' investigation of this matter-
and counsel fo-r Unisys has met with representatives of the
Curiu[iissicn to discuss the documents and related issues.

Unisys believes that it would be beneficial to com-
ir.ence conciliation of this matter at an early date. We there~
fore request, pursuant to Commission regulations and the
above-referenced letter, the opportunity to pursue conciliation
iegotizitions in this matter prior to briefing on the issue of
probable cause pursuant t,- 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(3). See 11
C.F.R. § 111.18(d).

We' appreci rtz K I: 'i.d at tent iuw to this reque-;:

Reptt uly submit,

Br ce A. Bair

t4An "a ,



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of

Unisys Corporation MUR 2981SE ITV
Dyson for Congress Committee
Charles Gardner

et al

GENERAL COUNSEL'S REPORT

I. BACKGROUND

This matter concerns an alleged contribution reimbursement

scheme operated by employees of Unisys Corporation and involving

company consultants. On July 10, 1990, the Commission found

reason to believe that Charles Gardner, Gerard Scarano, Joseph

Zuba, Joseph Zuba II, and Unisys Corporation violated provisions

of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended. on July

25, August 28, August 30, August 30, and September 17,

respectively, this office received requests from these respondents

for pre-probable cause conciliation.

II. ANALYSIS

None of these five respondents has yet provided this office

with information detailing their role in the Unisys Corporation

contribution reimbursement scheme. 1  On August 28, 1990, Unisys

Corporation submitted documentary materials to this Office (cover

letter at Attachment Page 7), and in its conciliation request

notes that it has provided a number of documents to the Commission

1. One respondent strongly urges that the Commission take no
further action. Once this office has full information regarding
this individual's activities, we will address this request in a
report to the Commission.



-2-

in connection with the Commission's investigation in this matter

(Attachment Page 8). The only documents submitted, however, are

all. the guilty plea materials available on the public record,

which were attached to the General Counsel's Report in this matter

dated June 22, 1990. This Office is continuing to investigate

this matter, and we expect to receive additional materials from

Unisys Corporation and o-theLt respondents.

Trheref'ore, this Offi-ce Lecommends that the Commission

decline, at this time, to enter into conciliation with Charles

Gardner, Gerard Scarano, Joseph Zuba, Joseph Zuba II, and Unisys

Corporation.

III. RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Decline, at this time, to enter into conciliation withCharles Gardner, Gerard Scarano, Joseph Zuba, Joseph Zuba II, andUnisys Corporation prior to a finding of probable cause to
believe.

2. Approve the appropriate letters.

Dat - -awrence M. Noble
General Counsel

Attachments
Requests for Conciliation (5)
Cover letter to Unisys Corporation document submission

Staff Assigned: Mark Allen

1 -0
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of

Unisys Corporation; ' MUR 2981
Dyson for Congress Committee;
Charles Gardner, et al.

CERTAIFICATION

1, Marjorle 'e. Emmons, Secretary of the Federal Election

Commission, do- hereby certify that on October 2, 1990, the

Commission decided by a vote of 5-0 to take the fol lowing

actions in MUR 2981:

1. Decline, at this time, to enter into
conciliation with Charles Gardner,
Gerard Scarano, Joseph Zuba, Joseph
Zuba II, and Unisys Corporation prior
to a finding of probable cause to
believe.

2. Approve the appropriate letters, as
recommended in the General Counsel's
Report dated September 27, 1990.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Josefiak, McDonald, and

Thomas voted affirmatively for the decision; Commissioner

McGarry did not cast a vote.

Attest:

Date
Secretary of the Commission

Received in the Secretariat: Thurs., Sept. 27, 1990 4:01 p.m.
Circulated to the Commission: Fri., Sept. 28, 1990 12:00 p.m.
Deadline for vote: Tues., Oct. 2, 1990 4:00 p.m.



ct.-'er 18, 1990

Bruce BaircbA Esq.
Covinaton %Buri117m,
12-01 Penn svIvan la Avenue, ~W
P.C. Box -5.
W as h '. nI 4..

7 AU

I!n s r po r a tic n

Dear 'Ir. B~d

On July 13-990, 'you were I>tfe that the Federal Election
commission found reason tc' beiev~.e that your client, Unisys
Corporation, violated 2 U.S.C. §441ba, 44lc, and 441f. on
September 1.2, 1990, you submitted a request to enter into
conciliation negotiations prior 'to a finding cf probable cause to
believe.

The Commission has rev-iewed your request and determined to
decline at this time to enter into conciliation prior to a findina
of probable cause to believe because additional information is
necessary. On September 11, 1990, this Office sent you a letter
listing information sought in the investigation of this matter.
We expect to receive a response from you shortly.

At such time when the
completed, the Commission wA
into conc:i:ation Drior to
If you ha%-? any questions,
assigned to this matter, at

investiqation in 'this matter has been
ill reconsider your request to enter
a finding of probable cause to believe.
please contact M1ark Allen, the attorney

02 376-5690.

Si nce rely,

Lawrence M. Noble

oeneral Counsel

BY.,: Lois G. Lerner
Associate 'General Counsel

' "I ( )%



)rtober 18, 1990

Jim Carr, Esq.
Stephen Sachs, Es(,.
Wilm~er, C-utler ~Pkrn
21445 St reet ,

!iE: -10-281
Thrard S-carano

Dear Messrs. Car:r and Sachs:

On July 13, 1990, you were r,
Commission found reason to belie:'
Scarano, .olated Z U.S.C. § 441fE
submitted a request to enter ,,ntc
to a finding of probable cause to-

The Commission has
decline at this tim~e to
of probable cause to bel
necessary. On August 30
former counsel Scott God
in the investigation of
submitted to the Office
possible.

:t:ti~ed that the Federal Election
E that your client, Gerard

On August 23, 1990, you
conciliation negotiations prior
believe.

reviewed your request and determined to)
enter i nto conciliation prior to a findino
ieve because additional information is
F1990, this Office sent a letter to

sha.ll listi~ng the information sought
this matter. Such information should be
of the General Counsel as soon as

At such time when the Invest-loation in thi
completed, the Commission will reconsider your

into~~~ c n i i t o prior to a find ng of probabl
1,f6 you have any questions, please contact mark
assiqned to this matter, at 24021) 376-5690.

s matter has been
request to enter
e cause to believe.
Allen, the attorney

Snce rely,

Lawrence M. Noble
leneral Counsel

BY: L'ois G. Lerner
Associate General Counsel



October 18S, 71990

Michael J. :)ell, Esq.
Ki amer , Lek'ln, Nessen, Kanin &Frankel
919 Third Avenue
"Jew Y-rk, Y10022

-- har #s G ardner

On Ju> 13, 1990, yo-u were notlfied that the Federal Election
'-ommissicn found reason to telieve that your 7lient, Charles
g3ardner, %violated 2u.S.c. §441ba and 41f. On July 23, 1990,-ou submittsed a request toetr:t oclaion negotiations
pr.i2r to a finding of probable cause to believe.

The Commission has reviewed your request and determined toAeciine at this time to enter into conciliation prior to a findingof probable cause to believe because additional information isnecessary. in a telephone conversation with Mark Allen of this
office on July 20, 1990, you stated that you desired an agreement-with the Commission whereby your client would cooperate with theCommission's in its investigation in exchange for the Commission
applying no sanction against your client. Mr. Allen at that timestated that such an agreement would be very unusual, but that thisoffice would be willing to consider a written proposal. In yourletter of July 23, 1990, you presented arguments asserting thatthe Commission should apply no sanction against your client, butyou did not state what sort If information Charles Gardner couldprovide to the Commission in exchange for no sanction. Suchinformation should be provided to the office of the General
Counsel within 15 days of receipt of this letter.

At such time when the investigation in this matter has beencompleted, the Commission will reconsider your request to enterinto conciliation prior to a finding of probable cause to believe.
T.f you have any questions, please contact Mark Allen, the attorneyassigned to this matter, at 202) 376-5690.

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

BY: Lois G,' Lerner
Associate General Counsel

I
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A . ',c-_cber 18, 1990

Paul j. Killion, Esq.
Killicn & Met:
Suite -00
122 Market Street
HarrisburQ, FA 12

:, sern Zuba

Dear -Ir Ki ici4*

On July 13, 1990, you were not-fied that the Federal Election
Commission found reason to believe that your client, Joseph Zuba,
violated 2 U.S.C. S 441f. on August 28, 1990, you submitted a
request to enter into conciliation negiotiations prior to a finding
of probable cause to believe.

Trhe Commission has reviewed your request and determined to
decline at this time to enter into Conciliation prior to a finding
of probable cause to believe because additional information is
necessary. in a telephone conversation with Mark Allen of this
office on August 16, 1990, you stated that Joseph Zuba made
political contributions at the request of Unisys Corporation
and that his consultant fees were increased to compensate him for
such contributions.

Please provide the followina materials:

1) check copies and check registers for each federal
contribution made by your client between January 1, 1982 and
December 31, 1988;

2) the content of your client's consulting and contribution
agreement with Unisys and documentary evidence thereof, including
all documents reflecting all consulting payments received;

3) all other documents in any way relating to your client's
contributions, including notes, invitations, and correspondence.

4) a list of your client's contributions listed in response
to question 1 above that were reimbursed by Unisys;

5) the identity and roles of Unisys employees as well as
candidates and campaign committee personnel who were involved in
the contribution process;
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Paul 7. K11iliol, Esq.
P a ge 2

06' the identities of other
checks at Joseph Zuba's request
contributions, ,n-.lIudinQ
recipient commit tees.

:ndividuals who wrote contribution
and the circumstances of those

but not l'-,rnited to the dates and the

Such :n~ra>nshoulJ I-P submi-,c:d
7Counsel 15l days :7f cjt
ts of' uld lk e toc-nduct an
~~:entphone conference 31ll

a itt r.y assiqned t- ti s matte r,
,-3n,,i m e. Wp aorpri'ate 1'1 r I .ent

C'~m~ss-n' :nvst:at~n, n orcieAr-
su a nflce - or'sory process. See

the office of the General
',is letter. In addition,
ntnormalinrve of your
P lease contact Mark Allen,
t~arranqe an :n'terview date
co - )e r a t I 11- thIIe
obviate the need for the

u.S .C. § 3 d a 3

At-_,. tme .when th-e invest_oat:_cn In this matter has been
-Irmpleted, -he Commission Will - -consider your request to enter
into0 cOnc:..
.fyou nave-

assianed t-o

.ation prior t
any questions,
%-his matter, at

finding of probable
lease co ntact Mark Al

202 376-B690.

cause to believe.
len, the attorney

SInce rely,

-awrence M. Noble

General Counsel

BY: Loi.s G. :krner
Assccate General

S

Counsel
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-'ct ober 18, 1990

Paul j. K~illion, Esq.
Killion & Metz
Suite 60("
12.2 Market Street
Harr-'sburcj, PA 17101

:osern :uba

On Juy13 1990, you were -- fl::ed that the Federal ElectionCommission found reason to believe that your client, Joseph ZubaII, violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f. On Auqust 28, 1990, you submitted arequest to enter into conciliat~icn negotiations prior to a finding
of probable cause to believe.

The Commission has reviewed your request and determined todecline at this time to enter into concliliation prior to a findingof probable cause to believe because additional information isnecessary. In a telephone conversation with Mark Allen of thisoffice on August 16, 1990, you stated that Joseph Zuba II wouldsometimes write contribution checks at the request of his father,Joseph Zuba. Please provide the following materials:

1) check copies and check reqisters for each federal
contribution made by your Client between January 1, 1984 and
December 31, 1988;

.2) bank statements for the period covering January throughDecember 1984, November 1985 through February 1987, and November
1987 through January 1988;

3) all other documents in any way relating to your client'scontributions, including notes, invitations, and correspondence.

Such information should be submitted to the Office of the GeneralCounsel within 15 days of receipt of this letter. In addition,this Office would like to conduct an informal interview of yourclient by telephone conference call. Please contact mark Allen,the attorney assigned to this matter, to arrange an interview dateand time. We appreciate your client's cooperation in theCommission's investigation, in order to obviate the need forthe issuance of compulsory process. See 2 U.S.C. 5 437d(a)(3).



Paul J. Killion, Esq.
Page 2

At such time when the
completed, --he Commission w
into conciliation prior to
.f you have any questions,
at 12C>-" 31-5690.

investioation in this matter has been
'ill reconsider your request to enter
a findinq of probable cause to believe.
Mir. Allen may be reached by telephone

-n -e r e I y ,

..iwrence M. 4oble
enerai C-unsel

cs G. erner
Asscc:at~k "General Counsel
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't - -October 21, 1990

Lois G. Lerner, Esq.
Associate General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
Washington, DC 20463

Re: MUR 2981 - Charles Gardner

Dear Ms. Lerner:

Thank you for your letter of October 18, 1990. 1 have
spoken today to Mark Allen about the sort of information Charles
Gardner could provide to the Commission.

I also respectfully urged that his situation be
resolved as soon as possible. As noted in my prior letters, Mr.
Gardner has already been punished severely and provided
extraordinary cooperation to the Government. I do not believe it
fair or just that he should have to have continuing inquiries
about the very same subject matter hanging over his head.

I look forward to hearing from you at your earliest
convenience.

, -,o

Respect fully yours,

Michael J. Dell
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IA Federal(( Eeto Commission

999~ E! Street, NZ.W7 .

Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 2981
Joseph E. Hill

Dear Mr. Allen:

In reviewing my files in connection with the aforementioned
MUR 2981, 1 note that on July 27, 1990 I sent to the Commission a
response to the Commission's July 13, 1990 "reason to believe"
letter to Mr. Hill.

Please be advised that I have no record of ever receiving a
reply from the Commission to my July 27, 1990 letter\memorandum.
We look forward to receiving a response from the Commission at
your earliest convenience.

Myl V. Ln

MVL: ao
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Myles V.Lynk, Esq.
Dewey Ballan-ire
1 775 Pennsylv'ania Avenue,..
W.ashinqton, -1. 0006

R E MUP 2981
-oseph Hfil

Dear Mir. Lynk:

This is in response to your letter dated May 9, 1991 in whichyou inquire into the status of the Commission's reply to yourJuly 27, 1990 letter on behalf of your client, Joseph Hill. ThatJuly 27, 1990 letter responded to the Commission's finding thatJoseph Hill had violated a provision of the Federal ElectionCampaign Act of 1971, as amended, by asserting that the Commissionshould take no further action regarding your client.You have received no reply to your response because theCommission's investigation is still ongoing. In connection withthis investigation, we would be interested in meeting with yourclient to ascertain the following information.

1) A description and/or documentary evidence of theconsulting fees that Joseph Hill received fromSperry/uni sys.

2I) Evidence of the understanding(s)f verbal orwritten, between Sperry,/Unisys and Joseph Hill regardingthe relationship between the consulting fees and thePolitical contributions and other payments.

3) Each payment that Joseph Hill made at the requestof Unisys, including but not limited to contributions tofederal political committees and payments to otherconsultants, by date, amount, and recipient.

4) Documentary evidence of such payments such ascanceled checks, check registers, bank statements, etc.



Myles V. Lynk, Fs'Q.
Page 2

~) The name and role of e
had co-ntac -with in co-nnect
received to- make po1i".tical
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ach individual Joseph Hill
ion with the requests he
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and position, if known,
payment and to whom Joseph

anrd positions of any other
the SperryUnisys scheme,
aind how Joseph Hill acquired

Sy namre and pcslz:c-n any individuals connected with
recipient .-:IItIcaI -committees that Joseph Hill had
contact with in connection with the contributions, and
the substanc-e of these contacts.

8) To Joseph Hill's knowledge
or entities who made payments i
contributions at the request of
payments made, how Joseph Hill
information, and the nature of
individuals.

all other individuals
ncluding political
Sperry/Unisys, all such

acquired this
his relationship to these

The Office of" the General Counsel is interested in obtaining
this information through informal means rather than compulsory
process. if you are interested in cooperating with the informal
process, please contact this Office within 10 days in order to
arrange a meeting with your client. if you have any questions,
please contact Mark Allen, the attorney handling this matter, at
376-5690.

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

BY: LcFs 7. Lerner
Associ te General Counsel
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202 M 1 "-September 11, 1991

Office of the General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
999 E StreetC, IN.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Attn: Mark Allen, Esq.

Re: MUR 2981
Joseph Hill

Dear Mr. Allen:

As we discussed, please find enclosed Mr. Hill's affidavit
in response to the request for information from the Office of the
General Counsel.

As we have also discussed, and in light of Mr. Hill's
cooperation with this investigation, we again request that the
General Counsel recommend to the Commission that no further
action be taken against Mr. Hill in this MUR.

Sincerely,

my V. Lynk

MVL: ao
Enclosure

N4IV YORK WASRIN4GTO4 LOS A.NGELIS L01DON



BEFORE THE
FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C.

In the Matter of

Joseph F. Hill ) In Re: MUR No. 2981

Affidavit of Joseph E. Hill1

Now comes your deponent whc, being duly sworn, deposes and

1. My name is Joseph E. Hill- and I reside at 277 Rosell

Street, Mineola, New York 11501.

2. The following information is provided in response to a

request for information from the Office of the General Counsel of

the Federal Election Commission.

3. I began working as a consultant for what was then known

as Sperry Gyroscope after I retired from the company on or about

August 31, 1977. I do not recall the amount of my consulting

fees between 1977 and 1980. To the best of my recollection,

beginning in approximately 1980 or 1981, I was authorized to

receive as consulting fees quarterly payments in an amount not to

exceed $20,000 per quarter. This continued through 1986,

although the quarterly amounts nay have varied. To the best of

my recollection, in 1987, I was authorized to receive an amount

that was not to exceed $96,000 in consulting fees.

4. I received verbal instructions from Sperry/Unisys

employees Robert (Bob) Barrett and, beginning in approximately



1984, Dennis Mitchell, that some of the monies I received as

consulting fees may be used to make donations to election

campaign committees, and that they would tell me which committees

to contribute to. At their instruction, I would make out checks

to political committees and give the checks to them. As far as I

knew, they would send the checks to the political committees. I

understood that Mr. Barrett and Mr. Mitchell reported to Charles

F. Gardner and that their instructions to re were made on his

behalf.

5. 1 cannot now recall each payment that I made to

election campaign committees. I did not make any payments to

other consultants with the understanding that they would use

those payments to make contributions to political campaign

committees.

6. 1 understood through conversations with Dennis Mitchell

and Joseph Zuba of Harrisburg, Pennsylvania, that Mr. Zuba had

also been asked by Mr. Mitchell to make payments to election

campaign committees from his consulting fees and did so.

7. 1 do not have any firsthand or direct information or

knowledge regarding any other individuals connected with

Sperry/Unisys, or any individuals connected with recipient

election campaign committees, in connection with these

contributions. I did not have any contacts with any individuals

- 2 -



from any recipient political committee to which these

contributions were made.

Further your deponent, sayeth not.

Joseph E. Hill

The foregoing was subscribed and swor-n to before r~e thiS,

_ _ day of __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 1991.

'Notary Public

My commission expires:

-3 -



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMp'7-gSyON:

In the Matter of

Unisys Corporation SENSITIVE
Dyson for Congress Committee and MUR 2981

Marion R. Fedas, as treasurer
et al

GENERAL COUNSEL'S REPORT

I. BACKGROUND

Thiis matter concerns a contribution reimbursement scheme

operated by employees of Unisys Corporation and involving company

consultants. On July 10, 1990, the Commission found reason to

believe that Unisys Corporation, several employees, a number of

consultants, and several campaign committees violated provisions

of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended. This

Office now recommends that the Commission find reason to believe

regarding two individuals, issue a number of Orders and Subpoenas,

deny a no further action request, and close the file as to one

respondent.

II. ANALYSIS

A. Status of the Investigation

Through the U.S. Attorney's Office in Alexandria, Virginia,

this Office has obtained the redacted FBI statements of a number

of individuals who pled guilty in connection with the FBI/DOJ Ill

Wind investigation (Attachment 1). After numerous attempts, this

Office received the FBI statements of respondent Unisys employees

Dennis Mitchell and John Roberts, two key players in the Unisys

= ---- - 1 0--
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contribution reimbursement scheme (Attachment 1, page 84).1

This Office has also obtained the redacted June 13, 1988

affidavit for search warrants for the house of former Unisys vice

president Charles Gardner and the house and office of Dennis

Mitchell, then a Unisys employee (Attachment 2). The affidavit is

based upon information derived from wiretaps dur mni 1987 and 1988.

The FBI statements and the search warrant affidacvi*t contain

much infEormation regarding the reimbursement of Unisys consultants

for their contributions. The affidavit describes th.p scheme by

Gardner, Mitchell, William Galvin and other individuals seeking to

influence the defense contracting process by conferring benefits

on public officials, including the making of campaign

contributions to members of Congress (Attachment 2, pages 10 and

22). 2 Unisys purchase orders ("POs") were provided to a number of

consultants and companies, some of which were front companies

controlled by respondents Gardner, Galvin, and others, including

consultants. These POs were for the purchase of reports which are

believed to be contrived or overvalued - - the companies performed

little, if any, substantive analytical services. The companies

billed Unisys for services rendered and were usually paid on a

quarterly basis. The affidavit listed numerous companies and

individuals participating in Gardner's purchase order schemes.

The contribution scheme involved massive funds. In his FBI

1. Mitchell's FBI statement contains very little information on
the contribution scheme and is not attached. Roberts' contains
some relevant material and those portions are attached.

2. Although the affidavit states that the scheme also defrauded
Unisys, the corporation benefited by obtaining sizable contracts.
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statement, respondent Robert Barrett, who functioned as the Unisys

scheme's bookkeeper, noted the size of the contribution scheme:

in 1984, $217,000 of the funds "rat holed" in the network of

Sperry marketinq consultants were earmarked for campaign

contributions lAttarhment 1, page 4'. Gardner noted in his FRI

. tatement that under the plan where Consul tant s wr',uld use ha If of

the Unisys funds they received for contributions, $10,000 pet

year was filtered to congressional campaigns through the Don Lynch

group of consultants (Attachment 1, page 718).

According to Barrett, the Sperry./unisys contribution scheme

included two networks, both overseen by vice-president Charles

Gardner and both involving John Roberts' and Don Lynch's group of

consultant,'contributors (Attachment 1, pages 8-13). 3John Roberts
and Don Lynch submitted to Gardner an annual contribution budgets

for the consultants (Attachment 1, pages 9-10 and 84-86). one

network was run by William Roberts, who concentrated on the

chairman of the Appropriations Subcommittee of the House Armed

Services Committee (Rep. Addabbo until 1986, then Rep. Chappell) .

He also "worked" subcommittee members William Murtha and Roy

Dyson. William Roberts would place the appropriate requests for

campaign contributions with Barrett after approval by Charles

3. In addition to these two networks, Barrett himself would
personally contact a number of individuals who assertedly
participated in the contribution scheme, such as respondents
Gerard Scarano, Joseph Zuba, and Robert Littlefield.

4. Barrett told Charles Gardner at one point that Sperry (latermerged with another corporation to form Unisys) provided the late
Rep. Addabbo with about $2,000,000 in contributions, labor and
expenses.
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Gardner. Barrett would tell John Roberts that he needed a certAin

amount of money out of the Don Lynch organization. John Roberts

would then contact the consultants and obtain checks made out to

the particular congressperson's campaign committee. John Roberts

would collect the checks and gi%-e them tr, Barrett, who handed them

over to William Roberts , who in tut n gav.e the chef-ksc to Charles

r7Ardner when the latter needed them. Barrett stated that he did
not know how these checks ended up with the campaian committees.5S

Barrett estimated that 851 of William Robert's requests would be

designated for the subcommittee chairman. Barrett stated that he

recalled the bundling of numerous $1,000 checks usually totaling

between $15,000 and $20,000. 6

The other network involved passing contributions through

7 consultants to all the members that William Roberts did not

"work," such as Reps. Young, Dicks, and Mrazek (Attachment 1,

pages 8-9, 66). Like William Roberts, John Roberts and Don Lynch

submitted contribution requests to Gardner for his consideration.

5. In his FBI statement, Gardner said that William Roberts
passed the contributions on to Reps. Dyson and Chappell
(Attachment 1, page 65). Barrett noted that the checks were
indited, and were later dated by William Roberts or John Roberts,
or possibly someone on the recipient committee (Attachment 1,
page 9).

6. The General Counsel's Report dated June 22, 1990 included as
an attachment a list compiled by this office of contributions by
individuals we knew (based on guilty pleas) or suspected had
participated in the Sperry/Unisys scheme. The list included the
Addabbo Committee's receipt of 13 $1,000 contributions on November
7, 1983, and 20 $1,000 contributions on December 20, 1985. Thelist also included the Chappell Committee's receipt of 16 $1,000
contributions on January 12, 1987 and 15 $1,000 contributions onSeptember 22, 1987. Gardner stated that his network raised
approximately $40,000 in $1,000 contributions for an Addabbo
fundraiser (Attachment 1, page 63).
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Under this scheme, John Roberts formulated a list of campaiqn

contributions needed at a particular time, and passed it on to

Barrett. John Roberts obtained checks from the

consultant contributors, and then passed them to individuals s-,uch

as Pobert Brooks, Georqe Foster neither yet A rogpondent in this

matter,, Samuel Ralph Preston, Robert Old , ani p-Tn Lynch who we-re

clo!;p to Certain Members of Congress. John Robert-, idepntified in

his FBI statement which consultants acted as Sperry Unisys

contacts with specific candidates and staffers (Attachment 1,

pages 103, 105-06..

Barrett noted that John Roberts' network was tied in with

other contribution networks operated by other corporations

(Attachment 1, page 21). Barrett explained that Roberts would

obtain a check from an individual in his campaign contribution

network made out to a candidate committee in ano ther network, and

would receive one in return from a contributor in the other

network. Roberts provided Barrett with an accounting of this

procedure, but Barrett stated that he never heard the names of any

corporations with networks similar to that of Unisys. Barrett

stated that Roberts had these connections himself on Capitol Hill,

or through Robert Brooks.7

7. Barrett assumed that Brooks used his position as treasurer atthe Democratic Campaign Congressional Committee to obtain namesfor John Roberts' tradeoffs, but Dennis Mitchell and John Robertsin their FBI statements note that Brooks worked for Rep. Dicks andthen became a Unisys consultant (See Attachment 1, pages 92-94).This Office has examined the DCCC's disclosure reports, which donot include disbursements of paychecks to Brooks. Thus, RobertBarrett may be mistaken in his statement regarding Brooks'
employment at the DCCC.



The search warrant affidavit notes an intercepted

conversation on July 8, 1987 between respondents Charles Gardner

and William Galvin discussing putting together $20,000 in campaign

contributions for then-Conqressman Roy Dyson (Attachment 2, page

13W Cardner stated that h~e needed the 7rntrihiit-ions b-y Jul y 10,

198-, when Rep. Dyson would b-e vs 1t inq Np-A'Yr G §a r dnr a,,k ed

Gavnfor "as much as we can oct ut of R ,dqe" f a frn -- :r'any

pa rtl y financed by Unisys purch_. ase order-s ) and tho t,,- -:1 1idual1s

agreed that the money would ha.'e to1c be in personal zn3-es

$1,000 each. Gardner then sa2.d, "I'll have about 20 ... and

that's a nice lunch, I'll giv,.e him [Dyson]." Galvin was among th,-

ostensible contributors. In his FBI statement, Gardner lse

this Dyson event as an occasion where congresspersons received

campaign contributions generated through Sperry,/Unisys, i.e.,

coming indirectly from corporate funds (Attachment 1,

pages 64-65). 8

Finally, on September 6, 1991, Unisys Corporation pled guilty

in connection with its defense contract influence-peddling and

agreed to pay a $190 million fine. This Office has obtained the

plea materials, which describe the scheme set out above and list a

number of specific contributions to Representatives Chappell and

Dyson that were funded by Sperry, Unisys. Respondent William

Roberts is noted as passing a number of contribution checks,

including his own to the Chappell campaign in December

8. Gardner also listed
in which William Roberts
Office does not yet have
event.

a March, 1988 fundraiser for Rep. Murtha
provided $10,000 in contributions. This
any other information regarding this

M_ 0
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1986/January 1987. These contributions were all reimbursed by

Unisys. The contributions noted in the plea materials represent

only a fraction of the total contributions funded by Unisys.

B. Reason to Believe Recommendations

The Commission has made reason to believe findings regarding

most of the individuals noted abov'e. This office now makes

rpcommendations regarding~ William Galvin and William Roberts,

whose significant roles in the Unisys contribution scheme are

noted above. ralvin was notified as a respondent to the complaint

in this matter on September 15, 1989. In his response to the

complaint, Galvin stated that nothing in the complaint implicated

him in any wrongdoing (Attachment 3, page 1). On July 10, 1990,

the Commission took no action regarding Galvin pending further

investigation. 9In light of the roles Galvin and Roberts played

in the Unisys contribution reimbursement scheme as set out above,

including receiving reimbursement for their own contributions,

this Office recommends that the Commission find reason to believe

that William Galvin and William Roberts knowingly and willfully

violated 2 U.S.C. S 441f.

C. orders and Subpoenas

At this point in the investigation, this Office recommends

that the Commission issue subpoenas to several respondents. Two

such respondents, Gerard Scarano and Joseph Zuba, are noted above.

Below we discuss the information we seek through subpoenas, from

9. Galvin pled guilty cn March 28, 1990 to federal conspiracy
and bribery charges not directly related to the Unisys
contribution scheme.



Mr. Scarano and Mr. Zuba as well as from Joseph Zuba ii, the Dyson

Committee, and former Representative Dyson. Also in this section

we discuss the no further action request of one of the

consultants.

On July 10, 1090, the Commission found reason to believe that

several Unisys consultants had violated 2 U.S.C. 5 441f for, their

roles as conduits in the contribution scheme. Some of these

findings were knowing and willful. Also on that date the

Commission found reason to believe that the Dyson for Congress

Committee and Marion Fedas, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C.

5441c, 441f, 441b(a), and 434(b)3 ,A for its knowing receipt

of corporate contributions in the name of individuals and its

failure to report the identification of a number of contributors.

This Office did not send respondents interrogatories and document

requests at the time of the reason to believe notifications, but

rather planned to obtain information from respondents through

informal means. These particular respondents have not proved

cooperative, and we now recommend that the Commission issue

subpoenas.

1. Unisys consultants and employees

Respondent Gerard Scarano responded to the Commission's

reason to believe finding by expressing a desire to cooperate

(Attachment 3, pages 11-12). This Office met with counsel for

respondent Gerard Scarano on August 22, 1990. At this meeting

counsel stated that his client intended to cooperate with the

Commission's investigation and agreed to provide information

regarding his role in the contribution scheme. Counsel also told
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this Office that Scarano made a number of reimbursed contributions

besides the one noted in his guilty plea. This Office wrote to

counsel shortly thereafter to list the information requested

(Attachment 4, page 1). This Office has not received a response

to date.

Respondents Joseph Zuba anci Joseph Zuba II both responded

to the Commission's reason to believe finding by stating that the

Commission should not pursue them in this matter (Attachment 3,

pages 13-14). on October 18, 1990, this Office sent questions and

document requests to Joseph Zuba and Joseph Zuba II regarding

their roles in the Unisys contribution scheme (Attachment 4, pages

3-6). Neither individual has responded to date.

In light of the failure of respondents Gerard Scarano, Joseph

Zuba, and Joseph Zuba II to respond to our questions and document

requests, this Office now recommends that the Commission issue

these questions and document requests under Order and Subpoena.10

We also ask that the Commission approve subpoenas for depositions

of these individuals.

Regarding the respondent Unisys employees who have pled

guilty, this Office will contact these respondents in an attempt

to obtain their cooperation in the investigation of this matter.

These individuals should possess information to flesh out the full

extent of the reimbursed contributions. Although we intend to

first attempt to meet with these respondents informally, we ask

the Commission to approve subpoenas for depositions of Charles

10. The Commission denied these three individuals' requests forpre-probable cause conciliation on October 2, 1990.
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Gardner, Dennis Mitchell, John Roberts, and Robert Barrett. If

these respondents do not cooperate, we will forward the subpoenas

for depositions.

2. Dyson Committee

on July 10, 1990, the Commission found reason to believe that

the Dyson for Congress Committee and Marion Fedas, as treasurer,

violated 2 U.S.C. 55 441c, 441f, 44lba), and 434(b)(3)(A) for its

knowing receipt of corporate contributions in the name of

individuals and its failure to report the identification of a

number of contributors. Also on that date the Commission took no

action regarding Representative Dyson. The allegations against

the candidate and the Committee involve the receipt of at least

$15,000 in contributions from Unisys-related individuals during

Rep. Dyson's July 1987 company-sponsored trip. This office has

information, as set out above, that all of these contributions

consisted of corporate funds.

The Dyson for Congress Committee responded to the

Commission's reason to believe finding on August 3 and August 10,

1990 (Attachment 3, pages 15-48). The Committee asserted that it

had violated no provision of the Act or regulations. In December

1990, Dyson's administrative assistant contacted this office

regarding cooperating with this investigation, but has not come

11. This Office has attached the responses of Gardner and
Roberts to the Commission's reason to believe finding
(Attachment 3, pages 3-10). Robert Barrett provided this Officewith a copy of his Chapter 7 bankruptcy petition filed August 8,
1990. Dennis Mitchell did not respond.
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forward since that time. 12Thus, rather than seeking information

through informal means, we recommend that the Commission authorize

an order and Subpoena to the Committee and its treasurer in order

to obtain contribution check copies, an accounting of the events

during then-Representative Dyson's 1987 and 1988 Unisys-sponsored

trips, his interactions with Unisys employees and consultants, and

o)ther information.

3.- Jo-se ph Hill

Unisys consultant Joseph Hill pled quilty to making

contributions with Sperry,/Unisys funds. Hill provided to this

office a short affidavit regarding his activities in the

contribution scheme (Attachment 3, page 60). Hill also has

requested that no further action be taken regarding his activity

in this matter, in light of the criminal conviction and $5,000

fine, his cooperation with the criminal investigation, his ill

health, and his age (79)(Attachment 3, page 58). In light of this

office's need to flesh out the details of his involvement, this

office recommends that the Commission deny Joseph Hill's request.

The factors noted by Mr. Hill will be taken into account by this

office regarding the ultimate recommendation regarding Mr. Hill,

but do not justify a no further action ruling at this point in the

investigation. Finally, this Office may need to depose Mr. Hill

if he does not cooperate with the investigation, and so we

12. The Dyson Committee is represented by counsel. This Office
informed the assistant to this effect and told him that he should
consult counsel before speaking with us. This Office has not
heard from the assistant or counsel since that time.
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recommend that the Commission approve a subpoena for his

deposition.

D. James Kane

Counsel for respondent James Kane notified this Office in a

letter dated July 19, 190Q that Mt. Kane passed away on February

1, 1990 (Attachment 5,. This Office therefore recommends that the

Commission take no further action regarding James Kane and close

the file in this matter as it pertains to him.

III. RECOM4MENDATIONS

1. Find reason to believe that William Roberts and William
Galvin knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.c. S 441f.

2. Approve the attached Orders to Submit Answers and Subpoenas
for Documents to Gerard Scarano, Joseph Zuba, Joseph Zuba II, and
the Dyson for Congress Committee and Marion Fedas, as treasurer.

3. Approve the attached sample Deposition Subpoena to Charles
Gardner, John Roberts, Dennis Mitchell, Robert Barrett, Joseph
Hill, Gerard Scarano, Joseph Zuba, and Joseph Zuba II.

4. Deny Joseph Hill's request that the Commission take no
further action.

5. Take no further action regarding James Kane and close the
file in this matter as it pertains to him.

6. Approve the attached Factual and Legal Analyses and the
appropriate letters.

Date .- awrence M. Noble
-~General Counsel

Attachments
1. Respondents' FBI statements
2. Affidavit for search warrant
3. Responses to reason to believe findings
4. Letters to respondents
5. Kane response
6. Factual and Legal Analyses (2)
7. Subpoenas and Orders for documents and written answers (4)
8. Sample Subpoena for deposition

Staff Assigned: Mark Allen



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of

Unisys Corporation;
Dyson for Congress Committee and
Marion R. Fedas, as treasurer, et al.

MUR 2981

CErRTI ICATION

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

Commission, do hereby certify that on February 12, 1992, the

Commission decided by a vote of 4-0 to take the following

actions in MUR 2981:

1. Find reason to believe that William Roberts
and William Galvin knowingly and willfully
violated 2 U.S.C. S441f.

2. Approve the Orders to Submit Answers and
Subpoenas for Documents to Gerard Scarano,
Joseph Zuba, Joseph Zuba II, and the Dyson
for Congress Committee and Marion Fedas, as
treasurer, as recommended in the General
Counsel's Report dated February 6, 1992.

3. Approve the sample Deposition Subpoena to
Charles Gardner, John Roberts, Dennis
Mitchell, Robert Barrett, Joseph Hill,
Gerard Scarano, Joseph Zuba, and
Joseph Zuba II, as recommended in the
General Counsel's Report dated
February 6, 1992.

(continued)



Page 2Federal Election Commission
Certification for MUR 2981
February 12, 1992

4. Deny Joseph Hill's request that the
Commission take no further action.

'.rake no further action regarding James Kane
and close the file in this matter as it
pertains to him.

6. Approve the Factual and Legal Analyses and
the appropriate letters, as recommended in
the General Counsel's Report dated
February 6, 1992.

Commissioners Elliott, McGarry, Potter, and Thomas voted

affirmatively for the decision; Commissioners Aikens and

McDonald did not cast votes.

Attest:

Date'
Secretary of the Commission

Received in the Secretariat: Fri., Feb. 07, 1992 10:17 a.m.
Circulated to the Commission: Mon., Feb. 10, 1992 11:00 a.m.
Deadline for vote: Wed., Feb. 12, 1992 11:00 a.m.

bj r
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March 4*,

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Pr s A. Nabatoff, Esquire
; rand & Lowell
#d.3 Fifteenth Street, N.W.
Wasininton, D.C. 20005

RE: MUR 2981
Dyson for
and Marion

Congress Commi ttee
Fedas, as treasurer

Deal!r r. 'Nabatof f:

On July 13, 1990, you were notified that
Co--mmission had found reason to- believe your c

U.S.C. §5434(b)(3)(A), 441ba , 441c, and
the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as

the Federal Election
lient violated
441f, provisions of
amended.

Pursuant to its investigation of this matter, the Commission
has Issued the attached subpoena and order requiring Dyson for
Conaress Committee and Marion Fedas, as treasurer, to provide
infcrmation which will assist the Commission in carrying out its
statutory duty of supervising compliance with the Federal Election
Camo~aian Act of 1971, as amended.

.s required that you submit all answers to questions under
ratln w-:th--& 30 days of your receipt of this subpoena and order.
if ':ou have any questions, please contact me at (202) 2119-3400.

Sincerely,

'lark Allen
Attorney

En~cl.osu re
Subpo-ena and order

199 2



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter -,f

NUB 2981

SUBPOENA TO PRODUCE DOCUMENTS
ORDER TO SUBMIT WRITTENANSWERS

TO Dsn orCn1es omitee and Marion Fedas,
ais Treasurer

0PoS s A . Nab aIto0f, Esq.
gra nd & " Lw e ,
?23 Fifteenth Street, N.4.
W a sh ,n q,-o n, Z.C 120 00 5

Pursuant to Z U.S.C. §437d(a)(l) and (3), and in furtherance

of its inv7estigation in the above-captioned matter, the Federal

* Election Commission hereby orders you to submit written answers to

the questions attached to this Order and subpoenas you to produce

the documents requested on the attachment to this Subpoena.

Legible copies which, where applicable, show both sides of the

documents may be substituted for originals.

Such answers must be submitted under oath and must be

forwarded to the Of4fice of the General Counsel, Federal Election

Commission, 999 E Street, N.We.,, Washington, D.C. 20463, along

with the requested documents within 30 days of receipt of this

order and Subpoena.



Dyson for Congress Committee - order and Subpoena
Page 2

WHEREFORE, the Chairman of the Federal Election Commission

has hereunto set her hand in Washinqton, D.C. on this
\v 

A

day of 19.

J~an >Aikens, Chair'i
F-deraI Election Commi!;.Sion

ATTEST:

Secre ary to the Commission
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Dyson for Congress Commi-ttee - Order and Subpoena
Page 3

INSTRUCTION-S

In answerinQ thpse :nterroqatrrips and request for production
of doccuments, furn:sh all documents and other informatio-n, ho~wevPr
obtained, :m1d+ohar 7 hat - in p-ssessicn of , knnwn 1,y ~r

othewis 1'iA blA -, :lin -i r,,nt -i r., rmt
a r re arn In ur re c r

Earnh answer is to I? ::." N searmIt Pj
]n less srec If,-a!!-? State PA vr:-
an-Asw er s h al b te '7V sc-e, of' ~e re n c ee

or t"an en~o_ atra=te to y- resronse.

r fco.rvrequest
~rhert-'Inrh-r an

The response toeaco: :~r'Iatorv propounded '"ere in shallI
set fo-rthn separatei'; th : ntf-3t' on of each person cavable
filrnishir.-. testimnony cccr~~t~response ziven, denorinQ
separately those :,ndl vlduals :horcrvided info)rmationa.!,
documentar;' Or other incut, Ind those who assisted in drafting
inter roga toryrepne

-Lf ycu cannot answer th e flon interroqatories in full
after exercising due dillgence to se-cure the full information to
do so, answer to the extent possible and indicate your inability
to answer the remainder, statina whatever information or knowledee
you have --oncernina the unanswered portion and de-ali.ng what you
di in attemiDti: toD secu-re tpoe unknown information.

Shoul you claim a rv~eewith respect to any documents,
-7cmmunications, or other italns autwhich ".nformation is
requested ty any of the tfollowinz interroqatories and requests for
production of documents, Jescribe such items in sufficient detail
t-o provide ~u st if ic a ticn fo-_r th - l ai1m. Each claim r-f Privilege
nust Spec, :,v, detail all he o-rcunds on which it rests.

Unless otherwise indica-ted, t-he discovery request
t-o the tine period from Januar'; I, 98' to December 31,

s hall1 r e fer

The fzllowinq 4nterrcozatrres and requests for production ofdocuments are continuin naur .o as to -eu vnu to file
supplement-3: responses -_r imendonts dur~in.i f-h0 rs - f this
in-jestiqaticon ilf you obtain furtner -~r dl :fferent infotmation prior
to or du r irn t he pendency ftns na t: :nc111d~ e 1 anyV

Supplemental answer s the date _=_ n ,,ni c- and the manner :n whi ch
such f urther ocr di f ferent I f--t~n Came to n your at tent ion .

n In

t he
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Dyson for Congress Committee - order and Subpoena
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DEFINITIONS

For e
inst ruct: ons
follo-_w s :

-,,jrose of t,-hese 1isovry requests, i nrcludiing
t ,.heretc, the terms listed below are defnpl as

~po 'r a

-b~ ~'-~-~

tS -~i:~ vi
- he rp-''

ho mS ~ -'"

n~ all

a~

e st --c v

002 s~~ e eM ed ,, -Iu P or rin

''ll ean an- n-i-:. ; so v nrh
2oroor-ato, I r an te o f oon

' ~ ~ ~ ~ -shl Iea n~' cr ra -n all o-d ent i cal
oo~e,:ncludin- Arafts, of all1 raers and records of every type

in your oo:ssesslon, custodyv, 7r control, -r known by you to exist.
The term document. Includes, h-ut is not limited to books, letters,
contracts, notes, diaries, l sheets, records of telephone
communications, transcripts, vouchers, accounting statements,
ledaers, --necks, money orders or other commercial paper,
teiegrams, t-elexes, pamphlets, olrrouiars, leaflets, reports,
memoranda, c-orrespondence, surveys, tabulations, audio, and video
eccrdlrasll Irawinas, vhotoarachs, iraphs, --harts, diagrams,
:ss, : or-ut e r p r nt -ou ts, and1 al other writincis and other data
omp1lat:oons from which informatlon can be obtained.

":dertlfy"* with resoact t- a ioncument shall mean state the
nature or: t';oe o-f document e.j., ett"_er, memorandum,, the date,
Iff any, ar-earinq thereon, the date on which the documenws
p repared, hetle fc h documiient, the Qeneral subject matter otlhe document., t-he location of the document, the number of pages
comrrsin- the document.

"dent: fy " witrh ropet toa va rson shall mean state the full
name, the most recent business and residence addresses and the
telerhone numbers, the present -ccupaticn or position of such
perscn, tne nature of the ccnnecticn or associatio-n that person
haS to anv -artv in th'-s Srce~~ th-erson to be
11dentifile-i _s not a natural res, ricethe lpqal and t-radie
names, the address and telepn~ne nuer, andi the full names of
both the ?2ef executi'el offi-,r and the alzent designated to
receive ser,.ic-e of process f-r pe." er son .

'And aswel as"or snil ~--nstrued disiunct-ively rr
con-iunct--veiy as necessary to nrinz wi. 1thin t he scope of these
interroo~atcries and requests orthe production of documents any
documents and materials which may otherwise be construed to be out
of their scope.

t he

n d

omm I
t 1o0n -I
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"Committee" shall mean the Dyson for Congress Committee and
all paid and unpaid staff.
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Dysnn for Congress CommittIee - Order and Subpoena
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QUESTIONS AND DOCUMENT REQUESTS

1. rcm Janua ry 1, IL1986 thr7ug the present,
contribut1-ons hat the Committee has refunded,

regarding

U .ed
Listth C' fl t

but

b u t he ateof the
! a*-- that

contrihi-ition, the
the Committee

b .Sate '-he reascn f-r th ::nr

St-ate when
haracter:st,.7s of
Committ ee to ret urn

Sn d h'-."~ ttoPe became aware
te ",tat prompted the
t:h e c cn t:bu't onc.

I2 Reqard,.ng Representat-'.e Dy"son's July 1987 and
t r.ps to Niew York Ciyand Lcni :sland in which the
met with Unisys offic--.a-s,

April/May 1988
Representative

a. :d-entify tepersonis wrl planned the trips.

b. State the purpose c. t-he t:s

C. State ail the -csts
rans[portation, food and hot

avaiiable rece:pt.s fo-r these

C the trips, including
an:1 entertainment. Provide

sbur-sements.

d. :dAentify the person~s, who bore each of the costs of the
rpident- fied i1n response to 'uestion 1.c above.

e . Sta te the :t-- ne ra r, f 2r each tr ip .

of the

all1
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2. With regard to th

contributor
Kenneth Broo~ke
John Metrishyn

Brenda Br ,oks
Robert. Brcoks
Williamn Galvin
Charles G3ardner
Joseph H II!
Mildred Hill
Pobert Li ttlefield
Wi ihelmina Li ttlefield
Don Ly'nch
Violet Lynonl
Jean old
Robert old
Stanley Sommer
Frederick Somers
Jeffrey Zuba

Samuel Ralph Preston
Samuel Ralph Preston

e following contributions,

date amount
7-07-S, 1,000

000

-, - Q -P 1000
,000

,000
,000
,000

- 000
,000
000
000

1 000
1,000

000
S1,000
1 , 000

7-16-87 $1,000
1,000

a. identify the persons involved in
best of your knowledge, includinq but not
of the checks from the contributors to the
wdritinqs regarding the receipt of these co
includinq notes, memoranda, cover letters,
correspondence. Provide copies, front and

c.Identify the
cotibutors' checks,

for the Committee.

the transactions, to the
limited to the delivery
Committee. Provide all

ntribution checks,
and any other
back, of the checks.

person~s) on the Committee who received the
and the person(s) who deposited the checks

-. Regarding th_ omte' eep of contributions dated
July 9, 1987, a July 16, 1988 Washington Post article noted that
Unisys employee Dennis Mitchell collected th7e contribution checks
and aave them to Mr. Dyson's aide Thomas Pappas in connection with
Mr. Dyvson's July 1987 trip to New York City and Lonq Island. The
art~cle also noted that Dysocr staff members said they have tried
unsuccessfully to reach Mitcrnell t-_- ask him about the money and
that they remain unsure of his exact role in raising the funds.

d. identify the personis) who tried to contact Dennis
mitchell. State when the efforts were made. Describe the efforts
made.



HDE RAI EF LCTION C0NMMISSION

March, 4, 1992

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

S7teve Sachs, Esqui::e
james Carr, Esqoure
welmer, Cutler P ; -Poe r _ n
-114 M S t r e et,
elashlnqtofl, .. 2C

RE: AU 2B
Gerard Scarano

Dear Messrs. Sachs and Carr:

On July 3,1990, You were notified that the Federal Election

Commission had found reason to believe your client violated

2- U.S.C. § 441f, a provisicn of the Federal Election Campaign Act

of 101'l, as amended. on August 30, 19090, the Office of the
G~eneral Counsel sent you questions and document requests. To

date, this Office has not received responses.

Pursuant t2 1:ts lnvestigation cf thls matter, the Commission

has now issued the attached subpoena and order requiring

Gerard Scarano to provide information which will assist the

Commission in carrv,.nQ out its statutory duty of supervising

compliance with the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as

amended.

:t is reourred that you submit all answers to questions under

oath within 30 days of your receipt of this subpoena and order.

if you have any, questions, please contact me at (202) 219-3400.

Sincerely,

'lark ;ie2
At tcrn Ie%,

Enclosure
Subpoena and Order



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of

MUR 21981

SUBPOENA TO PRODUCEDOCUMENTS
ORDER TO S-UBMIT WRITTEAN&SWERS

T'D >~ GeardScarano
cSteve Sachs, Esq.

imes Carr, Eq
;~1erCutl-er &Picker-ni

Wash~niton, D.C. 210037

Pursuant to 2U.S.C. § 37dta >.! and (3), and in furtherance

of :s investiqation in the above-captioned matter, the Federal

Elec::on Commission hereby orders you to submit written answers to

the zuestCions attached to this Order and subpoenas you to produce

the documents requested on the attachment to this Subpoena.

'Lea:tle ccples which, where applicable, show both sides of the

documents ay be substituted for originals.

Such answers must be submitted under oath and must be

'forwarded to the office of the General Counsel, Federal Election

comm,.ssion, 999 E Street, N.W., Washinqton, D.C. 2'0463, along

'4itn the requested documents within 30 days of receipt of this

Order and Subpoena.
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Mr. Gprard Scarano - Order and Suhpoena
Page 2

WHEREFORE, the Chairmran of the Federal Election ComMission

has hereunto set her hand In washin~iton, D.C. o~n this 3rd.

day of I~2

303 n Alkens, Chairman
Federa'; Electiocn Commission

ATTEST:

M 3o re7r
Secre .ry '-o the Commission



Mr. Gr ar I S- aran o -- flrdp r a nd Sub-poena
page 7-

QUESTIONS AND DOCUMENT REQUESTS

l~ :'vid adescription and cr idocumentarl. 01.

consJ' t!T-, fees that you receiv%-d from Sperry Un
the ~ o 0~:hy-u rpce:':.- a Pp s-ipm fo':

1~~~~~~~~~~ :2 f.'w o":~':.1aI~n~u p

~h~ nsu:o S 1Ir 0Ps anr.d th t- -nrn'
p ayrT-. P ~nd s ;Dec fcly thi ~ 7r0~t' -

the Io~v~ n fe-e a r ran e Ienrt7 -Tno e mo n-r
su~ latfee and the ,- na:e : h

3:denti f-, each payment that_ mc ade -at
Sperry :nisys, incl uding but oct.:m toi t-
federal1 polit_,cal committles and payments to

date, amcunt, and recipient.

,ri~~nce of the
isyvs both during
I li duiring thf-

ano-- other

.'nt::hutons to
-ther" -onsultants, by

'i Pro-_vi1d e d oc ume nt a ry ev ido n ce of -suc (h payments siicn
canceleao checks, check reg:sters, -canK statement-s etc

-:Adentify and specify. the rc.e
contact w.Ltn in connection wit.h

voi::ca~ cntributions and tn
os:on, if known, :ncludini woo

W h om cou deliv.ered the payment .

:e nt:: v,
Sperry Unisys
acquired 'th~s

f: eaco:dv ua you had
e requests you 'receivedi to make

Pivmont, S y I na1 7me, epo rand

requested toe payment and to

any o-ther Individuals connected with the
scneme, their ro: es in the Scheme, and how you
-nformnat ion.

:dent 'y any , ndivi1duais cnec~e wih ecJ ~
committees that you had contact with in conner-tion wi
cont.-:butions, and the substance o-f these contacts.

t political
th the

:o our knowledae, identify a'l -ther _nrJ_-.iduais or entities
Who made payments includini pc.,-: i-ca1 contrlbuti, ns at the request
of Scerry; Unisys, al'. suopamns mai ~yjaurd this

:nfrmt~nand tenature c "::>~~s:
~nd I du a 1.
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A ' A

Maron 9, 132

CERTIFIED MAIL,

RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Yi~~Me

Joseph Zuba
Jo seon Zuba

Dear '~r ~:11iOn

on 7July 13
Co:mmission had

of ?' ,as amei
General Counsel
-'ate, th-,s Offi

Pursuant t
has now issued
:uba and Joseph
T-he Commission
o-mollance wi7th

amended.

oath wi
C ou

is
thin

haTve

ou n
a p r

oeo.
sent
a h-as

-cou were not-f'ed that the Federal Election
reason to believ:e your clients violated

ov,:,siol cf the Federal Election Campaign Act

O.-n October 18, 1990, the Office of the

you questions and document requests. To

not received responses.

o its :nvres*iaaticl of this matter, the Commission

the attached subpoena and order requiring Joseph
Zuba T- t* rid information which will assist

in carrying out its statutory duty of supervising

the Federal Electicn Campaign Act of 1971, as

requi red
30 days
any que

that you submit all answers to questions under

of your receipt of this subpoena and order.

stions, please contact me at '202) 219-3400.

Sincerely,

Enclosure
subpoena and Orier

0
f

n

r,



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of

MUR 2981

SUBPOENA TO PRODUCE DOCUMENTS
ORDER TO SUBMIT _WRITTEN AN-SWERS

TO: .r. >s eh Zuib a
-IPaul 3. Killion, Esq.

on& Met:
Suite -400

12 arket Street
Harr-sburQ, PA 17101

Pursuant to- 2 UJ.S.C. §437da1f and (31, and in furtherance

of its investiaation in the above-captioned matter, the Federal

Election Corn-_missicn hereby orders you to submit written answers to

the questions attached to this order and subpoenas you to produce

the documents requested on the attachment to this Subpoena.

Legible cooies which, where applicable, show both sides of the

documents miay be substituted for originals.

Szuch answers must be submitted under oath and must be

forwarded to the Office of the General Counsel, Federal Election

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

with the requested documents within 30 days of receipt of this

O--rder and Subpoena .



Mr. Joseph Zuba - Order and Subpoena
Page 2

WHEREFORE, the

has hereunto set her

day of f&

Chairman of the Feder

hand in Washington,

al Election Commission

D-C on this j3t401

Tha '.Aikens, Chai rman
Federal Ejectl~on Commission

ATTEST:

XJ. '1 7
Marjor~ W. Emmons
Secret Mty to the Commission



Mr. Joseph Zuba - Order and Suhpoena
page 5

QUESTIONS AND DOCUMENT REQUESTS

1. r cv.I e -,heck Copies and check registers for each federal
made b-y you between January 1, 1982 and December 31,

Provide the content ofL your
a~jreement 'thSperry',Unis*vs Car
,-hereof, icdn all documents
r a yments receiv:ed.

-- nsultinq and contribution
poration and documentary evidence
reflecting all consulting

Prov.-de all o-ther d c',,ments in any way relat'inq to your
_ntibutons, Inc..luding notes, lnv:,tations, and co-rrespondence.

Provide a list of. your c-ontributions listed in response to
question 1 above that were reimbursed by Sperry.'Unisys.

IdentIfy and specify the roles of Sperry,/Unisys employees a
well as candidates and campaign committee personnel who were
involved in the contribution. process.

A. Tdentify all other individuals who wrote
at your request and the circumstances of those
includina but not limited t2 the dates and the
committees.

cont ribut ion checks
contributions,
recipient
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of

MUR 21981

SUBPOENA TO PRODUCE DOCUMENTS
ORDER TO SUBMIT WRITTEN ANSWERS

CO: Mr. 2Joseph Zuba II
C o Pau' 7. Killion, Esq.

Kilio & Met--
suite 4600
122 M~arket Street
Hiarrlsbur-, PA 17101

Pursuant to2U.S.C. § 43,dla-1) and (3), and in furtherance

of its investigiation in the above-captioned matter, the Federal

Election Commission hereby orders you to submit written answers to

the questions attached to this Order and subpoenas you to produce

the document,.s requested on the attachment to this Subpoena.

Lible copies which, where applicable, show both sides of the

documents may be substituted fo-r originals.

Such answers must be submitted under oath and must be

forwarded t--o the Office of the General Counsel, Federal Election

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

with the requested documents within 30 days of receipt of this

order and Subpoena.



Mr. Joseph Zuba II - order and Subpoena
Page 2

WHEREFORE, the Chairman of the Federal Election Commission

has hereunto set her hand in Washnaton, 77. . on this

day :,f I

~:n .A~enChairran*-----
~edeai Iec:oncormIsso-.

ATTEST:

iiro .Emn
Secretiry to the rommissicn



Mr . Joseph Zuba T1I - Orde r and Subpoena
Page 5

QUESTIONS AND DOCUMENT REQUESTS

1. Ptovi-Th -heck cocpies and check re~isters fo-r each federa
ntribut.,cn made by you lbetween Jaury 1,1984 and December

.1988.

Prcv bn t"e - -

h ro-Uqh Dec eibe r 19-84,
"'D:vermb e r 18 thnrou~r 7 nuarv

~0r'.-1 2 lanua r

P Pro o acl -the- 4- 7n-s i:o an-.,, ~'rwto r
c-nrbut: i,7 n n~dn s'e cr2trrs sn-i~rcrne

1
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FEFD ERA L E F )C ()iN M I S SIOs

March 4, 1992

.~I~P Pob e r ts
- ~ W~dm Lar -

_ i i -, 'A

F)~~~ar >~.Port S

no F e ru ar y
.a here is reason

.o.at e d Z.S'. §
Camp a i n Ac cf
Leaa Analvsis, wh ic
is attached fo-r %1ou1r

l?~.:-eFeoeai ect:~n omrniss o fon
t-o c~' Io wn iy and willfully

~f, a ~-~'~n f the ederal Electio
a s am endaed .4 the A ct The Factual and
for ..med a basis for the Commission's finding,
in F corma t icn .

Under the Act, You n-ave an opportunity to demonstrate that no

actlon should be taken aanst ':ou. Yc-u may submit any factual or

leaal materials that you ze.Iev.e are re_:ev.ant to the Commission's
consideration of this matter. ?lease submit such materials to the
GJeneral Co-unsel's Office w-Ithin 30 days of your receipt of this
laqt-er. '.,here aDprcDrr-ate, statements should be submitted under
o-ath.

in the absence of any additicnal information demonstrating
that no further action should-- be taken against you, the Commission
may find probable cause to: believ.e that a violation has occurred
and -rcceed with conciliat~on.

:fyou are interested in pursuing pre-probable cause
conciliatlon, you should so request in writ-ing. See 11 IC.F.R.

'11l.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the offieo h
General Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission either
?popoing an agreement in settlement o-f the matter or recommending

declining that pre-probable cause conciliation be pursued. The
Office of.1 the General Counsel may recommend that pre-probable
cause c-onc il iaticn not te ent:ered into:- tths time so that i t may
ccomDlete its :,nvesti_4ation of the mnatter. 7urther, the Commission
w;ill not entertain requests:o r-raoecueoniatn
afte: r.L- briefs on crooable cause na,.*e been mrailed to the respondent.

Requests for extens:o-ns of ine*< -- not he routinely
or anted. Requests mu stoeme _- *.:n- at -east fie days
pr icr to the due date of: -ne resconse and specifi c good cause must

be demonstrated. In addition, t,-he OffIce of. the General Counsel
ordinarily will not give extensions beyond 20 days.

0
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Mr. William Roberts
Page 2

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 authorizinq such counsel to receive any notificcitions and
other rommunicatlcns from the Ccmm~ssicn.

hi s flat t er -wL- r em a n cocnft e t~a 3 n 1 -1 c)e wIth
2 5~~ §§ ~3 -1a ~B I an d 4 3o 2A u nles y ou notfy

Mh 'Mmissicn wr It n,3 t ha t o ish he vn.e sr:to to b e
made nublic.

For you.Ar ncratowe have enclo-sed a '.r-ef, I'script-,on of4
the Commission' s procedures -for hnand_ino possible v1ioat-,cns of
the Act. :f you have any questions, please contact mark Allen,
the attorney assigned to rhis matter, at- i202, -19,40

S In ce r elI,

Joan CD. Aikens
Chai rman

Enclosures
7actual and
Procedures
Des i nat ion

Leciai Analvs-,s

of Counsel F.ornm



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: William Roberts MUR 2981

:n the ordinary course of carrying cut its supervisory

responsibi1I tie 1 ,thp Federal £l cn Commissicn has di'sc--orod

that *Wl1 liam Roberts may hcave vaeJthe Fedeafl Electlcn

Campain Act", o-f 71, as ar~encec- *the Ac:"'

The Act provides t:hat rerscn may kno~winly permit his o

her narme to be used to eet corbtcnmade :nthe name 0t

another. 2 U.S.C § 441f. '-' 1 *lf appli4es not only t o

persons who make contr.butions in the name of another, but also to

those who assist in the maklnni of such contributions. See FEC v

Rodriguez, No. 86-687 :.--1B M.D. Fla. Mlay 1, 987U(order

denying summary judgment motion); 11 C.F.R. § llQ.4(bi(l)(iii).

William Roberts, a Unisys consultant, participated in a

scheme by Sperry./Unisys Corporation employees and related

individuals seeking to influence the defense contracting process

by conferring benefits on public of'ficials, including the making

of campaign contributions to members of Congress. The

contribution portion of the scheme involved company employees and

consultants who contributed to various campaigns and were

reimbursed by the company. zc--r-s' rc~e inciuded clacin-Q

requests for campaign contri-tuticns ;inSper:y Unisys employee

Robert Barrett after aprov-a'- ty . _-*-c-P-s.Aent Charles Gardner.

Sperry/Unisys employees and1 cos'-~s;ol e contacted and

write checks. These checks wer e passed on to Roberts, who in turn

gave the checks to Charles Gardner when the latter needed them.
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In some instances William Roberts

c-hecks to the campaigns. Roberts

40

himself passed the contribution

obtained contributions in this

fashion for Representativ.es

The Unisys

P o ets o b t a n ed

e!n_.yee Ro)bert

..~nhe -was rei

:n summary,

contributions by

gui

nc-e

Br

Mb u

I ty pl e a

numbe rs

rsed t

ac'pea rs

one rperscn

in, s -name to be usedfo

S441f.Ths there i

knowingly and willfkully

Addabbo, Chappell, and Dyson.

and acco-mpanying materials note a

be: la8A Janual v !QP -n which W1 1 1

ontr:U t Cn c ie Ck2 S roM Un sv S

:7 asseci; --ker n -:t~7hapcell

..:se Cf --- s chcs

n IsJs.

, nat Roberts assisted In the making

:.n th1e name of another and permitted

a cntibution by

reason to, bev e

c 1.a te d If' U.S.C

Un 1.sys ,

that -.;q

5 441f .

:n violation of

I.liam Roberts



FEDERAL EHI( TIO\ N4 MIS)

S P4 f arc.- 4, 1992

1il.amnD' Nussbaum, Es--.
Hogan & Hart''son
Clumbia scluare

Thirteenttn St11'eet,

'-Par Mr . Nussbaum.:

On September 1-5, IBteFederal 7-lecticn Commission
notI f ied yourL cli4.en t, ;qi 11,am G;a>: ofacopaint alleging
violations of certain sectIons of thIe Federal Election Campaign
Act of 19711, as amended ."the Act" . A copy o-f the complaint was
forwarded to your client at that :time.

Upon further review of the alleaaticns contained in the
complaint, and infcrmat~cn supi--e by ;'ou, the Commission, on
February 12, 19921, found that there is reason to believe William
Galvi n knowingly and wI_1fL!ully- ~cated Z U.S.C 441f , a
provision of the Act. '"he Factual. and Legal Analysis, which
formed a basis for the Commission's finding, is attached for your
information.

Under the Act, you have an coppo rtunity to demonstrate that no
action should be taken against your client. You may submit any
factual or 'Legal materials that you believe are relevant to the
Commission's consideration of this matter. Please submit such
materials to the General Counsel's Office within 30 days of
receipt of this letter. where appropriate, statements should be
submitted under oath.

In the absence of any add:::c'nal information demonstrating
that no further action snouldJ be :a'Ken against your client, the
Commissicn may 4.nd probable 7-ause t ee'ethat a vilain1a
occurred and prc.eed witnh

TIf you are interested :n ore-crobable cause
conciliation, you should so reaues:_ in ~-r:n. See 11 C.F.R.

§ ll.l8(di. Upon rece,_pt cf one reauest, :eoffice of the
General Counsel -.will make reccmmenai'_ :2th Commission either
proposina an agreement in sett:,ement of -t'e P atter or recommendina
declining that pre-probable cause conc I..ation be pursued. The
Office of the General Counsel may recommend that pre-probable
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Will1 'iam D. .Nussbaum, Esqj.
paqe 2

causeI cc atien
crT nclete its inves

after C11~t e p~r

netce nte~c ntoa.: this time so that it may

requests fc
-alluse

t -7attei. Further,
r ere-erc'bacIe cause

*--e --en mailed tc

the
cne:

the r

Commi ss ion
Ili a ti oen
esrpendent.

pI ?qu es~ StS',St 7 r3:

edue da :'~

a'
x

nsi -I.s an sec c Cc -I C e must-
*-.~~o -e

s m a t *-e,
155 43-o
C n I r : 1%r

y ou hnav-1,e an-';
3ttorn=ev 3ssianed tc

and ~ 2 A unes tio no y the
:nat ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ m acZ d:s t~ t ob ae ru bli*C.

oueso-a r~a seont "-ar A'len, the
m~ maI-t e. a: t2'19-3400-.

e ~es

En c cs -i re
Factua..S Lecial nv

0
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMIISSION

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Willam Galvln MUR '2981
TIhe Federal lcto Co. mmssion '"Commission"' received a

7o m pi a ,nt f ro >: S u-1n a c-n S e -tem ber 19 89. The complaint

Jiscussed a scher'.e 'w here Un,:sys Corporat:cn funneled corporate

mone',' t-hro-uqh consult-"ants '-7 --caialon iontes dentified as a

responden- :s I I a m G al'. n h Com :cn rece:.''ed a response

from Gaiv' on Cctober I,139 nwhicn -e argued that nothing in

however, suff

the substance

has shown Gal

contribution

?u rsuant

contribution

k-nowlnqly -err

contribut:on.

:c-,ent-'yiml

of the oomph'

:n o nve o

scheme, as set

to,- -

~n the name o

ut thei name

:n any wrnd~.. The complair

ic3tedi Gaivin, 'wno has not responde

alnt. The Ccmissien's investigati

.aved a sign~f-:ant role in the Uni

out below.

44-c no perso-n may make a

*another person, and no person may

tce used to- effect such a

Seto 44'L1P aDpl-es not only to persons who make
contributions in the name of anotherbtas otoewoass

in the makini o such contribut-ons. S)ee FEC v. Rodriguez, No.
8 6 -68O C-T -i M.O F>. a av K i8-1 order denying summary

i ucoment moticn; b12..~.~-

William Gal-.-, and ote csu : a nt 3nd emploe es of

S pe r ry ,U n Is ys C orcr at. on ca r t 11a te d aZ sc-heme :n -which the

Cor po r a tiocn s ouah t to- In I e n - - Iont r a ti.n pr oc e ss b y
conferring benefits on pub-!---c officais, including the making of

campigncontributions to members of Conaress. Sperry/Unisys

'd to

on

Sys
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purchase orders ("Pos") were provided to a number of consultants
and companies, some of which were front companies controlled by

Galvin and others. These POs were for the purchase of reports
which are believed to be cotrve r Overvalued -- the companies
Perfo-r~me' little, If an,., substant.-ve analytical services. The
-_cmoani- oilled Unisys fo-r serv~ces rendered, and some of the
fund_-s z r',%,ded to- the consultants and companies were used for

o no::7:bu -_i ns.

Th-nisys gulty ---'ea and accompany~ng materla.js state that,
W:-am alv,.in and Unisys 2,.Ice-Pres.,dent. Charles Gardner put

tooether S20,OOO in campalan contribut.ions fo-r then-Congressman

Roy Dyson in July 1987. Galvin and Gardner arranaed the
ccntributions to be in the names of individuals, *dho were
reimbursed with Unisys funds. William Galvin himself wrote one of
-hese checks, fo-r w,.hich he was reimbursed by Unisys.

_n summary, :t- appears that G7alvin assisted In the making of
cont::rbut~lons by one person in t-he name of another and permitted
his name to be used for a contribution by Unisys, in violation o-f
44f Thus, there is reason to believe that William Galvin

know-inalv and willfully .violated U.S.C. § 4 1fP



FHDERAL ELECTION 4, 199214,-

Myles V. Lynk, Esq.
Dewey EBallantine
17>5 Pennsylvania Ave~nue,
eW " !hinqton, D.C. 20

7-seph H1

Dear MIr. Lynk:

This is in resccnse to your letter dated September 11, 1991
in which you request that the Commission tZake no further action
regarding your cl~ient, Joseph H-,!-. Cn February 12, 1992, the
Commission denied your request, and consequently, the
investigation Will. remain open regarding3 your client.

Your letter also included an affidavi t by your client in
response to a set of questions and document requests from the
Office of the General Counsel dated July 115, 1991. This Office
remains interested in speaking -with Ir. Hii., in order to flesh
out the details of his knowledge reqardinQ the events in this
matter. We would prefer to obtain this Information through
informal means rather than compulsory process. If you are
interested in cooperating with the informal process, please
contact me upon your receipt of this 'Letter in order in order to
arrange a meeting or conference call ;4tI~h your client. I can be
reached at (202) 219-3400.

Sincerely,

SAllen
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[F [A RA1. ELECTION ( (JMMISSION
A 4 - (. ) V ~

M rcb- 4, 1992

Andrew M
220 Ea!s'
N ew r fr

*Lawler, Esq.
4 -nd S treet

Y'

E:MUR 2981
:ames 1L. Kair(-

Dear M r. Lawler:

OnJuy13, 90 your clet ae .Kane, was notified
that th!-e Federal El--ection CommissIcn found reason to believe that
he had v,,oiated 2 U.S.C. S 441f. Cn July 19, 1990, you submitted
a response to the Commission's reason to believe finding
indicatingz that your client had passed away on February 1, 1990.

:.n liqht of these circumstances, the Commission determined on
February 12, 1992, to take no further action against James T.
Kane, and closed the file as it pertains to him. The file will be
made part of the public record within 30 days after this matter
has been closed with respect to all other respondents involved.
Should you -wish to submit any factual or legal materials to appear
cn the publi:c record, please do so within ten days of your receipt
of th-s letter. Such materials should be sent to the office of
the General Counsel.

7"he co n
and 5 43-ai.a
closed. The
been :l-osed.
2 U.S.-. S
submitted to
acknowled!:ed

fidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. 5 437ga)(4)(B
)i,2')A)remain in effect until the entire matter 'is

Commission will notify you when the entire file has
7n the event you wish to waive confidentiality under

37gta)(l2)(A), written notice of the waiver must be
the Commission. Receipt of the waiver will be
in writing by the Commission.

-'f you have any questions, please contact me at (202)

Atto .rney



HOGAN & HARTSON

COLUMBA IYJ'JARIF

WASHINGTON, rZ. 20004 -110

WILLIAM 0. NUSSBAUM

,- A e & I-.

March 5, 1992

Joan D. Aikens
ChJ r m a n

Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463

6701 ROCKL 00t I)Rl\,r

DE1THES0A. MAF4u ANrl 20817

301/491 - o -t

79Ju'H"CA yrI' -' pE F

aA-TWIORE, MAIII , N7 2120j2

63r'j ljFEFWN,n- II \,

McEAN, VIR £IN A 22102

703/848 - 2~

Re: MURK.2981 William Galvin

Dear Ms. Aikens:

I am in receipt of your letter and enclosure of March 4,c,,
1992 regarding the above-captioned matter. Please be advised C
that this firm no longer represents Mr. Galvin. All inquiries
should be directed to attorney James Arthur, Mays & Valentine,
2300 Ninth Street, Arlington, VA 22204.

Yours truly,

William D. Nussbaum

WDN: cc s

cc: James Arthur (w/encl.)

CABLE: 'HOGANO)EP WASHINGTON". TELEX: 248370 (RCA). 802757 'WL).FACSJUILE:- 202. 637- 59tO -EASY LINK: 62776734

/ / dl
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March 20, 1992
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NAC f . E 8

D4P[ T , '. t N

4 f'

Marv Allen, Esq.
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 2981

Dear Mr. Allen:

We represent Mr. William W. Roberts in the above-numbered
matter Under Review. Enclosed is an executed Designation of
Counsel form.

Please confirm that Mr. Roberts has thirty days from receipt
of the "reason to believe" letter to submit materials in response
thereto or pursue a pre-probable cause conciliation. I raise this
point only because there was a significant time delay between the
date of the "reason to believe" letter, March 4, the letter's
postmark, March 11, and Mr. Roberts' receipt thereof, March 16.
one cause of the delay is that the letter was mailed to an
Alexandria, Virginia address and Mr. Roberts now lives in Palatka,
Florida. Whatever the cause of the delay, it is our understanding
that Mr. Roberts has until Tuesday, April 14, to pursue a pre-
probable cause conciliation or submit materials to the Commission
regarding the alleged violation.

I am available at your convenience to discuss thi*-latter and
am best reached at 467-8330. /

Mitchell Rogovin "

Enclosure

I"C

C0

E' 5,Q %EA- , Q E

A E 5 f

-3',

R



SMUUT 0F DES IQATIU OF &S3KL

wmU 2981

HAM OFp COWSL: Mitchell Pfcov'"

ADDRESS:

TIMEPHON:

Yonvar Leisure, RcOvi-n, Huge & Schiller

1230 24th Street, .. ,Suite T00

s';asL(r.ton, D.,:. 203037-1124

(2_") 467-SS%?

The above-named individual is hereby designated as my

counsel and is authorized to receive any notifications and other

communications from the Commuission and to act on my behalf before

the Commission.

Signature

RESPDI 'S NAM I

ADDRESS:

ROMU PIOK

BUS IS on=:

Rouite 4, Box 1 7 _

Palatka, Florida 32177

_N1'-'

6Date '~
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March 2-7. 19q2

le n
1&a Elect*m C rc

Dear MIr. Allen:

by letter dated March .4, 1992, you forwarded subpoenas and requests

f--r production of documents to me with regard to Joseph Zuba and Joseph

..uba 11, under your case number MUR 2981.

I have made numerous telephonic and written attempts to reach Mr.

Luba, all to no avail. I have not represented him in some two years,C-
and consider these matters closed. Therefore, I am enclosing the copies

of the documents you forwarded to me for whatever action you deem appropriata;

Sorry I cannot be of any assistance to you in this matter.

Very truly yours,

K IL LLO4-NET Z

Paul T.- Killion, Esq.;

PJK; vph

Enc losures

,,,.f;~, 'U
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4 March 27, 1992

Privileged & ConfidentidI

Mark Allen, Esq.
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 2981

Dear Mr. Allen: _

This letter is in response to our telephone conversation ot
this afternoon regarding the above-referenced matter. As we
discussed, Mr. Roberts has pled guilty to one count of conspiracy
to make false statement to the Federal Election Commission
regarding contributions, a violation of 18 U.S.C. S 371. For this
crime he was sentenced to one year supervised probation and was
ordered to pay a $5,000 fine.

Enclosed are copies of documents regarding the criminal
charge, namely, the plea agreement# information, sentencing
memorandum and judgment. These documents should provide you with
some background regarding Mr. Roberts and his role in the Unisys
contributions plan.

We request, on Mr. Roberts behalf, that a pre-probable cause
conciliation be undertaken in this matter. Mr. Roberts is ready
and willing to discuss the facts surrounding his role in the
conspiracy and to answer any questions you may have. As we
discussed, Mr. Roberts has limited finances and is not in a
financial position to pay a civil fine. He is retired, lives on
a fixed income in Florida, and suffered a large financial loss when
his Florida-based company, Armtec, failed. He is, however, quite
willing to assist the agency in its further investigations.

G-3AI38

I N



Mark Allen, Esq.
March 27, 1992
Page 2

Please contact
matter and we will,
speak directly with

either Mitch Rogovin
at your convenience,
Mr. Roberts.

or myself regarding this
arrange a time for you to

since re I y,

Denitta D). Ward

En~closures

cc: W. Roberts
M. Rogovin

6V)Pfel



INDEX OF EXHIBITS

EXHIBIT NO. DESCRIPTION OF EXHIBIT

1. Certificate of Honorable Discharge of William
W. Roberts from the New Jersey National Guard

2. L-etter, dated 12 November 35, rom Al. 
Aldridge of the State Civil Service Commission
Regarding Mr. Roberts's Knowledge in Operation
and Maintenance of Shortwave Tr-ansmi-tters

3.Letter, dated September 9, 11940, f'rom Walker
Bleakney, Associate Professor at Princeton
Uiniversity, Palmer Physical Laboratory,
Regarding Mr. Roberts's kbility_- :n Radio
Engineering Construction Work

4. Letter, dated April 10, 191 -rmHE

Inslerman of the Signal Corps Laboratories

5. Letter, dated May 24, 1957, from the Department
of the Navy, Regarding Mr. Roberts's Prompt
Repair of a Radar Set Hydraulic Unit

6. Letter, dated August 9, 1943, from Beverly
Dudley, Managing Editor of "Electronics"
Regarding Publication a Manuscript Submitted
by Mr. Roberts

7. Letter, dated November 3, 1943, from John
Major, Chairman of The Yale Scientific Magazine
Regarding Mr. Roberts's Article in
'Electronics"

8. Newspaper Article, "Sperry Production Split
Into 2 Units" (May 7, 1959)

9. Sperry Inter-Of fice Memorandum, dated April 25,
1973, from S.A. Conigliaro Regarding Mr.
Roberts's Assignment as Director of European
Operations

10. Newspaper Article, "Lobbyists in Capital Lure
Dollars", (Dec. 17, 1979)

11. Brochure for Roberts & Old International
Consulting Firm



-2. Newspaper Article, Regarding Sperry's Search
for a Military Manufacturing Division Site in
Florida (May 28, 1986)

i~3. Article, dated January, 1987, from the Putnam
County Chamber of Commerce, "Chamber Welcomes
Armtec to Putnam County"

-4. Newspaper Article, "Military Component Plant
due in Palatka" (Apr. 10, 1987)
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REGIMENTAL HEADQUARTERS BATTERY
112th PIELD ARTILLERY, N. J. N. G.

IIOX :~ RNQ.NEW JERSEY

12 lovremoer 35

2Ltate M'vil Service CO~iiseiori
S7tate House

1Y'rezntOn, "aw Jersey

This certifiesi th'at ihlam .. Robexrts was M mnember

i f tbI .1s:attery anA was assigned to c Raaijo Section fr~m -rune 30,

D31 o eeoer5, 193Z.

:118 iznowledpe inl the operation and maintenanoe of

Sflortwe~e treansAntters and receivers imciuding various types of

Ax=7 equipment was very satisfactory.

A. .Adie

Capt. 1.12th F. A. IUNG
J"'ndng. Regtl. Hdq* Btry.*



ALMER PHYSICAL LAI3ORATO.*e PRINCETON UNIVERSITY
PRINCETON NEW JERSEY

oeptpmt'er 9, 1940

M'r. 6i1 'iqm fall,,l'~ 'nrovedi in :'i'i.'

I-, r or r -nr' t,,- n r i t fr ~vrr1 :n1r~s Fiid f IiiS

wor 'v t krn' vor': t-v- rip rias shown mrkE'd a6~ 5it

,Ln radio engineprini7, Tnstilioj work arid is cn v le~ivitig ,ir

PmoDIOV becrille vwp jh' '.M 1_I- rrf thpt wnrk to be doria et rcs-

a nt. can heriyrcrv~)lhim ar mi radio and c ommunict t Ions

engineer.

2jfl-rcv yours,!

Wnrl ker PHe~knpy
Associut0 Professor



AoannjR~rLY TO WAR DEPARTMENT
In1WCTOR AND NEVER TO

SIGNAL CORPS LABORATORIES

FORT MONMOUTH

7WP~rf9 A040 P~71ONT ADDRESS 
rOirT OrP';Cf ADDRESSgLITTLE SILVER. NEW JERSEY OCEANPORT. NEW JERSEY

Sm t : y concer:

z-:z t ; auv4ise that L-.*iIij~?olerts

'.7V er'jov - the .?i~nel Cor-s I~aborEatories for the

'eriud of :ecezmhcr i'3to lYarch 1~.That during thiis

;:eralcd h-.e worked under My direct s8upervision, and that

ills viork wias catiafactury in every respect.%

lir. *,Y. lRoberts left the Loveriunent, service

at his own request.

.. adio niineer
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electroftics
±V011fedo W*Cft"V~

CUE~~ W 9.% V-AMAL.L as ULLIBNG
330 WEST 4&R.* STMgVT

NEW YORXc, N.Y. August 9, .h34%7.

I C~r' ~Lrpet,
T~r~okynHeiphts, '

"'e - Vve rec:c your manuscri-t zrn "Frivacy Apfarptusm and feel~ that

-nis wou..J be Cf interest :o many Of our rer-ders. I ,resume tha3t this materiel

n %s 1been cleared for i:ubiication or that it req~uires no clearance.

It is planned to publishi this in the Se ,teuiber or October issues of
Electronics. Our check for this manuscri-t rill be forrxed to you within

the next reek or ten days.

I trust that you rill consider E.ectronics as the means of iuublishing

other manuscripts on to ics in the electronics and communicatjcns field.

'lease accept our thanksa for this manuscript.

B~everly r£uUiey,
,Maneging E~itor.

Established in 1930 by The McGraw-Hill Publishing Company

0



THE YALE SCIENTIFIC MAGAZINE
STRATHOONA HALL -244-A YALE STAION .NEW HAVEN CX)NNECTCUT

WILLIAM OWEN RLATTNER.. BuAwn Memqvv JOHN KEEN! MAJOR. Chrtnm JOHN SAM(PSON TOLL, Mmeiwg EditooHARAT HAVENS ALMOND. JR. DANIEL FINEHAROLD JOST-PH IROYNLEE.JR. November 3, 1943 AIDAN MORTON STONE
JAMES BAYIAD HALEY. JR. JAMES BREWER, CRANE COUCHiRICHARD LO NDON HILLMAN JOSEPH LEWIS IOROVrrZPETER HEP'AY JtUVTLER 

JOEL GALLUP FREEDMANGEORGE JOSEPH M.ALZMANN THOMAS RILEY WCHALERICHARD SAMUEL VESTFALL WARNER ROLLER SCHILLING

'.r. 1'illian it'. Rober-s
err-. yvr ~saoLe Company

Brooklyn, Nlew York

-sear 11. . Rerts-

n 3oc'i-ne -through the October issue of Electronics todaywas Most Interested in reading your article, "Speeoh-orambling Methods". Apparently, next to nothing has beenrublished on this subleot--at least, utntil October, wrhen.our article anreared in Electronics and a very similararticle of my ownt "Privacy Systems", appeared in the
.Radionios section of Radio News.

U~nder sevarate cover I am sending you the October issue ofthe Radionics edition of Radio News and would appreokateany commients or oritioigma which you might care to make, aswell as any details to bring me up to date in this field.As the supplementary bibliography and referenoes show, thefeature was largely a job of digging up papers in obscureforeign journals of some time ago, and did not go into in-version system in any detail, but skiimned over a numberof different devices suggested or employed. I hope itaovered the field of privacy systems more completely thanhas been covered before.

I would also appreciate it very much if you would send me areprint of your artiole for m~y files.

Sincerely yours, A
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srA:1'V DIVISION

TO

S
INTER -OFF= CE

PILE 5000

FROM S. A. Conigliaro

D ATz April 25, 1973

sueiucr Organization

Ast row
B1aird
C.a stanias
Hammnond
:-annon

Maion
.'er I
Meyer
Rattner
Roberts
3mear ingen
Vijhstadt
ValIsh
.Ne iner
fiendt
tWha II

5.rel a
Joyce
Zyet
,McDonald
Mo cci a
DOakley
Stanton

:n order to expand our ability to. identify marketing opportunities for
t.-e Sperry Division on a broader scale, I am assigning to M. Astrow the function3f:oordin-4ting regional office marketing activities. Effective May 1 C. W. Whallwvill report to Mr. Actrow as Director, U.S. Regionai Offices and W. orts. as
:irector. European Operations. .. Castanias will report to Mr. Whall as Manager,,

.Dayton operations.

"The new organization's basic accountability is to identify business
opportunities for follow-up by the various Sperry Division line organizations.
Line Divisions have the basic accountability for pursuing specific opportunities
and obtaining export licenses when required.

Specific accountabilities for regional office personnel include:

0Identification of opportunities,

*advising the divisional marketing people of these opportunities,

advising on market strategy and timing,

"guiding and generally supporting line division representatives,

"interfacing with the Joint U.S. Military Advisory Groups,

"arranging for cooperative programs involving two or more divisions
where necessary,

providing data for business planning.

-S. A! Con 5 $liaro

A.

M.

SPEsny sw\o



T:R. L. Wendt FROM4: be
TO: . A str ow -o .- or

W. Baird cc: Library
]I. C. Dahli;4
E. D. Decker
W . P. Kellett

K . Merl ~ L~4S. R o S Mv ISC ? Newsdav
E. F. von Arx
J. V. Walsh December 17, 1979?
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Li-Lobbjis&t'- nCpie
tPL -ur& vDe lai' iCallY to listen td the Problems from

---n'iud rmPage 7-.4 A* .junits a year: alone said. .7J 7we ad ou-governmntal- -a-,, .t" escib bi wok-"Ife knew the], get 100- units more nx ef-elIsma omlsretr p-nwr oalYour queons.ana.,b lucky ya we'llh n lt obbin fr ai betru tuap-if he ddt knwteanswers rightb.ToNss-, stoohe outes, in conjunction with the Log lzk3
'~'~y be new hereto ge thef~i.iw~iling nd Mdica ~ -Action Comnmittee-e cleanhu.S'i~kou~t ri~cntproviding~. welfare ford Meigh. teceorg c anes ,is .sufrok uny i-centy- Iobbi ..vie serpensive---a. Property-taI fr.bg-ehobY. sending its intergovernmental, budn.at."st mr hn Nassau and Suffolk to submit (onuas~'eait-Richard -,Bartholomew, $16 milion a year. So Nassau Wei-'4 telling the caucus of their interest in,

P- -4a r; as rraz ded as i h y effec co c r d about ;Welfare re orm3, -i hih yh-ne n dtacts.. Then, the staffs of the me -o pe o a s a e k - e fa e C m nsi n r J m s G ifn nob ii g s e il o e n e in o -tive. But there is to be a nlew coun- u ejuggling of the federal formula bers of Congress are tn work to belp~tf-executivi,'in Suffolkvand I now being considered by- Congress -Ah concerns get federaltbusinel, EB- mthoio-ew hp-s left to tea 4job' that would give New York State -So far, two companies that worited';-ih ewCastle-County -ea-j more than I t.3 rre at 50 pe rcen tre-. ~~hgh the system have! obtainsd-
imburs*me) for welfare costs. Thel contracts- -In qdcdition, the actiowi'-

-t-t e-aboence of Fa-oL- nOW~an Ichanges sponsored by Rep.. Tom center to tell the cornpanies -what.aIN .I Jo~ InWydler (R-Gardleni Downey (D-Arriitvlle). - ~ contracts are. available. -FnlyCL~v catl~sHou Goernmnt P7 he suthrn Vyder, at the urging of the commit.-cn h omteGenmen '.p1 Te othr states get'an 80 per- 'te a-oposrd&iltostu*-,~r~os Conmitee--~ndhm~own .- cent: reinbuisecnent, and New Yorkj ehscsosrd&ilt e p-denar-rur*e, heavy. lobbying. by-N.1ion olys'steswrek 8 J regional centers on Jopg Island anda~u nnid 5tdfOlk government contin-l ities moust contribute to help pay the- elsewhere' to--help small concerns.-ties In Wsshin~tonL That lobbyg os t of weLfare. ;and- individuals- develop their msw .-conducted, Bartk'olomew "said,- by 4 ~ i ainlrb . iescoristzat cntactsbetwerx~co"Pyvert is a naionahl *ptbeamTh LngsaCOM~t~to be.~t. ad-e--oud TeLogIln Lighting Co. didgover-nent. bureaucr-ats and .the* dresfie d- uhtth toioa level. : 'not respond to inquiries as to-what.

.ammerpats i th. feeral l Bartholowte former- Suffolk' leg"Watiornwas of Particular interest'i
e*kuiarisf "the'il lobbyist, Edwards1 a' ar-5cks.. In Septenber;'for-ezamP ei, 'a , -'66 eI ticulirly-'interesteca the defeat of.

tbew United States admitted--that it, -'akd b~~h- "amendments that would have frowenhad literally losrt Naweau's-appl~c-- elJh,.,Ken bke~'(a~ the- issuing of ;lIicense to .bWild~n.honfo a 3'rnilin gan-tobu- 1dear power plants -HO*Also waS s37 bs- fr -e -c3mihon gaty- uy- for' may0101mnts''D*~ ported' to-be. busy in trackingt--Prvtey userh ind-~ Cogrs in aa. iThree Mie Islandinetgio.Privately,. ~ ~ ~ ~ 1 CV;rs W~Kein and Bartholom as con. Fuuetagt M b'rmaNassaujiacknowledge that.lf-thL1- seon Deno.te Fuuetigt beene!G miiz.-cauntys- '-$35,000-a-year lobb ing bined with 4 eodDm~, ,robig-jfr ardybve teenopertionhadbeenmaitaind, Jnrome AMnbro of East Northport,. t -dentifie&The orprtosuch a mi-shap -'ould-never. have 1~rrNsaadSuflitoa pwuce Ia:N ay akrpaet-, % .i~evlpmu Dic- uel fighters in flight; the -KA6-H.*--Mreover 4hi --Aut
.-- -4~ d Cwhjch could be worth 'up to $50 mil rfsa -9a cerde-fgrs~'af bur *u ;' - -a -'v 0"=%r fe theths Lovnr. j~ tofokdpnigo nM-1  th avy will get between 30 and 40.;~J~L"-,ployment.-swistims.. 

The process.of.lisd..o dieato II~ .the disrose' during a -so,, en-year pe ried.
Nasu tesesticti~l -Grumman also hopes to start polessel, aday j~ Ate h s. or.tbe.-Eccoomi ducing,tbat same year, a -

-' ak tona Jaa- avMaoe vr6,i asa' bwigi he W ~nte'ae Sfld trainsport-cargo plane, the C7-B1-atMalon, who is dvelopenL, $10 million for each 2and intergovernmentaL commission0- Z'Corporatiop o J,vr;--rtL'Vdk.to Normr. (Rep. 'No. m'-~:%-A--Vital measw**ruP- ror consider-' . q i loi-umeigLet (R-East-IloekawayW.- W6 couldit~ ton, next yeajr-is the continuation. prdumm an alir- oc uzeilnce
use-mor money or commnity d fk gereral'revenue sharinr. The bill' aeit,.clsiedpoctcld

veiloo n L>Nannu a a ob prgtr 1am ibes o ord b -W de i- t s the- M osaic Sensor Program. Byusel for annuvalley f tb refrbishing ;L Ho in e&adbyB, lB,.e (D -J-) --April, the Pentagon is supposed tou= d fonsru to a v r e t fo euris i. - irn th e aeA bt w es W dl er ~ decide to give that $12 million con-.oand oructeinoe fo low-.:j and Bartholomew is that the adm-xij-. trc to either Grumman o'eqeZom an mderteincme -f5&T -istration Is- toyigwith the idea of.t -of Coorrerojet-r alone esid -Nass-au also'concet- limiting those ftto0 ocaities and aihlReuicwsrptd~tes n houing rnt supleme~s,~ cutting st-ate governments out of the - ntt aeaypolm nlgsa-I program under which renters pity *bona.,n tio h ord n thoem anatueof
2.5 per cent of their income for-their Partial ly-offsettin g the-lack-o.- 144' ditioodinal A-e marofndtsuppot

mpatrens, it te edealgo- fullime- county lobbyist from either pla59 , year-rnment comning up Nvith'the'M bal"Nassau or-.Suffolk .is the Log-q-- 1 5  is interested iuithree Navymfct. Nassau has 700 such uis lan&L Con sswional Caucus...&-.bi- a gm.frwihi~poie
VaiinR list. 'We could handle 1,04 congressmen - hc~mes &e odtoate -oba Lionsi svem
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R01 io a company specializing in Hiaison with the United States Congress, par-
ticularly on satters dealing with the political/military aspects of security assistance
programs and the procurement of military )rdnance. R01 has the resources and the
experience to prepare and implement Congrensional strategy to assure favorable con-
sideration of your legislative objectives on Capitol Hill.

The annual legislative process often 1as a direct Impact on the U.S. Interests
of foreign comanies and governmoents. To protect your interests requires knowledgeable
and continuous representation on Capitol Hill.

R01 can provide these congressional services by:

o preparing strategy, point papers, and testimony

o monitoring comittee hearings and floor sessions

o arranging meetings with members and key staff

o lobbying for legislative supporters

Rol can also establish teams of expert military and civilian
with special policy situations.

The R01 partners can provide you with sore than 40 years of
working with the U.S. Congress.

ROB5ERT Q. OLD

consultants to deal

combined experience

WILLIAM We ROSERTS

B ob Old was formerly ther~ . Republican Staff Director
of the U.S. Senate Commsittee
on Armed Services. Re has
many years of experience in

w'~ orking with the Department of
Defense and the United States
Congress. For over fivE years,

R.Q.OldandAssociates,In. peatngi
defense programs and congressional liaison.
Ele is veil known on Capitol Rill and repre-
sents a number of major U.S. defense con-
tractors. Mr. Old was born in Tulsa, OK. and
holds a MBA degree from the George Washington
University. He is a graduate of the National
War College and retired from the Air force in
1970 as a Colonel and coand pilot. Be and
his wife Jean reside in Alexanmdria, VAe.

B ill Roberts recently
IL retired from the Sperry

Coporation, Defense
4 Electronics. Ris last

position with Sperry
wsManager for Congres-

sional Liaison for over
15 years. In Europe he

was Director of International Marketing
and represented the U.S. on the RUG
panel 7 for Multi-function Radars* Other
Sperry experience Included engineering
managemnent positions for major military
systems. before joining Sperry, he was
chief engineer for REDIO Electronics.
Mr. Roberts was born In Tardleyq PA,
and a Fellow of the Raito Ciul6of Amnerica.
Re and his irifeiEvelyn reside mli
Alexandria, VA0.
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PUTNAPOUNTY CHAMBER OF ftMERCE

P0O. BOX 550 & PALATKA, FLORIDA 32078-0550 * AC904 328 1503 JANUAR'f 1987

Ii70 NEW JOBS
CHAMBER WELCOMES ARMTEC TO PUTNAM COUNTY

fredn Ben Bates,
e a. Ea te ar

~-'-'.'-~ t~ Bill Chappell
-7 r~eC- Crrporat:rr

- * ~; Bill Roberts,?

f'- Husiness After Hours ':
p amre. 9a!-p

rr"t( anutacures electrica,
----t'~erns ''"r 'eeal defernse

HIRSCHMAN
NAMED
PRESIDENT-ELECT

Henry Hirschman

Georgia-Pacific General %Manager
Henry Hirschman has been elected
Chamber President-Elect tor 1088 b%,
the 1087 Board of Directors at their
nitial Board meeting

Hirschman has served as Chamber
Treasurer tor -tie past three years and
as a Director for one year.

One of his primarv responsibilities
during the coming year will be the
dievelopment of, a three-year long
range strategic plan for the Chamber.

Tine pian wilprovide a blueprint
,or the Chamber s future develop-
Ment notingR specific goals tor
program tinances statting, and

mrod ernization of the Chamber plant
and equipment.

a!lnrt !j tat Xnrrtvc ra
e 7-ov ees wo r k Ii .1!

' e Airport lrdustri: a
Arnd e~tpets that number to igroW

U t'v midc-umnmer
i e Credited Congressman C-arre:

A, in -onvincing him that Putnam
Wut~ould be a good site ro- - e

-e,,% companyv rather than one ;n otnIer
Cs!ates whiere re had be-en looking

%Iaior assistance in helping Armrte-c
begin -p-eration was provided b% Dick
Stewart oi the lob Service ot Flon da

T he Board of Directors has
authorized 15 committees and task
forces for implementing your Cham-
ber s 1987 Program of Work. Ad-
ditional committees are expected to be
formed upon completion of the
economic development analysis ofi
Putnam County by The Fantus Coin-
pan%,

Divisions and the assigned commit-
tees. together with chairmen named to
date, inciude

GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS
0* Comprehensi ve Plan - Mlike

Boggs, Putnam Community
Hospital

* Transportation - Ray Bunton, Jr.,
(iariin-T urner Real Estate

* Infrastructure User Fee - Larry
Pritchett

* State and Local Governmen, -
John Browning, Florida Packing
and Provision, Inc.. Chairman and
Bill Townsend, Walton, Townsend
& Holmes, Vice Chairman

M4EMBERSHIP
* %lembership Development

Horace Broome, First Lnion
Nationai Bank

.- Hdiin iiemp'it".ee ap-
H i'~ and ,crefning !,,r the new

1, :'2.er ovrnmunitv College
-r: r i Qq. -' A Tech-ca' &.

rea% ii.

Rohc'r's I s1, , praisea 1 tie
Co00peraitln -)I Verner Teeft, owner ot
the Airport Industrial Park in
, Iacilitating Arrntec s move into its
new facility.

assistance :n
-- alt~cation training for

*Special Events
Clay Electric

-Kenny Eubanks,

Contirnued ont page 3)

BOARD APPROVES 15 COMMITTEES
FOR 1987 CHAMBER PROGRAM

BUSINFY-,

AFTER Hotf",
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Ad 245 S .R" 4.'90) Sheot I -Judgment ina

VIRGINIA

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

V

T. TAM, POBERTS

JUDGMENT IN A CRIMINAL CASE
(For Offenses Committed On or After November 1,1987-)

Case Number: ()1 -00 3 8 5-A

THE: o(;)OVT N,FS

kE7§~FNDA. ';T T, ..

r:ui.!V to count's, d ~
"nd qulty anl ("OUr,

ot -ull!"
after a

-Iinc,'y tne defenc3:-j* o C z.v' r) ~ cuvs. nth n.r, v t%,oI~~o 4ess
,s~~~~ ~ ~ ~ -cu~( untri ,~ess

rr~oe(s)

Thie defendant is sentenced as provided in pages 2 througn -3 of this jud
imposed pursuant to the Sentencing Reform Act of 1984.

The defendant has been found not guilty on countis)
ar'ia is oischarged as to such countus)
Counti s) i s)(are) dismissed on the

Y-)(t is ordered that the defendant shall pay a special assessment of S$ -50 -00
which shall be due Xl immediately

ou ary 91 98

gment. The sentence is

motion of the United States.
frcount(s)

as follows.-

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the defendant shall notify the United States attorney for this district within
30 days of any change of name. residence, or mailing address until all fines, restitution, costs. and special
assessments imposed by this tudgment are fully paid.

Delenoant s Soc Sec No

Detencart s Miiinq Address

Rt.'l ox 172 7

PaIa -,-ka , FL

Defendiant s Residence Address

Sarre as above

etcmb er Z 20, 1991L
Da-te c' im-oasition of Sentence

Sioraiure ot Judicial Officer

CLAT-701'. &--,TON, L.S.DISTRICT JUDGE

Nir-e N' Ttle of Judicia! Officer

December 2,-0, 1991

_ --Y

EASTERN District of

4 3 -. 1- 6 -3288

Mnfteb *tateg 3D iguirt Ca



_.0 245 S (Rev. 4/90) Shet 4 - Probation

Defendant: WILLIAM W. ROBERTS
Case Number: 91-00385-A

Judgment-Page2

PROBATION

The defendant is hereby placed on probation for a term of 1 year.

While on probation, the defendant shall not commit another Federal, state, or local crime, shall not illegally
possess a controlled substance, and shall not possess a firearm or destructive device The defendant also shall
comply with the standard conditions that have been adopted by this court (set forth below). If this judgment imposes

L~fn rarsiuinolgto tsall bte- 3condition of Drobation thrit !nt- dctendant pay any such fine or restitution
The defendant srtal! COmnply with the fo!!owinq addtonai condlitjor,

?'~r~athe 4':~of noa e'nat~:ti f
S3 ,30. .~SCe~or~~ i~ x h

the arnount
P roha t 10n

STANDARD CONDITIONS OF SUPERVISION
'..'.e lt'e r*f end art is c n orabaton prsu an, t 'o udacn "e.eecn ni c' "''-ooee eer,;aec'oa 'c-, dt

I Ih'i ierendani shail not leave the iudiicai slic! _hO2 ernssjor ot -e zoxut or oronaon otlicer
-2 !he defendant shall reoort to the orotat'-rn off cer as ji'ec!ef, *-. e i,,i ,rao - 'a'i sl %, S i a , _o-nviee written re[Ort l ,

'r~~t'ye da~s of each mnon'-)

11) te oceedani sh~all answer trutntuiiv aii inquiries C4 ocoato-. c"'.-er an~j #C!ov -e -iSrjc:.o- ' . t' -),o fficer

- he cefendcant Shall support his or 'er oependierts a3-, neet other arn~'~Di ni
**'e c ehdant Sri work 'eaulari-v 3' a !aw' X(CC,1OatO'3 1-Jn95SSk>5c~~r' ~ *S~'- i'2 ti~ r~~a~. ra%

'eoatshal! notifv !ne prooatcn O~ -e' V" -"n '7 0! -ic ' n'.ir.

je'er'ari, snail refrain trom excLsv use S"'vv I)Y~ -~ [' -S~ J. O-i' bule ") ',*4T~n .' r ri%:.yroj 0,- e - o
~~oceOr any Paraphernalia 'eatiec to suc- ah :*3ces -is eV a oscrit'ec a ohvsjC'an

-, " - '~da'n S'3'; no ?.rt~c~ur Xia '.p - ~t-~i . T I- , 'g t rI(rin 'r

:"e coehoaant shail not associa* v~n, _io vers2-S~.'>3e' '~ ~1 ,- -j; '~:-- A-- asnvrVPC Yo! aIo !e'e jr-i,
vedDermniSsOn tQ CIO So tDV Inn CrLtlo, q

tne c-:tenciant shall Dermit a protiaticin olicer!- vi .- nt' a*" a"', tome' at h :mre f-,?vzr~.erP ,in sha!1 z-fm confi,'caticin of any contracano tSI p
-1 o view cy the orob~ation offcer

th'e -nefenojant shalt notify the prootior offcer w-itn se,.entv-twc nor', ot De~nq arrested or ojesicnea to aw enforcreeriofficer
"')e cefendlant shail hot enter into any agreement to act as an informer or a special aaent ot a law enforcement aoencv without the permission of the cou'r*

'31 as directed by the prolbation officer the defendant shall Notity third Parties of risks that r'iav be occasionea by the cietehotant s criminal record or De'soc-al
nstvor or characteristics. and shall permit the Pro)a! cn off icer to make Such) notitcations and to confirm the defendant s compliance wilth such notifecator
recuiremen!



AO~ 24 , "ev 4'901 Sheet 5 -Fine

Defendant: WILLIAM W. ROBTS
Case Number 91-00385-A

Judgment -Page 3

FINE

Trhe defendant ,Thafl cay a fine of S 5 r 0 00 .0 0
-.ce'vision

The fire ircrludes any costs kof irarceration and!l

4' ,n

P- nsta;.et a~ocin :Dro +e'lw~shcu 'Dvn

as scheduled and supervised by the Probation Office.

it thle fine is rot Gad. tfle cCourt m-ay seen!ece 1,e defenda"# ~o anv se2-c ' n ave oeer
originatyv mroosec See 18 U S CS, 364

ivif 3
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2445 M4 STREET. N VV

WASHIN4GTON, 0. C. 20037-1420

IFCrobOft (20R) 003 40Zr, A CARLTONi GAft)# NS
rACSIM-LE (202) 835 Os f9 LONDON~ SWIV VAA

429 9693 429-4930 293 5929 'ELC~OON o1 (44-1 It1 4e

CEx 440239 WCP - rACSMi-Lf 0, (471 Big 353
S-EP.N SA,-s 'LEX 883916 wVCP'

5 Out DE '-A 4
6453 45 :A 04C ORS'SSF t

-EEC0.ONr 0 322 J1-%

rAC(- r 2 4

March 31, 1992

Mark Allen, Esq.
Office of the General Counsel
Federal Election Comimission
999 E Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20463

Re: MUR 2981
Gerard J. Scarano

Dear Mr. Allen:

Pursuant to your request/subpoena of March 4, 1992, I
enclose herewith Mr. Scarano's sworn statement in response.

After you have had a chance to review these matters, I
would appreciate the opportunity of meeting with you to discuss
the case.

Sincerely,

Stephen H. Sachs

Enclosure

cc: Gerard J. Scarano

(DICTATED BUT NOT READ)



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of)

Gerard J. Scarano ) MUR 2981

RESPONSE OF GERARD SCAPANQ TO FEC SUBPOENA .AND ORDER

I am 77 years old. My memory of some of these events

is n~ot too good. I have cooperated fully with the U.S. Attorney

for the Eastern District of Virginia, the FBI and my probation

officer. They may have more details that I have overlooked.

Also, they have all my original records which I gave them without

keeping copies except for a partial copy of my checkbook records.

These answers are true to the best of my knowledge and

belief. I have prepared them with the assistance of my attorney,

Stephen H. Sachs of Wilmer, Cutler & Pickering.

Q. 1) Provide a description and/or documentary evidence
of the consulting fees that you received from
Sperry/Unisys both during the period in which you
received a per diem fee and during the period in which
you received a lump sum fee.

A. I began as an engineering consultant with Sperry

in July 1972 at age 58, after retiring from my position

as Deputy Director of Research Development and

Acquisition at the Department of the Navy, Washington,

D.C. I was initially paid $200 a day plus expenses and

was later increased to approximately $350 per day plus



expenses. I estimate that I earned approximately

$25,000 - $30,000 a year in this fashion.

These arrangements were altered by Sperry

beginning in approximately late 1985 or early 1986. 1

was shifted from a Class I to a Class II consultant

with removal of my security clearance, a policy chanqe

of the Navy Department to reduce security clearances.

My compensation was shifted to a flat-fee-per-report

arrangement. i think this occurred gradually. 'Ifl

later years I received much greater compensation by the

flat-fee-per-report method, but that amount was reduced

by payments I made at the behest of Sperry officials as

is outlined in answer 13 below. I set forth here my

best estimates of monies received from Sperry, and sums

expended at Sperry's request, for the years 1983-1987.

YerReceive Enende

1983 $40,000 $1,000

1984 $98,000 $37,000

1985 $120,000 $60,000

1986 $165,000 $70,000

1987 $230,000 $102,000

I must emphasize that these amounts are only

estimates. Such records as I have with respect to

these matters are attached hereto as Exhibit A.

-2 -



Several years ago I turned over many records to the FBI

and did not retain copies.

Q.2) Provide evidence of the understanding(s), verbal
or written between Sperry/Unisys and you regarding the
relationship between the consulting fees and the
political contributions and other payments, and
specifically the communications that took place when
the consulting feec arrangement changed from per
diem/per project to lump sum/flat feec and the nature of
the work changed.

A. I had no verbal or written understanding or

prearrangement with respect to the relationship between

my consulting fees and the political contributions.

Typically, Bob Barrett would call me on the phone to

tell me that "Charlie" (Gardner) wanted me to

contribute to candidate X. I had read in the newspaper

that it was okay for a company to solicit donations

from its employees , and so I did. As I have informed

the FBI and the United States Attorney, the political

contribution requests were only one aspect of many

suggestions, recommendations, requests and directions

from Gardner via Barrett concerning payments I should

make. At the outset I saw nothing wrong with agreeing

to these requests; but by the end of my relationship

with Sperry, I came to realize that Sperry was

providing me funds with the purpose and expectation

that I would accede to their requests with respect to

political contributions.

-3 -



As I have also informed the FBI and United States

Attorney, I was visited by Charlie Gardner and Steve

Monas in Connecticut in approximately early 1987. 1

agreed with Gardner to return approximately one-half of

my consultant fees to Monas on request from Monas.

Furthermore, at Barrett's suggestion, I sent him monies

for what I thought was the purpose of investing in

various companies named by Barrett. To the best of my

recollection, those companies included Marquardt

Miniatures (of which I hold 50 useless shares), T.C.

Rand, Inc., MET Associates, Locus Limited, Transport

Corporation of America, Panoramic View, Inc., Cutless

International and Markowitz Leasing. After this

investigation began, I came to believe that these

monies may have been diverted from their ostensible

purpose, but I was never told that and do not know it

to be a fact. I also made two contributions to our

Lady of Lourdes church, which Barrett told me was

Charlie Gardner's church.

-4 -

I



0 0

3) Identify each payment that you made at the request
of Sperry/Unisys, including but not limited to
contributions to federal political committees and
payments to other consultants, by date, amount, and
recipient.

3a) Payments made by me (or on some occasions, my

wife) by checks drawn on Scarano Engineering account --

NE Savings Bank, to entities I believe to be federal

political committees include:

10/18/ 83

01/15/84

01/15/84

01/15/84

03/09/84

04/26/84

08/14/84

08/14/84

10/15/84

10/15/84

10/25/84

02/08/85

09/ 26/8 5

09/26/85

09/26/85

CHECK

103

105

106

107

ill

116

123

124

128

129

132

136

153

154

155

MAKE

Congressman Addabbo

Melvin Price

G.U. Montgomery
(cancelled 3/9/84)

Alan Mullohan

Fogl ietta

Gary Hart

Democratic Majority

Mrazek

Mrazek

Bill Chappell

Congressman Addabbo,

Senator D'Amato
(cancelled 5/8/85)

Senator D'Amato

Senator D'Amato

William Chappell

1i Page numbers refer to my financial records, which I
attach hereto as Exhibit A.

-5 -

$1,000

500

500

500

1,00

1,000

1,000

1,000

1,000

1,000

1,000

1,000

1,000

500

PAGE 1

5

6

6

6

7

7

9

9

10

10

10

12

16

16

16



09/26/85

12/09/85

01/15/86

02/25/86

02/25/86

05/ 12/86

05/ 20/ 86

12/ 14/ 86

12/14/86

08/14/87

08/14/87

CHECK

156

170

175

178

179

199

200

241

242

236

237

NAME
William Chappell

Congressman Addabbo

Joseph Kennedy

Dem. Cong. Camp.
Comm.

Dem. Cong. Camp.
Comm.

Volunteer Comm.

Volunteer Comm.

(Records missing
from 7/11/86 to
12/9/86)

William Chappell

William Chappell

William Chappell

William Chappell

AMUN

500

1,000

1, 000

1,000

1, 000

500

500

1,000

1,000

1,000

1,000

16

19

20

21

21

24

24

27

27

34

35

3b) Payments made to other entities from the
Scarano Engineering Account -- NE Savings Bank include:

DATE

03/05/84

04/27/84

12/27/84

05/08/85

11/20/85

11/20/85

12/17/85

12/ 17/85

CHECK
NO.

110

118

134

145

165

166

171

172

TNAM anEnc

T.C. Rand, Inc.

MET Associates

James Neal Assoc.

James Neal Assoc.

James Neal Assoc.

Marquardt Stock
Miniatures

Marquardt Stock
Miniatures

-6 -

A7,00

37,000

20,000

20,000

10,000

20,000

2,000

3,000

7

8

11

13

18

18

19

19



DATE

04/09/86

01/29/87

05/08/87

06/ 10/87

07/22/87

08/12/87

CHECK

196

With-
drawal1

of

233

234

with-
drawal1

08/ 19/87 o

08/21/87 o

08/25/87 o

10/09/87* of

10/13/87* to

(* Redeposited on

10/30/87

11/04/87

11/25/87

12/02/87

12/14/87

With-
drawal

2

Marquardt Stock
miniatures

Steve Monas

Steve Monas

Marquardt
Miniatures Stock

Our Lady of Lourdes

Steve Monas

Steve

Steve

Steve

Steve

Steve

10/19)

Monas

Monas

Monas

Monas

Monas

Steve Monas

of Steve

to Steve

of Steve

52 Locus

Monas

Mona s

Monas

Ltd.

5,000

8,000 (cash)

12,000 (cash)

5,000

1, 000

3 ,600

000

400

000

000

000

(cash)

(cash)

(cash)

(cash)

(cash)

(cash)

7,000 (cash)

8,000

9,000

11,r000

8,000

(cash)

(cash)

(cash)

(cash)

-7 -

23

28

32

37

37

38

38

38



3c) Payments made by checks drawn on my
"Electromech" account at NE Savings Bank to entitiesI
believe to be federal political committees include:

CHECK
DATE

08/15/86*

08/15/86*

08/15/86*

08/15/86*

08/15/86*

08/15/86*

08/15/86*

08/15/86*

08/15/86*

~MI
106 William Chappell

107

108

109

110

111

112

113

114

Dyson

William Young

Mrazek

Charles Bennett

McCloskey

Les Aspin

Wright

Jim Sasser

MOW"~ PAGE
$2,000 47

1,000 47

500 47

500 4~7

500o

500

I ,000

500

500

*These checks
marked "INC."

08 /21/86**

were voided by Barrett because checks were

115 Scarano 71,000

*The $7,000 check payable to me was deposited in my house
account at Connecticut Bank & Trust from which new checks
were written to replace checks 106-114.

3d) Payments made to other entities on my
"Electromech" account at NE Savings Bank include:

04/14/86

05/01/86

05/12/86

06/14/86

10/27/86

11/03/86

CHECK

093

101

102

105

116

118

Transport Corp. of
America

Transport Corp. of
America

Our Lady of Lourdes

Panorama View Inc.

Our Lady of Lourdes

Marquardt Miniatrues

IMQONT PAI
$20,000.00 46

20,000.00

1,000.00

5,708.25

1,000.00

2,000.00

46

46

47

48

48

- 8-



CHECK
DAE NO, NAME &KQPNPAG

06/16/87 120 Cutless International 5,000.00 49

07/14/87 121 Markowitz Leasing 12.500.O0 50

Q. 4) Provide documentary evidence of such payments such
as canceled checks, check registers, bank statements,
etc.

A. I've enclosed the documentary evidence I possess

as Exhibit A.

Q.s) Identify and specify the role of each individual
you had contact with in connection with the requests
you received to make political contributions and other
payments, by name, employer, and position, if known,
including who requested the payment and to whom you
delivered the payment.

As I have stated in answer 12 above, the political

contributions and all other payments were at the

request and direction of Bob Barrett. The cash

arrangement with Monas was pursuant to the directions

of Charlie Gardner, V.P. Sperry/Unisys. I knew Jim

Neal to be a consultant to Sperry, and at Bob Barrett's

direction, forwarded funds to him for what I thought

were going to be Jim Neal's consulting services. All

checks I wrote were delivered to Bob Barrett except one

I left at the Sperry Washington, D.C. office at

Barrett's request. I don't remember which one.

- 9-
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0 0

6) Identify any other individuals connected with the
Sperry/Unisys scheme, their roles in the scheme, and
how you acquired this information.

I can recall no others connected with Sperry with

whom I dealt except Dennis Mitchel who processed my

contracts in Sperry. He worked for Gardner.

7) Identify any individuals connected with recipient
political committees that you had contact with in
connection with the contributions, and the substance of
these contacts.

None that I recall. I think that I went to one

fund raiser for Congressman Addabbo.

8) To your Xnowledge, identify all other individuals
or entities who &ade payments including political
contributions at the request of Sperry/Unisys, all such
payments made, how you acquired this information, and
the nature of your relationship to these individuals.

I have no factual knowledge concerning the

contributions or payments made by others at the request

of Sperry.

Gerard J. Scarano

Subscribed and sworn to before me

this j day Of 1 1 ' .4 L ,1992.

- /'C~ /

- 10 -

Notary Public
State of R-Iuhi-a at Large

Nowi-aer 2, 1994



41f

C2ERTTFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

3 12 -1

Counsel sen.: 'u r c u nseI Paul
-i u es t s

':de '-s t a

pu rs"i a
s s Ue c
de ] n

-2 1'a ,
-ma t .

- .- - .-- f

r r) .' ne s t Ia t:
a Ce atti-i subme n a

ormtro'.~nin (Ih

1-~oy dt fsor
:7,"' ?- -n n imaa

:,nCampai,4n Act of 1971
S'e General

~..icnIuestions and document
3 S -7pr responses. e*;

~~edby *Ir. Killion.

n : '~ ~matter, the Commissionl
an: ~rd -:r'uir' nQ you to
s::: :h' .Mmission in carryinQ
s- -nrl lance w..ith the Federali

3exirc v ~a t %~-'u s u b m

V &M'1 -

-~~~~ 3sest u
-s subpoena

e st icn s ijn de r
and order.
2 19- 3 40 0.

1 ~ c~

~'t~%JIh JwL
Mark'. Allen

Ffl~'~SiJL.n

-i

has

I

:atn *..;i

I D [ R.',I; I

9 i
e a r



9

BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION11 COMMtISSION
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Mr. Joseph Zuba II - Order and Suhpo-ena
Page 2

WHEREFORE, the Chairman of the Federal Election Commission

has hereunto set her

day of

hand in washinctcn, D.C. on this

f 9QQ.

A~kan
.:-2MMF-,1C

ATTEST:

Ra r j e .Emmons
Secretqry t.on the Commisslor'. 1



!r r. >sep Zuba II-Order and Subpoena
Page

INSTRUCTIONS

:n answer'.nq these interroaatcries and request for prodiuctin
of doc_:uments, furn,,sh all di cuments and other inf-'rmation, ho-wever

obt~ne, :~dn~hpar-,ay, -Iiat --, in psei-nfkncwn 1-v -r
cthe'. se p ~ ai c "u:~c:. and informat_'on1

acn an3,sw4e r ~s so -a e::~ i0 r~ mi

an exn~~ t~bd :: ~cne

lorrendpntly, in-i

an,7thor inqwpr

et:rhseparatelD; t he Idntfaion of; e a ch pePr socn ca ra bIe
furn s h inPz _e s t I mon y cconcern:nz :n e r-esconse Q:;'er., denctino':
seoa.-atelv t-hose indiv.iuals who -rov%-ded informational,
dcumnentary or other input, an-1t1s who assisted in draft,.no!
Inter r'ocatcr' response.

Cof

the

:f x'ucannot answer heflon interrocqatories in full
aftr xerc:s:nz due dili:ience tosecure the full Lnfnrmaticn to

dso, answer to2 the extent -ossibole and indicate your inability
-- aswer --he remainder, stat_-:o wnatever information or knowledoe
"C nave -ocrnn he unansweredi cor-tion and dotiln wht you
7i in att--cn t secu.re t-ne nnoniformation.

3hou~ 'ou71alm a r:eo w t
co~mn~ct~os: r other i::ems arcout wh

requested by any of the f c,11ow inQ :ntre r
~cnuct c: 1f1dcuments, lescri-e suon

to oroa.ie 'sti -_ca t icn fo th e c Ia Im.
MU St_ C se C -:v -_n de ta II all ? te ~r cu n';s

respect to any documents,
ich information is
roqatories and requests for
rtpms in suf fien detail
Each claim of privile~e

on wnich it rests.

U:nless otrherwise Indicated, 71"e discovery request shall refer
to th time Dericd from January 1, 1,82 to December 31, 1988.

doume n ts a re continuina --n natLure
sur~emn aryresponses o-r iene
' ioat i:atcn If cru o bt an fr

d]ur:na the pendencv -i:ns
suppiemental answers the date uron
sucn- furtoner c-r I~fferent :fra

and rpaimests fo-r production o-f
so- as to require you to file
rsdur_,ni the -curse -f hiis

r -r cifferent :ocmainrrcr
~attr . nclu'Th- _n any
nch and the manner ~n which

i_1 came to Your attention.

C,'t o



Mlr. Joseph Zuha I I -Or-Ior andi Sub-poena
Page 4

DEFINITIONS

For the
1n s t r u I- t i ~n S

-,plovee s

purpose of these ds-er;requests, Including the
thereto-, tet(,rms I iste-i 1be low are Ief Ined as

-3 oen

32

"Pe r sons shal be d4e e me,4

ass~~~at~~o2, -3 a~',:ra, t~

- -- nto whom
ce f or s,

''.-'p R~

-'p

can

r-ir and

7aIticn c

"ocument" shall 1 ean I-h-e -rizina' and all n-n-: '-ent~cal
copies, including drafts, o-f all capers and records_- of every

"c yur Oossess,_On, cu'stody, o nr ,or kno w n -Y you to P
--he term d-cument includles, bt - S i mtd e tos et
contracts, notes, diarles, lca s~eets, records of te-lephone
--mmunications, transcrivts, " 'saccount i statements,
ledgers, checks, mnoney or-ders cr oth: er .commerc~ai vapr,
telegrams, telexes, -amohlets, :casleaflesreors
memoranda, correspondence, sur-.-eys,
recordings, drawings, p-hotographs,

I sr-s , C omDute crnz-us 3n,7 9a
compilations frocm which informat-_on

ype
i st.
r s ,

tabuiations, audio and video
.iraphs, c-harts, 1diaqrams,
ctr-er -writlnos and r-ther data
can be obtained.

'"dentif';," with resoPect to -nourent shall1j -ean state the
nature or type of document l etter, memnorandum), the date,
fan-', 3rvearinz-_ thereon, th'n Tht1 n w - hich the -- coument -was

prepared, the title of t he dcumrent, the eneral subject Matter of
_ne document, t.he location _f: tn.e do-_-cument, the number of pages

comprising the document.

"Identf- ' with respect o erson shall' -5 ,n s-are the full
name, the most recent business and residence addresses and the
te-lephone numbers, tChe present ==cration o",r po~sitlcn of such
2orson, the nature o: t 7e 'n6 ekt:-n 'Ior S 1 a t I -n that nerson
--. to anyv p ar ty n : r~e~: - sn eesnr~

:dentified is not- a natural resor~~ii te 1,:i~ I nd trade
names, the address and teierh-ne -oune r, andi t flnaeof
both the chief execut:e offoera ier Sn Ion n. a te d to
rece, v e serv.-,ze of crcess osuoes.

"And" as well as sor hna I Ie -n s trled dJ siin c t Ivel1y or
ccniuncti';Piy as necessary to -r1 o - witnlin trne scope of these
interrogatories and requests for, tne production o-f documents any
documents and materials whicrh may otherwise be co-nstrued to be out
of their scope.

-4 4
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QUESTIONS AND DOCUMENT REQUESTS

1.Prcvi - c-heck ---rips and -'h-eck recqisters .Fo,.r -ach federal
made V.' ycu betweo-n 2anuary 1, 1984 and December 31,

Januar v

Pro:de al -her -irmpn~s :n any. way re~:r o v~r

'anliary
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Mr. Joseph Zuba - order and Sul-roena
Page 2

WHEREFORE, the Chairman o-f the Fedeir

has hereunto set her hand in Was -nnotcn,

day (-f

al Election Commission

D.C. on this U

119921.

ATTEST:

Mar jor W.Emmons
Secret~y t-,- the Commission



M~r. Joseph Zuba - Order and Suhpoena
Page 5

QUESTIONS AND DOCUMENT REQUESTS

P rcv -hoect< 7-"Pies and -hec-k reqlsz ers for each federal
' n t ribu t:-,I !'ade !-,V %vmi betwen l1anuar;' ., 19821 and December 31,

;~'0rfeft ~Spr~ Tin i.sys '"m-:~'' ni~h'rentary ~ier
'-eeo0f, uInc all nocu -_s r-fle~n I1 co-nsultinQ

pa'y'ents r::~O

?ro~d 7n e: r ': ns - - anyv w a; -elat,,n to y-)ur
'--ntrbut'"s, :no7,1o14r.o notes. nia:,s mIld 7crzespondence.

roie a .:: f yo ur - 7 1rb u r i C s isted in response to
miestio-n 1 above that 'were reim~bursed byv Sperry Unisys.

well

-;dent: fy and spec-'fv th e rocles o f seper ry Unisys employees
as cand--dates and campaian commtee eronlwoee

ved:n he or'triut-o :orocess.

6. dentf al o the r I n-i v:dua is who wrrt e con t ributi1on che ck s
at your request and the c~rcumstances of4 tLhose contributions,
including but -ot li-mited to the dates and the recipient

_ mini ?-IC1=r ee .
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4- .e V Cr~s ' wt- te~r-~
'b~erin t s o Dc ed f -,an-- wo-'

-J ~xr- sic-n or-an St

Ito enSe beS

s~ve_,orp~oratjion ef fect ive
toe 0ocurents cit-ed above has

'440,1 IoJ be to request that
docent t-ley seized1. I have no

Eiiree t-) execute any document

.'or r~J~~o~nts T annot
'Y3 s'es 30.
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99 rces f n A'lrnev Sc Wub e ter'r-esh
;fce in z~anntn D.. b. qeure 7nt o~so h oue

a s 'es wer rqeted h n'3 offic CO'es di o eoon to..e

reaaest .

Because 7ubier Enterprises is a dIssolved Corporation efc.;
J'anuary 1991, the matter of obtainin,:: the documents cited abov.- -i
been dropped. My suggestion in this 7atter would be to requess -~
tne FB4 furni' sh you with the original documents they seized.
objiection to this procedure, and woul-d agree to execute any c---
necessary to effect such a transfer.

-rust the foregoing meets witi your requirements. I ca-n-s
funihdocuments which are not -,vm possession.

ince r el v

JosonS.' uba
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P4OS 7A
(9/87)
10r,!i f ied

CON4DITIONS OF SUPERVISED RELEASE

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

FOR THE

EASTERN DISTRICT OF VIRGINIA

2 ss

; !rer 2e e~ ~v0. e ,een) (z cc n ser V
e Ie a se 'e Hc r a 3 _ ____ ___, Uni

la e ~- S_____________ S2t1 '7

~rirc -tl- f sjDer v s on s fo r a De ri1od
two 2-~~' *- ~r

:t i s t e order of 1--e +c tat v o , snal comly Y t 4-e following
conditions:

() You shall no: co-'- anotrher ecrlstate, o- local Crime during
the term of supervision;

(2) You shall1 not leave thie Judicial d is t r ict or other specified
geographic area without tne Der-ission of the Court or probation officer;

3) You shall1 reDo r :-e :cronaton ofi ce r a s c irec ted I- the Co urt-
or probation officer, anc smaV su- "it atruthful and complete w itten report
within the f irstC 5 days of eac- -lontr ,

(4) You shall1 answer -ttf ul 'Iy a7 7 inqui ries by
and follow the instructions o" tne probation officer;

(5) You s "a 1
responsibilities;

t ,e proba tIon of f icer

s u V:G Or ,/Ocu.r aecvencents anc ie et'r o t rer -F amrri ,-

(6) You shall work rezulari' a: a lawful ocpto nesecsd~
th~e probatior officer f'o s ooc ,irnoq, *ra n Ing , or other acce .a~le reasons;

(7~ You shall notify t~e nrobation officer within '2" hiour- of any change
'n residence or employment;

(8) You shall' ref ra ,r f -:, e xce s sive use o f
purchase, possess, use , cistr- bute , or adminrister
controllIed substance , or ar . a ra QernalI' a rel1ated to
as prescribed by a physiciar;

(9)
iegal

by the

alIcoholi anc shalla not#
any narcotic or other
Such suibstanCes, except

You shall nnt 'r-Pcupr- D1a c es w-e re cotold sibstanreSar
lv sold, usec, d~t't c r ad'-lristerec, or other places specifiec
Co urt;,

SEE REVERSE SIDE

1e c

ell

"or ket Nc 4 -- JO I



PROB 7A (Reverse)
(9/87)

(10) You shall not
activity, and shall not
inless granted Oerrnssion

\11) You S 'ai
or e 1sewie re anc

associate with
associate with
to do so by the

any persons engaged
any person convicted
probation officer;

1 oermit a nrobatior o'f'cer to vis~t at any
s "a 14 ne -m it conf,.scatior of any :ortranand
-- 'ot,,on Of'1icer,

in criminal
of a felony

e~ atI home
observed i n

a rre s e or Qj! U' 3' '3v onF,-or-ener ' r

~ '~:c cr a~~~tto act6 --s (jr rnr'r-tr 0-

:ea aer.:C

're a rm o r 0 t e 3 e r e S we a po n; arc:

K§ S ~sC''-:eC -7e n~ robat4-r o"C E vC j
c. s t hat* -a., Ie o.-cas'onedc! n o,.l c' ra !
0 or cha ra cte r is :cs, anc soal I p e r,,rt t ',e p r o a t
n ot if ic at io n a nc to conf i r- your compliance
requi rements .

I~~ I -j rd parties
reco'-c rpersonal i~stor,*
iorn c~':er to make s ;C"

wi th such notification

The speci al cond i tions ordered by tie Cojrt are as fol lows,:

Pa,. fine of S5,000 and S125 sn~ecial
100 hours -or-.Lmuni.--v, servic-e work.

You are to report in person to the U.S. Probi
of release -1hi 2 hours of confinement release

Upon a finc~ina of a violation of supervised
tne Court may K revo .Ke supervi Si on or ex
and/or miodif , t"e Condit'Ons of suoerv'SiOn.

assessm-ent fee.

~tion C-ffice in the distric

release, understand that
tend rr- terrm of supervisior

These conditions have toeen read to me. fully uncertand the conditions
and have been provided aopo t hem".

Siyv'nu)

De fepT Da te

jr

77- ^ P
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BEFORE THE FEDEPAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In th MateL o 2981 SENSITIVE
William Roberts

GENERAL COUNSEL'S REPORT

I. BACKGROUND

This m a t te r ne r n s a c cn :ribct n re Mbu L SP npt s che m e

operated 17Y presen1-t and former emloyees o nssvr-a~n

O n Fe br-u a ry 12',, 1 992 the Commi1sslon found reason to believ:e that
Nilliam Roberts knowingly and W:-11fully violated 2 U.S.C. 41f.

On March 27, .19912, Roberts responded to the Commission's finding

and requested pre-probable cause conciliation (Attachment). This

office recommends that the Commission deny Roberts' request at

this time.

II. ANALYSIS

William Roberts, significant role in the contribution scheme

is set out in the General Counsel's Report dated February 6, 1992.

Roberts pled guilty on September 27, 1991 and paid a $5,000 fine

in connection with the FBI/DOJ Ill Wind investigation.' His

March 267, 1992 response included a copy of the plea materials.

This Office has also obtained Roberts' redacted FBI statement. Wte

have been discussing the matter with Roberts' counsel and plan to

shortly arrange an interview of Roberts. In light of the need to

investigate his role in this matter, this office recommends that

1. This plea was not reported in the press and this office wasnot informed thereof by the U.S. Attorney's Office in Alexandria,Virginia, which has provided us with FBI documents in this matter.



the Commission decline, at this time, to enter into pre-probable

cause conciliation with William Roberts.

I II. RECONMENDATIONS

1. Decline, at this time, to enter into conciliation with
William Roberts prior to a findinq of probable cause to believe.

2. ppoethe appropriate le#.-ei.

-6
D at+-e Law re nc-e b I obe

Gener-al Counsel

Attachment
William Roberts' response to~ reason to believ.e

Staff Assigned: Mark Allen

I
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of

William Roberts. MUR 2981

CERTI FICATION

I, Marjorie W. Emmnons, Secretary of the Federal Electio-,n

Commission, do hereby certify that on June 18, 19921, the

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

actions in MUR 2981:

1. Decline, at this time, to enter into
conciliation with William Roberts
prior to a finding of probable cause
to believe.

2. Approve the appropriate letter, as
recommended in the General Counsel's
Report dated June 12, 1992.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, McDonald, McGarry, Potter

and Thomas voted affirmatively for the decision.

Attest:

Date r~h'7orie W. Emmons
Secruary of the Commission

Received in the Secretariat: Mon., June 15, 1992 12:32 p.m.

Circulated to the Commission: Mon., June 15, 1992 4:00 p.m.

Deadline for vote: Thurs., June 18, 1992 4:00 p.m.



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

A, 1,k4/fN
£147ti01July 6, 1992

Mitchell Rogovin, Esq.
Donovan Leisure, Rogovin, Huge & Schiller
1250 24th Street, N.W.
Suite 700
Washington, D.C. 120037-1124

RE: MUR 12981
William Roberts

Dear Mr. Rogovin:

On March 4, 1992, your client, William Roberts, was notified
that the Federal Election Commission found reason to believe that
he violated 2 U.S.C. S 441f. On March 27, 1992, you submitted a
request to enter into conciliation negotiations prior to a finding
of probable cause to believe.

The Commission has reviewed your request and determined to
decline at this time to enter into conciliation prior to a finding
of probable cause to believe because additional information is
necessary. Specifically, we would like to interview Mr. Roberts
regarding his knowledge of the events in this matter. I will
contact you regarding the arrangements of such an interview.

At such time when the investigation in this matter has been
completed, the Commission will reconsider your request to enter
into conciliation prior to a finding of probable cause to believe.

If you have any questions, please contact me at
(202) 219-3400.

Sincerely,

I/A

mark Allen
Attorney
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'.iy 0,1992

Ross Nabatoff, Esq.,
Brand & Lowel'l
923 Fifteenth Street, ..
W.ashington, D.C. 20005

RE:~~ C~U n?8

72on~ress Commi ttee

DePar Mr. Nabatoff:

Please find enclosed a cc-cv --f a -'eotter
accompanied documents fro--m o-ur- Rc yson Dyso
Committee file in this mat.ter. '.,e understand
represent Mr. Dyson or the Committee in this
any understanding to the contrarv, iL,,ease con
:can be reached at -202. Z19-340,-.

Ac- r. Roy Dyson that
n for Congress
that you no longer

matter. If you have
tact me immediately.

MarxY Allen
Attc -rney

Enclosure



FEDER At I 11C ION( ( OMMISS ION

S?4?~ ~July 10, 1992

Mr. Roy Dyson
Great '" ills , MD ')634

1E: MUR 2908 1
Dyson for Congress Comnmittee
and Marion Fedas, as treasurer

Dear Mr. Dyson:

Pursuant tz our ccnversation on July 8, 1992, 1 am enclosing
the following documents from the Committee's file:

October 5, 1989 counsel's response to the complaint
July 13, 1990 notification of the Commission's reason to

believe finding and factual and legal analysis
August 3, 1-990 counsel's response to reason to believe

finding
August 10, 1990 counsel's supplemental response
March 4, 1992 subpoena and order

. understand that you will contact me upon your review of the
documents focr the purpose of arranging a meeting. I can be
reached at ,20> 219-3400.

Sincerely,

Mark Allen

Atto rney

Enclosures

Ccr.: ROSS Nabatoff., Bad&~wBrand & Loweil
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/~~~A NZ)(1In k4O41E
I~J(/A~.fl/y..(w~4 61,,, ft~

Privileged &Confident1,11

k Allen, Esa.
:>A-eral Ele7o Conunissior.

F'9 Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 2 98 1

:,ear Mr. Allen:

This letter is in response to your telephone conversation wit4
Mrs. Denitta Ward of our law office regarding the above-referenced
mnatter. As you and she discussed, Mr. Roberts has information
which makes him a very valuable source in Commission's
investigation of the Unisys campaign contributions scheme. On Mr.
Roberts' behalf, we formally request that the Commission agree not
t-o take any civil action against Mr. Roberts in exchange for his
testimony.

As we explained in our earlier letter of March 27, 1992, Mr.
Roberts has very limited finances and is not in a financial
position to pay a civil fine. He is retired, lives on a fixed
Jncome, and has already paid a significant fine in connection with
his plea. Mr. Roberts also suffered a large financial loss when
his Palatka, Florida company failed. He is, however, willing to
fully cooperate with the Commission in its investigation.

Sincerely,,

Mitchell Rogovin



IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT CO22<

FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF VIRGIN A CE~&I~CC~

Alexandria Division 
V1

UNMITED STATES OF AMERICA ) CRIMINAL NO.'K 0o'-f

18 U.S.C. S371
V. ) Conspiracy to

Maike False Statements;

I)N L . LYNCH,)
Defendant )--

CRIMINAL INFORMATION

THE UNITED STATES ATTORNEY CHARGES THAT:

At all times material to this Information:

1. Unisys Corporation (hereinafter Sperry/Unisys) was a

major defense contractor formed in November, 1986, as a result of

a merger between Sperry Corporation and Burroughs Corporation.

2. The Surveillance and Fire Control Systems Division of

Sperry/Unisys was located in Great Neck, New York. This division~

and its predecessors manufactured and supplied the government with'-

certain kinds of radar and fire control systems.

-W3. The defendant, DON L. LYNCH, a former Senate ArmedM

Services Committee staff member, was a consultant for

Sperry/Unisys. He resided in the Eastern District of Virginia.

4. The defendant, DON L. LYNCH conducted his business

through six corporations: D.L. Lynch and Associates Inc.; Suntech

Strategic Plannii-g, Inc.; National Defense Studies Group, Inc.;

Independent Military Analysis, Inc.; Tactical Warfare Analysis

I
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Group, Inc.; and V. Kormann Enterprises, Inc.

5. Charles F. Gardner was an employee of Sperry/Unisys and

served as Vice President and General Manager of the Surveillance

and Fire Control Systems Division from August, 1985, through March

of 1988.

6. John B. G. Roberts III was an employee of Sperry/Unisys

and held the positions of Field Representative anid Marketinq

Manager.

Pobert Q. Old was a former staff member of the Senate

Armed Services Committee who had resigned in 1981. He owned and

operated R. Q. Old and Associates, Inc., a consulting business for

defense contractors.

8. Samuel Ralph Preston was a staff member of the House

Appropriations Committee and served as the Staff Director for the

Subcommittee on Defense. After 28 years of service, he resigned in

1982. He owned and operated S. Ralph Preston and Associates, Inc. ,

a political consulting firm.

9. The Federal Election Commission was an agency of the

United States Government pursuant to Section 437c of Title 2,

United States Code and was entrusted with the authority and

responsibility pursuant to Section 437(g) of Title 2, United States

Code, to detect, investigate, and take enforcement action against

violations of the Federal Election Campaign Act, including the

provisions referred to in the paragraphs above.

10. In addition, the Federal Election Commission was

entrusted with the authority and responsibility pursuant to Section



438 (a) (4) of Title 2, United States Code, to make available to the

public, specific information concerning campaign contributions to

political committees supporting candidates for federal office,

which had been filed with it pursuant to the provisions described

in the paragraphs above.

11. The political corunittees referred to in this Information

supported candidates focr nominatioll and e[lectionl to federal

offljeC;-_, and as such, were subject to the reporting provisions and

the ciimpaign financing limlitations of the Federal Election Campaign

Act, (hereinafter referredi to as the FECA) ,described in the

paragraphs below.

12. Political committees which financially supported

candidates for federal offices, including for the purposes of this

Information: the Dyson for Congress Committee, the Keep McDade in

Congress Committee, the Bill Chappell Campaign Committee, and the

Murtha for Re-Election Committee, were required by the FECA, and in

particular, Section 434 of Title 2, United States Code, to file

periodic reports with the Federal Election Commission. These

reports were to accurately reflect the identities of all

individuals and entities which had given in excess of $200.00 to

any political committee in any given calendar year.

13. The FECA, and in particular Section 441a of Title 2,

United States Code, forbade, and rendered illegal, contributions to

any federal candidate from any given individual that exceeded

$1,000 in coniiection with any given elective contest.

14. Trhe FECA, and in particular Section 441b of Title 2,
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United States Code, forbade, and rendered illegal, contributions

and expenditures from the treasury assets of corporations made in

connection with the nomination or election of candidates to federal

elective offices.

15. The FECA, and in particular section 441c of Title 2,

United States Code, forbade, and rendered illeqal, c-ontributions

and oxpenditures for the purpose of iif luencinq the Inomination or

elect 1 on of candidates f or f ederal off Ice by person., includi1ng

corporations, who had, at the tine such contributions ind

expenditures were made, entered into contracts with departments and

agencies of the United States for the furnishing of material,

equipment, or supplies to the United States.

16. The FECA, and in particular Section 441f of Title 2,

United States Code, forbade and rendered illegal, contributions to

the campaigns of federal candidates that were made in the names of

individuals other than the person responsible for the contribution

in question.

17. The Internal Revenue Service under the authority of the

Department of the Treasury, was an agency of the United States

government, authorized in the ascertainment, computation,

assessment and collection of the revenue, including corporate

income taxes.

18. Title 26 of the United States Code and in particular

Section 7206(1) forbade and renders illegal any written declaration

made under penalty of perjury which the writer di6 not believe to

be true and correct as to a material matter.
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The above introductory allegations are realleged and

incorporated in Court One of the Information as though fully set

out.

COUNT ONE

THE I!INITED STATES ATTORNEY FURTHER CHARGES THAT':

From :n or about October, 1985, through in or about Maylu

in the Fastern District of Virginia and elsewhere,

DON L. LYNCH,

the defendant herein, and others known and unknown to the Grand

Jury, did unlawfully, willfully, and knowingly conspire, combine,

and agree to commit the following offenses:

(a) knowingly and willfully causing persons associated with

the following committees:

Dyson for Congress Committee

Keep McDade in Congress Committee

Bill Chappell Campaign Committee

Murtha for Re-Election Committee

to make false, fictitious, and fraudulent statements and

representations to the Federal Election Commission concerning

matters within the jurisdiction of the Federal Election Commission,

to wit: that contributions totalling approximately $18,500 which

had, in truth and in fact, been made to said political committees

from the corporate assets and resources of Sperry/Unisys in

violation of Sections 441a, 441b, and 441c of Title 2, United



States Code, had instead been made in ostensibly lawful amounts and

from ostensibly lawful sources by individual contributors,

including:

DON L. LYNCH,

Violet Lynch,

Samuel Ralph Preston,

Maddie L. Preston,

Robert Q. Old, and

Jean R. Old,

in violation of Title 18, United States Code, Section 1001 and 2;

and

(b) knowingly and willfully making false, fictitious, and

fraudulent statements to the Internal Revenue Service of the

Treasury Department, in violation of Title 26, United States Code,

Section 7206(l).



MANNER AND MEANS

1. It was part of the conspiracy that Unisys and the

defendant, DON L. LYNCH, and other individuals including Charles

Gardner and John B.G. Roberts III, engaged in a scheme whereby

individuals, in addition to agreeing to perform legitimate

services, would enter into technical service agreements calling for

them to perform a specific task, generally writing technical

reports, with the understanding that portions of the funds received

by such individuals, includinq the defendant, DON L. LYNCH, would

be made available for campaign contributions as directed by Unisys.

2. It was a part of the conspiracy that the defendant, DON L.

LYNCH, through his corporations would receive such technical

service agreements.

3. It was part of the conspiracy that the defendant, DON L.

LYNCH, would cause invoices to be submitted by others to Unisys,

and that Unisys would pay the invoices up to one hundred thousand

dollars ($100,000) per year per company.

4. It was part of the conspiracy that certain consultants,

including Robert Q. old and S. Ralph Preston, also known as Samuel

Ralph Preston, had consulting agreements with the defendant, DON L.

LYNCH. These individuals would agree to receive portions of the

money from Sperry/Unisys through the defendant, DON L. LYNCH, and

in turn would and did make campaign contributions to candidates for

federal office from these funds.

5. It was part of the conspiracy that in order to circumvent

the FECA limitations on campaign contributions by individuals, the
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defendant, DON L. LYNCH, made, and enabled other consultants and

other individuals to make, campaign contributions for which they

were reimbursed, such campaign contributions having been suggested

by employees of Sperry/Unisys.

0. It was a part of the conspiracy that the Treasurers of the

political campaign committees to which these iegal contributions

were made, would and did report them to the Federal Elect ion

commission as legal contributions made by individuals rather tha~n

a-s large and illegal contributions made by Sperry/U1nisys.

7. It was part of'L the conspiracy that the money paid to

Samuel Ralph Preston through S. Ralph Preston and Associates, Inc.

and to Robert Q. Old, through R.Q. Old and Associates, for campaign

contributions, would be overreported as taxable corporate income of

D.L. Lynch and Associates and then deducted as legitimate business

expenses.

8. It was part of the conspiracy that the defendant, DON L.

LYNCH, knowingly and willfully caused D.L. Lynch and Associates,

Inc., to overreport his taxable income by $106,000 and then to

claim false deductions totalling $106,000 for money paid to Samuel

Ralph Preston and Robert Q. Old for the tax years ending November

30, 1986 and November 30, 1987.



OVERT ACTS

In furtherance of the conspiracy and to effect its objectives,

the defendant, DON L. LYNCH, and others committed and caused to be

comimitted the following overt acts within the Eastern District of

Virginia, and elsewhere:

1. On or about October 22, 1985, the defendant, DON 1,.

i.tuHand others, caused Robert Q. Old, and Jean R. Old, to each

Wr it. a check for one thousand dollars ($1,000) to the Bill

Ch.ippell Campaign Committee.

2. On or about that October 22, 1985, the defendant, DON L.

LYNCH, and others caused Samuel Ralph Preston to write a check for

fifteen hundred dollars ($1,500) to the Bill Chappell Campaign

Committee.

3. On or about January 29, 1986, the treasurer of the Bill

Chappell Campaign Committee filed with the Federal Election

Commission a Report of Receipts and Disbursements for the period of

July 1, 1985 to December 31, 1985, which reported the thirty five

hundred dollars ($3,500) in contributions from these persons as

individual contributions.

4. On or about September 24, 1986, the defendant, DON L.

LYNCH, wrote a check for one thousand dollars ($1,000) to the Dyson

for Congress Committee.

%. On or about October 13, 1986, the defendant, DON L.

LYNCHi, and others caused Robert Q. Old, Jean R. Old, and Samuel

Ralph Preston, to each write a check for one thousand dollars,

($1,000) to the Murtha for Re-election Committee.
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6. On or about October 28,, 1986, the defendant,, DON L.

LYNCH, wrote a check for one thousand dollars ($1,000) to the Keep

McDade in Congress Committee.

7. On or about October 31, 1986, the defendant, DON L.

LYNCH, and others, caused Robert Q. Old to write a check for one

thousand dollars ($1,000) to the Keep McDade in Congress Committee.

8. On or about November 5, 198(-, the defendant, DON 1_.

LYNCH, and others, caused Maddie Preston to write a check for on~e

thousand dollars ($1,000) to the Dysoni for Congress Committee.

9 . On or about November 29, 1986, the defendant, DON L.

LYNCH, and others, caused Samuel Ralph Preston to write a check for

one thousand dollars ($1,000) to the Dyson for Congress Committee.

10. On or about December 10, 1986, the defendant, DON L.

LYNCH, and others caused Robert Q. Old to write a check for one

thousand dollars ($1,000) to the Dyson for Congress Committee.

11. On or about January 31, 1987, the Treasurer of the Dyson

for Congress Committee filed with the Federal Election Commission

a Report of Receipts and Disbursements for the Period of August of

1986 to December of 1986, which reported the $4,000 in

contributions of those persons as individual contributions.

12. On or about October 20, 1986, the Treasurer for the

Murtha for Re-Election Committee filed with the Federal Election

Commission a Report of Receipts and Disbursements for October 1986,

which reported the $3,000 in contributions of those persons as

individual contributions.

13. On or about December 4, 1986, the Treasurer for the Keep



McDade in Congress Committee filed with the Federal Election

Commission a Report of Receipts and Disbursements for the period of

October 16, 1986 to November 24, 1986, which reported the $2,000 in

contributions of those persons as individual contributions.

14. On or about January 12, 1987, the defendant, DON I,

LYNCH, wrote a check for one thousand dollars ($1,0()() to the B1ll

Chappell Campaign Committee.

1'1,. On or January 12, 1987, the defendant, [ThN i an~H,(fd

others, rciused Violet J. Lynch, Robert Q. Old, Jean . KSamuel

Ralph Preston, and Maddie L. Preston to each write a mclick for one

thousand dollars ($1,000) to the Bill Chappell Campaign Committee.

16. On or about July 9, 1987, the Treasurer of the Bill

Chappell Campaign Committee filed with the Federal Election

Commission a Report of Receipts and Disbursements for the period of

January 1, 1987 to June 30, 1987, which reported the $6,000 in

contributions from the defendant, DON L. LYNCH, and the others as

individual contributions.

17. From February 11, 1985 through June 3, 1988, the

defendant, DON L. LYNCH, through his various companies, was paid

approximately one million four hundred eighty-seven thousand five

hundred dollars ($1,487,500) by Sperry/Unisys.

18. From on or about December 1, 1985, to November 30, 1986,

the defendant, DON L. LYNCH, through D.L. Lynch and Associates,

Inc., paid Robert Q. Old, through Robert Q. Old and Associates,

Inc-., eighty thousand dollars ($80,000). of that sum, thirty two

thousand five hundred dollars ($32,500) minus taxes and overhead
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expenses, was designated by Sperry/Unisys as available for campaign

contributions.

19. From on or about December 1, 1986, to November 30, 1987,?

the defendant, DON L. LYNCH, through D.L. Lynch and Associates,

Inc. , paid Robert Q. Old, through Robert Q. Old and Associates,

Inc. , thirty nine thousand f ive hundred dollars ($39, 500) . Of th-it.

sum, seventeen thousand dollars ($17,000) minus ta-xfe:; and overho.1(

expenses, was designated by Sperry/Unisys as available for campaiqnI

contributions.

20. From on or about December 1, 1985, to November 30, 1986,

the defendant, DON L. LYNCH, tLhrough D. L. Lynch and Associates,

Inc., paid Samuel Ralph Preston, through S. Ralph Preston and

Associates, Inc., seventy seven thousand six hundred eighty three

dollars and thirty four cents ($77,683.34). Of that sum, thirty

seven thousand five hundred dollars ($37,500) minus taxes and

overhead expenses, was designated by Sperry/Unisys as available for

campaign contributions.

21. From on or about December 1, 1986, to November 30, 1987,

the defendant, DON L. LYNCH, through D.L. Lynch and Associates,

Inc., paid Samuel Ralph Preston, through S. Ralph Preston and

Associates, Inc., forty nine thousand two hundred dollars

($49,200). Of that sum, nineteen thousand dollars ($19,000) minus

taxes and overhead expenses, was designated by Sperry/Unisys as

available for campaign contributions.

22. On or about March 13, 1987. the defendant, DON L. LYNCH,

signed a D.L. Lynch and Associates, Inc. , corporate tax return



(Internal Revenue Service form 1120) for the fiscal year ending

November 30, 1986, which was false in that it overreported gross

income and, in addition, claimed false deductions for consulting

fees paid to Samuel Ralph Preston and Robert Q. Old and used by

them, in part, to make political campaign contributions.

23. On or about July 1, 1988, the defendant, DON L. LYNCHJ,

signed i D.L. Lynch and Associates, Inc., corporate tax return,

(Internil Revenue Service form 1120) , for the fiscal year ending

November 30, 1987, which was false in that it overreported gross

incomo and, in addition, claimed false deductions for consulting

fees paid to Samuel Ralph Preston and Robert Q. Old and used by

them, in part, to make political campaign contributions.



(In violation of Title 18, United States Code, Section 371.)

RICHARD CULLEN
UNITED STATES ATTORNEY

WI LM -A. KEEFIKP.
Acting Chief
Public Integrity !;ection
Criminal nivisio!I
Department of Justice

CYNTlHIA R. W~OOD
NANCY J. NEWCOMB
Trial Attorneys
Public Integrity Section
Criminal Division
Department of Justice

CECILIA L. REID
Trial Attorney
Western Criminal Enforcement

Sect ion
Tax Division
Department of Justice
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT rOR FTTHE
EASTERN DISTRICT OF VIRGINIA

Alexandria Division ..............

UNITED STATE.,; OF AMERICA

V. Criminal No.

DON 1, LYNCH
Defendant

PLEA AGREEMENT

The United States of America,, by and through its undersigned

attorneys, and Richard Cullen, United States Attorney for the

Eastern District of Virginia, and the defendant, DON L. LYNCH,

through his attorneys, have heretofore engaged in plea discussions

and pursuant to Rule 11, Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure have

reached a Plea Agreement, the terns and conditions of which are as

follows:

1. The defendant, DON L. LYNCH, agrees to waive indictment,

to appear in open court in the Eastern District of Virginia, and to

plead guilty to a one count Criminal Information filed with this

Court. The Information charges the defendant with violating Title

18, United States Code, Section 371, conspiracy to cause a false

statement to be made to the Federal Election Commission and

conspiracy to make a false statement to the Internal Revenue

Service. The defendant admits and avers that he is, in fact,

guilty of the charge contained in the Information and the Statement

of Facts. The Information carries a maximum period of confinement

of 5 years and/or a fine of $250,000. The defendant will also be

obligated to pay a special assessment in the amount of fifty



dollars ($50.00).

2. If the court accepts this plea and the defendant, DON L.

LYNCH, fulfills the terms and conditions specified herein, the

United States agrees not to further charge the defendant, or his

wife or children, with a violation of federal criminal law in

connection with the activities set forth in the Information, and

the ,tatemnent of Facts, or with any other viol.ation at fedot.%i

crirlnnil law now known to the United States Attorney's Otffic'

Eastern District of Virginia, and the Public Integrity Section,

Criminal Division, Department of Justice. Nothi1ngI in this

Agreement precludes the United States from bringing a prosecution

for perjury or false statements arising out of the defendant's

cooperation.

3. The defendant, DON L. LYNCH, shall cooperate with the

United States by providing truthful, complete, and forthright

information whenever, wherever, and to whomever, and in whatever

form an attorney for the United States reasonably requests. The

term "whatever form" includes, but is not limited to, oral

responses to questions; sworn, written statements; interrogatories;

sworn testimony before a grand jury; sworn testimony in court; and

documentary materials. The term "whomever" includes, but is not

limited to, federal, state, and local criminal law enforcement

agencies. The defendant shall assist the government in determining

the truth and veracity of any information or statement he discloses

to the government, by cocperating in any manner reasonably

requested by the government.



4. Should it be determined that the defendant, DON L. LYNCH,

hereinafter intentionally and knowingly impedes the government's

investigation, this Agreement, with the exception of Paragraph 6,

will be voidable at the option of the United States, but not prior

to consultation with counsel for the defendant.

%. It is further understood that the defendant, DON1.

lYNHmust at all times give complete, truthful i~nI accurdito

iIormation and testimony. Should it be determined that the

dr(fendant has knowingly given materially false, incomplete, or

r,1sleading information, or has knowingly omitted any material fact,

the defendant shall thereafter be subject to prosecution for any

federal criminal violation of which this office has knowledge,

including but not limited to, perjury and obstruction of justice.

6. The defendant, DON L. LYNCH, further understands and

agrees that if he should fail to fulfill and complete each and

every one of his obligations under this Agreement, then the United

States will be free from its obligations under the Agreement, and

the defendant shall be fully subject to criminal prosecution as if

this Agreement never existed. In any such prosecution, the

prosecuting authorities, whether federal, state, or local, shall be

free to use against him, without limitation, any and all

information, in whatever form, that he has provided pursuant to

this Agreement or otherwise. The defendant shall not cAssert any

c la im under any statute, Rul1e 1l1(e) (6) of the Federal Rules of

Criminal Procedure, Rule 410 of the Federal Rules of Evidence, or

any other provision of law to attempt to bar such use of the

10



information.

7. It is understood that the sentence to be imposed upon the

defendant, DON L. LYNCH, is within the sole discretion of the

sentencing Judge. The defendant understands and agrees that even

if he should not be satisfied with the sentence, he shall have no

right to withdraw his gulty plea after acceptance of his plea by

th~sentencing Judge. This is a Rule 11 (e) (1) (R) plot and the'

T'nited States Attorney's office and the Department ot Justice

-Annot and do not make an,. promise or representation at; to what

sentence the defendant will receive. The United States agrees to

make no recommendation as to the form or the duration of the

sentence to be imposed upon the defendant but reserves the right to

allocute as to the nature and seriousness of the offense. In all

events, the United States will inform the sentencing Judge and the

Probation Department of (1) this Agreenent; (2) the nature and

extent of the defendant's activities with respect to this case; (3)

the full nature, extent, timing, and value of the defendant's

cooperation with the United States; and (4) all other information

in its possession relevant to sentencing.

8. The defendant, DON L. LYNCH, is aware that his sentence

has not yet been determined and that the sentencing Judge will

ultimately determine his sentence. The defendant is also aware

that any estimate of the probable sentencing range in his case

under the Sentencing Guidelines and__Policy Statements that the

defendant may have received from his attorney, the government or

the probation office, is a prediction, not a promise, and is not



binding on the government, the probation office or the Court. The

defendant is also aware that the sentencing Court may depart from

the Sentencing Guidelines and Policy Statements in imposing

sentence. Realizing the uncertainty in estimating what sentence he

will ultimately receive from the Court, the defendant knowingly

waives his right to appeal his sentence in exchange for the

concessions made by the government in this Agreement. However, th',

defendant does not waive his right to appeal a sentence imposed ill

violation of the law.

91. The United States reserves the right to (1) bring its

version of the facts in this case, both orally and in writing, to

the attention of the probation office in connection with that

office's preparation of a presentence report; (2) dispute

sentencing factors or facts material to sentencing in the

presentence report pursuant to Section 3B1 of the Sentencing

Guidelines and Policy Statements; and (3) seek resolution of such

factors and facts in conference with opposing counsel and the

United States Probation Office. Moreover, the United States

reserves the right to file a pleading entitled "Position of the

Parties With Respect to the Sentencing Factors," in accordance with

Section 6A1.2 of the Sentencing Guidelines and Policy Statements.

The United States, however, shall not take any action that violates

the positions of the parties set forth in this Agreement.

10. For the purposes of this Agreement, with respect to the

calculations under the Guidelines, the United States and the

defendant, DON L. LYNCH, agree that regarding the Count charged in



the Criminal Information, that is, a violation of 18 U.S.C. Section

371, the base level of that offense is six (6), pursuant to Section

2F1.1 of the Sentencing~ Guidelines and Policy Statements.

11. For the purposes of this Agreement, the United States and

the defendant, DON L. LYNCH, agree that the defendant was not an

organizer, leader-, manager or supervisor with respect to the crime

charged in the Criminal information, pursuant to Section 3B1.1 of

the Sentencing Guidelines and Policy Statements.

I.,. For the purposes of this Agreement, the United States and

the cdefendant, DIN I. LYNCH, agree with respect to the Count

charged in the Criminal Information, that it did not involve more

that minimal planning on the part of the defendant, pursuant to

Section 2F1.1(b) (2), of the Sentencing Guidelines and Policy

Statements.

13. For the purposes of this Agreement, the United States and

the defendant, DON L. LYNCH, agree that there was no monetary loss

to the government, pursuant to Section 2F1.l(b)(l) of the

Sentencing Guidelines and Policy Statements.

14. For the purposes of this Agreement, the United States and

the defendant, DON L. LYNCH, agree that the defendant has clearly

demonstrated a recognition and affirmative acceptance of personal

responsibility for his criminal conduct, and therefore, within the

meaning of Section 3E1.1 of the Sentencipnq Guidelines and Poligy

Statements, a reduction of two (2) levels to the offense levels

indicated above is appropriate.

15. The United States and the defendant, DON L. LYNCH, agree
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that the objects of the conspiracy, as detailed in the Criminal

Information offense,, are closely related within the meaning of

Section 3D1.1 of the Sentencing Guidelines and Policy Statementa.

16. The United States and the defendant, DON L. LYNCH, agree

that, if the United States Probation Office does not accept any or

all of the recommendations under the Sentencing Guidelines and

Policy Statements, each party will follow the procedures necessary

to be able to recommend at the time of sentencing that the Court

follow all of the joint agreements contained in the Agreement.

17. The United States agrees to stand silent with respect to

the conditions of probation, but agrees to join the defendant in

his request that the prohibition against contact with other felons

should not apply to the defendant's son-in-law, John B.G. Roberts

III.

18. It is understood and agreed that in the event the Court

does not accept the defendant's plea of guilty under this Agreement

to the Criminal Information, this Agreement shall be null and void.

19. It is further understood and agreed that if the

defendant, DON L. LYNCH, attempts to withdraw from any part of this

Agreement or fails to comply with any provisions contained herein,

this Agreement is voidable at the option of the United States,

except Paragraph 6 of this Agreement shall remain in full force and

effect; and the United States is free to seek (-A multiple count

indictment charging the defendant with violations of any federal

statutes including but not limited to the statute set forth in

Paragraph 1.
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20. The defendant, DON L. LYNCH, acknowledges that no threats

have been made against him to secure this plea of guilty and that

he is pleading guilty freely and voluntarily.

21. This Agreement constitutes the entire Agreement between

the United States and the defendant, DON L. LYNCH, with respect to

the aforesaid guilty plea and no other promisvs,, agreements or

reprr-,;entat ions exist not have been made to the dofendant or his

attorney with regard to such guilty plea, and norm, will be entered

into unless in writing in an amendment attached to this document

and signed by all parties.

CL--, ( I,

Leonard N. Bebchick
counsel for Don L. Lynch

421j~ 1K{ie
Earl X'. Silbert
Counsel for Don L. Lynch

£~- .
Don L. Lynch

Respectfully submitted,

William A. Keefer
Acting Chief
Public Integrity Section
criminal Division
Department of Justice

Nariy J../N,(ecorn
Cynthia R.' Wood
Trial Attorneys
Public Integrity Section
Criminal Division
Department of Justice

Cecilia L. Reid
Trial Attorney
Western Criminal Enforcement

Sect ion
Tax Division
Department of Justice

'AP,1

Date



STATEMENT OF FACTS

The Government's evidence would show that DON L. LYNCH, while

living in the Eastern District of Virginia, was a consultant for

Sperry Corporation, which later, as a result of a merger, became

Unisys Corporat ion (hereinafter Sperry/Unisys).

Sperry/Unisys and certain individuals-- including the defendant

DON L. LYNCH, entered into a series of technical servlveo a'greements

in which the individuals agreed to act as-: cons-ultints,-. These

consultants were required to provided reports relatin; to Federal

Government projects as detailed in a purchase order. These

consultants were authorized to receive payments of up to one

hundred thousand dollars ($100,000) a year per company under these

agreements.

The defendant, DON L. LYNCH, was one of the participants in a

scheme whereby payments were provided for these reports with the

understanding that a portion of the payment would be made available

as Sperry/Unisys specified. Sperry/Unisys then identified key

Congressmen serving on Congressional committees that controlled the

funding for Sperry/Unisys projects, and directed campaign

contributions to those Congressmen's political committees.

The plan the co-conspirators formulated was that Charles F.

Gardner, John B.C. Roberts III, and the defendant, DOIN L. LYNCH,

would agree that campaign contributions should be made to certain

Congressmen through D.L. Lynch and Associates, Inc. , which was

controlled by the defendant, DON L. LYNCH. The defendant, DON L.



LYNCH, and other consultants with whom the defendant entered into

consulting agreements, would write checks to the political

committees of key Congressmen. These consultants with whom the

defendant, DON L. LYNCH, made these agreements, would receive

portions of the money from Sperry/Unisys through the defendant and

in turn would make campaiqn contributions themselves or throuq1h

other--. The checks were then usually collected by in employee ()I

''r r,,/Uin isys and forwarded to the political campaign commites

'ih~- the consultants were paid b,. Sperry/1Unisys funds for not only

+-h~e technical reports they had written, but also for the campaign

contributions they had made or would be instructed to make.

Subsequently, the Treasurers of the political campaign

committees to which these illegal contributions were made, reported

them to the Federal Election Commission as legal contributions made

by individuals rather than as large and illegal contributions made

by Sperry/Unisys.

Finally, the defendant, DON L. LYNCH, knowingly made false

statements to the Internal Revenue Service for the tax years ending

November 1986 and November 1987, by overreporting the gross income

of one of his companies, D.L. Lynch and Associates, Inc., in an

amount totalling $106,000, and by deducting from the taxable

corporate income as a legitimate business expense the amount of

$106Z,000 paid to other consultants and used in part by them for

campaign contributions.

The Government could prove its case through the testimony of

witnesses including consultants, present and former employees of



Sperry/Unisys, Congressional staff personnel, as well as through

documents obtained from Sperry/Unisys and the Federal Election

Commission.
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in open ccurt on 'ly2,-r' sccution by indictment and consent that the
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MEMORANDUM

TO: File, MUR 2981

DATE: 9/9/92

The following materials were produced by r
during the course of his intetview with thi--
regarding the above referenced MUR.

V



ASC~ PA%?
American Security Council ' Political Action Committee

Sperry:~r~ri:
125 S. :E:e. C ~ i zr.. 7,uie

Dear -'r ?brt.

One -- t-e =-,c lcrtai:t r, ces in t"-e ~utry thiIS .-ear is that t:
:.-ator -7ese *-el.ms Ain NrhCarolina. Th-ere is ptcrhaps no one 4-: either
chamber who has stood .:cr so long and, at times, so alone in his fight rcr
a strong national defense.

Senatcr Helms has quite a race cr his hands this, year. A recent
Gallup poll showed helms with 50,~ and Hunt close behind with 46%. Governor
Hunt. has received support from liberals like Ed Asner, Cy Vance, Pamela
Harriman, and Sol Linowitz; and has had fundraisers hosted by Mario Cucmc,
.Ake Dukakic, Barney F rank, Ed Koch, and Paul Tsongas.

Jim hunt's campaign had over $51.2 million in the bank, according to an
April 1F FEC report. he has been blanketing North Carolina with television
ads accusing Senator helms of' backing death Squads irn El Salvador and
shLlowing the bodies of murdered women and children. Senator Helms' campaigni
is doing all they can to counter these ads, and the costs kwith six media
markets) are astronomical. It is time to do our part to help this fr-iend.

Several members of the Senate Armed Services Committee, including
Senators Tower, Thurmond, East, Goldwater, Humphrey, Jepsen and ;Nilson,
will be hosting a reception and dinner in our office on J.7uly 25th. The
reception will begin at 6:00 and the dinner at 7:00. We are asking for a
donation of SI,0OCO per person, payable to "Eelms for Senate." if vou can't
attend, I hope you will still make a contribution to the Helms for Senate
Cor--ittee. Please RSVP to Katharine -Thomras at 484-1676.

I look f"orward to hearing from you and seeing you on the 25th.

Yours fcr a strong AinErica,

Anthony' S. Makris
Direct~r, Congressional Relations

ASM/lp

Asiecn Communications5 Center 499 South Capitol Street Suite 500
Bos 'nr 'w "ria 22713 ,ashigton. D C 210003

03,547-1'750 12021 484-1676
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Su t : Sep t emte r Repo rt
P. 0. &Pl62731
;Ie-d--%r 633049

':*.' Iense Svs4te~rs
1U25 7?f fers_-n-7 vis H...,*2

i r 1-c roner. -".na teP Deror a s Tana aed t rn -I~c :>eh SM ev
-nne.erdthe Pemajas yrnaiino o- e ~ st3roed on th e

.,,rnate defense a,.thorization b.,l11, as well 3s3, w'.fnnn s~rTe earl.-- votes on
S DI and r elated issues. 7he stalemate between tine Administration and the
7ongressiona: Dpamacrats st-ill remins over thne Le%,in-Nunn prY),,lslon
nrohibitinoi tine use o-f funds fo-r tihe 5eveloprt~nt or testinq of space based
anti-ballistic sYstems unless Conoaress is in the a--t. House members have
been advised by the leadership to expect tCo rernain in session until tst
likely about 7hanksgiving because of the inability of the Senate to resolve
key legislative issues. However, last week the Senate slowly morved toward
adoption of the long delayed $303B defense bill. On Friday, it appeared
that the measure had a good chance of being passed this week. If the final
bill gets hung up in conference with the House, passage of the Senate
version would give lboth appropriations committees the Tjidelines necessary
fo r rnark-up Of a co-ntinuing resolution contin1uin: tine defense appropriations
bill. Most of the 'Lesser issues have already been decided by staff m~eetings
of the House and Senate Armed Services Oumittees.

One of the amndments agreed to last week by the Senate, Would insure the
rioiht of defense contractors or subcontractors to collect. royalties on
te micai data developed exclusively at thei.r own expense.

A GAO report to the House efense Approriations Subcocmittee on ways to cut
defense spendiing in missile procurent has recomrmended that up to 170M in~
planned procurements for next year could be cut without harm to national
security. Among missile programs proposed for cutbacks were Stinger,
Patriot, the Air Defense System - Heavy, t-he Multiple Launch Rocket System,
the Arm, Tactical Missile System, the Chaparral Missile Systtemf, the TOW-2
Missile System, the Hawk Missile System and Hellfire Missile System. The
appropriations subcormnittee has no cormwrnt on tie report at this timre.

Duiring the month, the final approvals of the acquisition plan for
developnient of the Aegis AN/SPY-iD Radar second source have been made at the
SECNAV and project office levels. Subsequent to this, the ASN held a
favorable review of these plans with the bipartisan leadership of the House
Defense Appropr iat ions Subcommnittee.
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A7: 2s ~gs 133'-

4z'B.: M:nthly Repor:
?C. P!62-31
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.kW.. SCC~.3 3 eese :7 v ~~r thisi

~dr~~et nS'Y"e "T'errt y ~J~ When t
'3~Yr~ n ~r -'K 1. a rx-?t§ 32t. ~r ays lefo-

0 1.3-e, re'wIl3 r o-rier :ein 'he oassagie :ftne 3thori z3t-.7n b-ills followez
rthe passa::e of the aporooprlat4onS C:"s :-ate, th e Hou se has Oassed

a budget re.3t-),ad passed an adju-sted to the budg~et resolution, and

a defense a _thorization ':l.The Senate '-3s oassed a budoiet resolution

bill, but has been Jnable to reach accdon a budget conference bill with,

the House. !od, becaise ReputIican Senators ha-.e been fiiirnustering against

consideration of a Jefense auithorizatio-n (~lbecause of arn. control

7angiuage' , nYothina -,s hapoeninq on that_ front.

A~otcertainly, 3 ~.r-eo~cn~:n eo>to approoriations bill

will be passe-d by the 2nress so that t*-e -.overnrnent can frunction beyond

t-he first of October while answers are found for the politi cal potholes.

'There are a numdter of unanswerable questions as both Houses approach resunp-

tion of the session. For inLstance:

Senator Sam Nunn - will' he announce as a Democratic presidential contendier?

if so, do Republicans cootinue to tie = hi.s authorization bill to give him

a black eye, or is passage of the bill (with the clock rinning down) too

inrportant to endanger, even for political advantage?

The atteTt by Nunn and the House Armed Services C imiittee Ciairman,

Les Asp-.n to write an "informnal" conference to the appropriations commnittees

as close to the real thing if Nunn's bill desn't iet floor approva.l in the

Senate. C~n they succeed? What happens If they do-? Wat happens if they

don't?

What happens if (ongressmn Bill C-iappe1l, Chairman of t-he House Defense

Aropriatiofl5 Subcormmittee, has to write a continuing resolution an eo-

tiate with his counterpart, Senator John Stennis, wto these days fades in

and out of lucidity quickly and without warning? If Steninis is not to

negotiate, will the power cone from the staff or from~ others on the sub-

cocrrrittee? A bet on subommi~ittee members is like going with the od~ds, but

if so, Chappell's job is enormwusly complicated by having to deal with

groups rather than one-on-one.
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Other -,mplicatinq factocrs worth me~ntioning, which could play a ma~jor ro'li
(or no role at all) include the Persian Gulf reflagging and escort situation

- will it heat up sufficiently to put the U.S. on a quasi-war status? Does
the A~ninistration want SDI badly enough to sacrifice everything else for
it? - Weinberger seems6 inclined that way, but I have noticed that he
stands a!-ne rmst -f the time~. However, as the time bcomevs wire critic,
I think some fudqir can be expected -- how much and which way rema~ins to
seen.

S:o 3S V-,J 73n I~ 7.t Is bus iness i3~s3 Cap:-'.. :
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October '7 992

Ccif idet idi11

Mar K A! 1en~ Esq.
Federal Elect-ion Commission
999 F Street-, N.W.
Washi7.ngton, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 2 98 1

Dear Mr. Allen:

Last month Mr. William Roberts agreed to provide the Federa1
- Election Commission with certain documents regarding campaign and

other contributions and with information regarding his consultancy
agreements with Sperry/Unisys.

Enclosed please find (1) copies (front and back) of cancelled
contribution checks that Mr. Roberts could find. These checks were
written by Mr. Roberts and his wife; (2) one cancelled check made
out to Our Lady of Lourdes church in New York; (3) one letter from
the Queensborough Community College Fund thanking Mr. Roberts for
a contribution he had made; (4) copies of various correspondence
from political candidates thanking Mr. Roberts for his work and
support; k5) copies Mr. Roberts/Warner Associates/Ordnance
Consulting Agreements with Sperry/Unisys and Purchase Orders; and
(6) copy of Representative Spence's Steering Committee list.

Mr. Roberts recalls that either Mr. Charlie Gardner or Mr.
Robert Barrett recommended he make a contribution to our Lady of
Lourdes church, but he does not recall any specific conversation
regarding the contribution. He says it may have been recommended
as a vehicle for a tax deduction. Mr. Roberts says that the
contribution to Queensborough College probably occurred after some
contact with Addabbo's staff, but he does not recall in detail why
the contribution was made.

Mr. Roberts is compiling a list of corporations and their
consultants with lobbying presences on Capital Hill. He is also
still searching tor a copy of the publication listing corporate
r-epresentatives on the Hill.
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M4ark Allen, Esq.
October 27, 1992
Page 2

Finally, enclosed is Mr. Roberts' completed travel voucher and
a rline ,tic4.ket receipt.

If youI~ have any questions regarding these documents or ai
,opic we discussed at our meeting last month, please give meQ i
c ai.. As we discussed, Mr. Roberts will be available at. youi-
co-nven4-enc-e to answer any questions you may have.

S7 ncerely,

Denitta D. Ward

Enclosures

cc-: W. Roberts (w/o enclosures)
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3t3: NUlt 2901

Deer Mtro rame:

89' ISOH, the tederal

v a ;4meh 2 VJ8.C. S 441 f
O~d 2 U.S.C. S 441*

liirte 2 V.8.C. S 441*
SIneml 1tm!I #rs 2 U.S.C. S 44]*
, ephSIJMeZI av .s.c. f 441*
DToots for Cmg~se ceemsttme Sd MRaiom feds, as txesurer

2 U .S.C.. 55 434(b)(3 ). 44 li),
441€, 441f

Friends of ¢empgea 3obmkner Karp 8 -Isae*eg, s
trssurer 2 U.S.C.- 5 441b(e),. 443c. 4t

• - .•

i 
'
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t m dlltr,ates iturer it •..O 41b(ii), 441€,...4.4.1 "f- .

hbitlequently, on FebrUary 12, 1992, the Commission found re "I *
believe that William Galvin and William Roberts each knowinglp ya
willfully violated 2 U.S.C. S 441t.

After considering the circumstances of this matter, including
the guilty pleas of Robert Sarrett, Charles Gardner, Joseph mill.
Don Lynch, Dennis Mitchell, John Roberts IXI, William Roberts,
Gerard Scarano, Joseph Zuba, and Vnisys Corporation in connection
with their activity related to this matter, the Commission has
determined to exercise its prosecutoria1 discretion and to take no
further action against all the above-listed respondents in this
matter. Accordingly, the Cosission closed its tile in this
matter. The Commission has admonishd Robert Uarrett, William
Glvin, Charles Gardner, Joseph Mill, Robert Littlefield, 3mm

! Lynch, Dennis Nitchell, John Roberts Ill, William Roberts, Gerard
Scarano, Joseph Zuba, Unisys Corporation, and 3astern Defesselil Political Action Committee and Stanley Wlli, as triasurr, O

i take steps to ensure future compliance with the Act. WhA*t e
: will become part of the public record within 3* dis.
iii -... Te Act allowls aomplinant to sek Judial rwiew ..S

{i 7. Cinirnim s diissal of this sctes, Wee 2 V.5.C., S 4 1f!

,. I~~~~~Rrk Allen : :,: ."7
~~~A t t o r n e y . r , : .j . .

... Date the Commission voted to close the file: E 9

i~ i' ;i I,.: i'i; i

-,'°
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Don Lynch
Violet Lynch

Deer Nr. Sebchiek:t

OnJ uly], .m ent/fe h~ tw. o

W eeiso vIU * to tb# pblie .roord "eu they, are



SttWrely

Mark Alltn
Attorney

Dete-the Comti~on voted to close the fiLlt.
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.heicsburg, PA 17055

33: JeUt 2961

Dear Nesars. Zuba:

On July 13, 1990, you were notified thatt the federal 3lection
Coi..io, had foun rea.on to believe Joepk 5,*a k.,wi1 .ad

: vwillfully violed 2 u.s.c. I 44)1 mmd Joeph t: Uvi Z
2I U.S.C. S 441f.

4 ... . 0 ,. . .

~A9~ -w
B~s4a1owas will be
received.

La veotd US t~y ar*



8Iecerely,

Halrk Allen
Attorney

Ut ~b caml..A.. ~.d to cloe tb. £11.: I
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13, RI 2901Seael leiph ?teeton
Saddle Preston

Doer Srt. Nabettoff:s

On July 1) * lff. ~*I~Z 11.19k W~wetos aa pin~
vre uIotlft&tbt ~ I U@t,~h
f1~@ t* ~b4t~ ~j ~ ~lIt4 2 ~ V

Silncerely.

Nark Allen
Attorneoy

ECgg wDate the Coinission voted to close the fle:
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berdeen, ND 21001

33: NU 2961

Dear Ms. redas:
CnOn u 13, 199 0, you vote notified that th federal 31*ctionxsszo bedfound reson to beliovo hsbt t :he I055oo foe C8M~gssCoinit en d yo,~ tft itor, Y*@.6 .S.€.

vi 434(b)(3)4a), 44Zb.o), 41c, -- :41.

It

S1a..'ly,

Nerk Allen
Atten~ey

Date the Cemmission voted .to dlo., the tle: U C s0 S ms
| l I I I [ I I I I
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- 33:t NUN 2961Richard Ray for Congress
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*.hfntOn, D.C. 200O6

Pttonds of Jim 3asoer and
Mtichael eeroft, as treasurer

Dear Mr. Meneroff:

Yhis is to advise you that this atter is now closed. Yhe
confidentiality ptov*.om at #.S.C. I 43wfs)(12) n#1l i

! i"
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seat Ut. o~.cbet~:

33.: RU 2961
Friends of Congressman
Hochbriaeckner and William 3.
Schumacher, as treasurer

outst this matter is nov €losed.. lb
t L 2 V--8.C. S 437g(a)(12) no lem9.r'U iblc

L da r at any

4- S. - ' 4 ,: .

tb~

t *4

'1*~fl1y.

~ Allen
Attorney

A. ~



.4'

,,, ...p,.itonal Coittee

SAL 3121

Dnuet. rn *i Laacmti

33i: RU 2961
Dickinson Second District
Congressional Committee and
Lloyd Lancaster, as treasurer

Ow~t this mtter is now closed. T1
ms",j I U.S.C. l 437glaili2) no l i

, - th.l!

AAAI,&IA
. [ '.

I~tk AMen
Attorney

+ L gTf: .: ......

,::
,- T .

-] ..
.. ,



*AS&#d t r. o : flei.

3* t.m.1.r.. tue
~ *-*~O

~0 Wast 42nd Str~t
3ev York. Rev York 10017

Dear Hrt. Lavier:

33: NU 2961James T. Kants

This is to advise you that this matter is nov closed.Yhe confidentiality provisions at 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(12) no
longer apply and this matter is nov public.

Althu the comlete file inst be placed on tbwrecord within 30 days. this could occur at any timeI
rt:qification of the comisosiom s vote. U you wrisab t

-:,mbnt enyfct l or Ias m-raeto ea

i .  .. ...., ,.* .. - ,

ps v
t *.L
. :

*~

- ; G. ;, .'7.. : ' ii
r
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RI: MU 2981Congressman Bill Young Campaign
Committee and George L.
Patterson, as treasurer

O eest Mr. letterson:s

* that this matter is now closed.*@at 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(12) no l~gr

* w.t be pieced o
~4 ccur at ez~p tie
n~. wt.. If

&W o tha iqi 14

stavly,

~k Allen
Attrney

.4.
.4.

I

.... i/ ii i -.
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REC: HU 2961
Roy Dyson

Dear Hr. Dyson:

This is to advise you that this matter is nov closed.
The confidentiality provisions at 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(12) no
longer apply and this matter is now public.

Although the complete file must be placed on the psablic
record within 30 days, this could occur at any tin f#o vl
certification of the Comismsion's vote. If you isb to
umiJt any factual or legal materials to appear on tbit

r, tcord, please do so as soon as Ipooniltbe. 1i1.1e .the,: . .Eby
Splaced on the pubi@e record before-iwcet of :

• - ll~~ark ALllen " " :

.:- , -',-



33: 30 2961
Sill Chtpo1 Cmpaign comtittee

1lidpul~ilon, as treesurer

Dear Mr. Wilson:

This is to adv~oe yo that this Uttr is nov c1o0ed. Nb.

fhmly ad tht* r is bvpbl

'1



33: NUN 2961Unisys Corporaton

Dar mr. Uird:

*lL$ im uwre noified that tb3sr Rdto

hqgl V eqri v'.te S C* I4l44c

4411

l ; r on, bdhe puic~l reorod, plase do Coas oon as

a~eeim, temU be .4 to the public ,record whn thy are
received.

,': . , i .; f i



Nerk Allen
Attorney

Daeo lthe. C olon voted to close the f~le:
DEC 091 U
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33: 29 Zs1
Charles Osrdner

Dear Fir. Dell:

' mtssieIUsw tull lb , to th pusblic r.04 vbe , ti hey re
received.



Nlerk Aflen
AttOrney

pe. th4 Csilssl8oo wot ed to c1o. the Ltile:

'1.J , . .. ;,

* y -

- 4.

- .~**

DEC 0 9 9.
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on, D.C. 20005-5701

IN : NUll 2961Robert Barrett

3€t Mr. Seosfield:

1~, you were notified that
6~E ~eo. to believe aobe~t

*~.S.C. I 4411.
Its~

the #s4St~sZ ~1etiou

m

teee1

+, + + .i:il41++y + be place o 4~!++ c weHlod

ill bIe .tildd to th public record whe they are

l ++ . + m '++: 
'

*y:- : ,+ 7! > .



SiinOtly.

Dote the Cinion voted to close th. file:

I

'a,.g~. ~

EC o9q
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, i leeI Court

i~p~@t. MY 1733 3: RI 2961

Deik Kr. Mitchell:

On July 13, 1990, you were notified that the Federal Election
Comission had found reason to believe you knowingly and willfully
violated 2 U.S.C. S 441f.

After .considering the circumstancs of this sitter, ialt ag

, ur sily 14, 1989 guilty plea, the Ciissioa has detemimOd.t
. qi , e its proeecutorial dticretion afa to take. no tvtthe

th

!7 siOns will be added tO the p ilc record wht tbey aire

wawd



Ninrk Allen

ne the Ctinnon voted to closne the £110: DEC 6 91W
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lbi~tgtoO, D.C. 2050

* V

33* RUE 2901
John Roberts lii

Dear Rr. 3uchaasn:z

On Ju13 1990, you vere notified tlat the erl Etltion
V wllfully I S.C 441f.

F

~..1o..viii ~*
watwed.

W the public tecord wt~e* the? at.

4

I

.



ark Allen
Attotney

Oste thetN Cinil~a voted to clos. the tile:
1€ !CgsW!a
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"CSU

Mtr. Willliam Gelvin2575S outh Oen Blvd.
tighiand Reach, IL 33487

RE: NUR 2961

Dear Mr. Galvin:

On March 4, 1992, you were notified that the Federal ElectionCoumission had foun reason to believe you knovingly and willfully
violated 2 U.S.C. S 441f.

After considering the circumstances of this a~tter, the
Coemiesiom has determined to exercise its prosecutorial dietetion
a to take no f~urther action against you. Accordiugly, the
Cissios closed t*s fle-in this mtteor.

rin~ud ~ bwmer, thet 3 U~.*.c.
of. ~bvhet4e to tha~~ of eg

~ t~ be *~4 tdJ~fS~ct ~

s. you bae hM qot~e plics cotac I

(202) 219-3400.

Sincerely,

Mark A~llen
Attorney

Date the CiislHon voted to close the file: Ill

U V ., .. .. , , ,

r<! ]::. ,. c :



|*HaiH t* 7 i t, gW
Viiuitoa,. D.C. 20037

33E: 1N0l 2911
William Robert$

Doer Nls. Ward:
OS arh .~192.Wlliaa ROrts WaS .tfled ta h
oe bind fnd ,teeIt ,1iw.

ha11 i-~* ... S4*

Il " ... .

.j ~mt*1o i l1 be-. .to tho public rotord e thy are
rooolved.



Mark Allen
AttOrmye

INte the Ciseo voted to clo,,e the file:

(ir i
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RL~d1ioN '~
~'ASftINCt0~ oc ~s..s

Wor thl Serwick, 33b 03906

Dear Kr. Littlefield:

RE: ELIR 2981

On July 13, 1990, you were notified that the Federal ElectionCommission had found reason to believe you knowingly and willfully
violated 2 U.S.C. S 441f.

After considering the circumstances of this matter, the
r mls loa has determiaed to exercise its prosecutorial dit~ omt

edl to take no futtbr action against you. Aocordingly, tie
! #eM1 ion cloed its file in this matter.

me Oom/to r5 I you, boewmr, tht 2 E..,

Ioe8 will* be maho -to W pubic .or

If you have any questions, please contact me at(202) 219-3400.

Sincerely,

Hark Allen
Attorney

Date the Commission voted to close the file:

h L : .ii: i i* '' S *:
i i! /
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list RU 2981Joseph sill

Desr Hr. Lynk:=

c.ini~i~?L~3 ' 1990 ? motif i4 thet the ?deral Ulection
wftlfully ~ 7~t.%4~ 441f. ~OU~b urn k~uia~ly ~u4

of tht0

I
I

teoiyod.

i i i * i i



Ilerk A llen
Attorney

Oet1 the o mleslon voted to close the file:

- . &.'
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*qahe 304~sgton, ,.c. 2W~

Iii: NW 2961
lastern Defense

Coittee and
as treasurer

Political Action
Stanley Wolin,

Dear Ktr. Crulish:

om.~

E
tb 31usern Defense l?@litic. Aem
W0!. s teeurr ('ite t vss
.... . t. sa os . t .o

mterials, any permie stble.toww wil e to the public record when they are

'j."V

A
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NRik Allen
Attorney

Date tha Comitssion voted to close the tile:
DICosu~

* ~
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246 Sttret W..
WIalhingtoc, D.C. 20037

RU: MMU 2951
Gerard Scarano

Dear Kr. Sachs:

On July 13, '1990, you were notified that the 1ederal B3ection
Cuii~a~o b I " s te believe Gerd 5 arme hnowvmi1
OSd vlitwiy t 3 U.S.€.: 9 443f.

fr!

I p I I Iocotd: ate



Mark Allen
Attorney

net. the Colsloo voted to dloe the fil1e:
D1C0e90
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