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Dear Ms. Stevenson:

Attached is the original copy my complaint as requested.
will impose appropriate fines on the parties involved.

I do hope that FEC

Simply Yours,

E Pluribus Unum

G. M. (Bin) Quraishi
For Stronger, Prouder & Bettor America

Encl: As above
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rED2RhL ELUCTION COI(ISION

(11 C.r.R. a. 111.4)
(2 U.S.C. 437g(a) (2))

AGAINST:

Richard Svett, Thomas Lantos,
The Now Nempshire Democratic State Committee and

the National Democratic Committee

NOW COMES G.M. (Bill) Quraishi of 416 St. Joseph Avenue, Half
Moon Bay, California, 94019, and complains against:

A. Richard Swett, Member of Congress
19 Dow Road
Bow, New Hampshire 03304

B. Thomas Lantos, Member of Congress
520 El Camino Road
San Mateo, California 94402-1797

C. The N.H. Democratic State Committee
20 North Main Street
Concord, New Hampshire 03301

D. The Democratic National Committee
430 South Capital Street, S.E.
Washington, D.C. 20003

and says, under oath, as follows:

1. That Richard Lantos-Swett filed his candidacy for office

as the Democratic candidate for the Second Congressional District

on June 4 , 1990, and did so as "Dick" Swett.

2. That the Treasurer of the Swett campaign was Dick Swett's

wife, Katrina Lantos-Swett.

3. That the Treasurer of Congressman Tom Lantos' (D.Cal.)

campaign is his daughter, the same Katrina Lantos-Swett.

COUNT I
Personal Use By Lantos of Campaign Funds

4. Katrina Lantos-Swett would be entitled to reasonable
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compensation for her services as Treasurer of her father's

campaign. Her total consulting fees for preparing her father's

reports are set forth as follows, as obtained from FEC filings:

LANTOS
Consulting & Reimbursement to daughter

Katrina Lantos-Swett

X CONSULTING REIMBURSEMENL

1985 -0- $763.17 $763.17

1986 -0- 1,277.75 1,277.75

1987 $10,000. 1,475.37 11,475.37
(paid lump 4/27/87
1 month before closing on
her house in Bow).

1988 7,500.00 885.04 8,385.04

1989 11,400.00 1,681.31 13,081.31

1990 21,458.75 2,614.37 25,791.81

plus: 1,718.69
(combined consulting
& reimbursement)

5. The dramatic increase in her payment to almost two

thousand dollars a month during 1990 was in fact an excess campaign

contribution by Tom Lantos because the additional payment by her

father was unjustified based upon her full time commitment as

manager and treasurer of her husband's campaign. Lantos had

already made a maximum contribution of $2,000 to Swett. (TAB 1).

6. This extra Lantos payment was, on information and belief,

a campaign subsidy to mask the fact that Katrina's husband had

virtually no income, having been on leave from his father's company

and campaigning full time. (TAB 2).

7. Congressman Lantos has a pattern of using campaign funds

as a family enterprise as can be seen by the $10,000 paid to
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Katrina Lantos-Swett on April 27, 1987. For the two prior years as

Treasurer there were n2 consulting fees paid to Katrina. Then,

just one month prior to closing on their house in Bow, Tom Lantos

suddenly writes a check for $10,000 as a "consulting" fee. (TAB

3). The house closing in Bow occurred on May 28, a month later.

(TAB 4). On information and belief, your complainant asserts that

the closing documents on the house will reflect that the $10,000

was used for this personal purpose.

8. As further examples of personal use of campaign funds as

a welfare program for in-laws are:

1) Payments to Katrina's father-in-law Phil Swett of

Gilford, New Hampshire, an engineer, as a "consultant" in a

California House campaign:

7/14/88: $200.00
7/18/88: 100.00
7/26/88: 425.00
8/10/88: 425.00
8/12/88: 66.16
8/15/88: 220.00

$1,436.16 (TAB 5)

2) Payments to son-in-law Timber Dick who married Tom's

other daughter Aninette (TAB 6) and went on the campaign

payroll to the tune of $32,000 in 1988 as follows according to

Lantos' F.E.C. reports:

April 23 $4,000.00
June 7 I
July 8 t
August 2 o
August 24 o
September 30 i
November 1 o
November 30 t

(Total) $32,000.00



9. That the facts alleged in paragraphs 4-8 violate 2 U.S.C.

s. 439a and House Rule XLIII, clause 6 because campaign funds were

used to personally benefit family members and in-laws thereby

turning the contributions into a "jobs program" for children and

in-laws for the personal benefit of the Lantos and Swett families.

(TAB 7).

Excess Contribution by Lantos

10. That Tom Lantos having made a maximum contribution in

1990 to his son-in-law (TAB 1) was unable to legally provide

additional funds to him either directly or indirectly.

Nonetheless, on information and belief, his computer and software

was used free of charge by the Swett campaign. One Jill Hadaway of

Bow was paid by both campaigns (TAB 8) by the same Treasurer

(Katrina), using common equipment for report preparation. The

identical letterhead was used by Jill (but for the name difference

at the top) as can be seen by the attached letters for both

campaigns done typed by: KLS/jh. (TAB 9). This use of equipment

and software free of charge to Swett is an illegal excess

contribution by Tom Lantos.

COUNT III
Earmarking and Laundering of Contributions

through State Party and National Party
to aid Swett

11. Congressman Lantos' pattern of contributions as

maintained in his F.E.C. reports prepared by daughter Katrina

Lantos-Swett show the following contributions to other campaigns:

77, 77,
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CONIWRZBUOTO BY L NTO8 (A" 2-0)

CYCLZ TOTAL N. R • ONLY

1985-86 (California only $5,749.00 -0-
were recipients)

1987-88 10,125.00 500.00

1989-90 56,700.00 50,100.00

In 1989-90 the massive one hundred-fold increase in

New Hampshire funding was to launder money to evade that state's

unique $200,000 spending cap that Swett, under oath, had agreed to.

This was done as follows:

12. On October 20, 1990, Tom Lantos gave $10,000 to the New

Hampshire Democratic Party and on October 23 the Party acknowledged

its receipt on Schedule A of its F.E.C. filing for October 18 to

November 26. (TAB 11). Then on October 4, Tom Lantos wrote a

$30,000 check to the Democratic National Committee which, in turn,

funnelled Tom's $30,000 contribution plus an additional $9,000.00

to the New Hampshire Democratic State Committee federal account.

(TAB 12). This $39,000, plus $1,000 to the Granite State

Coalition to help Swett, came from a Congressman 3,000 miles

away who under federal law could (and did) only give $2,000 to his

son-in-law directly. With the convenience of the same treasurer

for both interlocking campaigns, the $40,000 was received and spent

at the New Hampshire Democratic Party for postage, polling, phone

banks and other services for Mr. Swett and not the entire federal

ticket.

13. The above two paragraphs, and several to follow, on

information and belief, form a pattern of earmarking of funds
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orally to be directed by Lantos' friends and contributors to his

son-in-law's campaign in violation of 11 C.F.R. 110.6 as set forth

in TAB 13 and the cases before the Federal Election Commission in

TAB 14.

Further examples of illegal earmarking through unreported

conduits are set forth in paragraphs below.

14. The Abrahams: On June 27, 1990, Daniel Abraham of New

York gave a maximum of $2,000 to Swett. His wife Tammy joined him

on October 16 with a $1,000 contribution. Because she could not

give any more, the Abrahams of New York on October 31, 1990,

gave $5,000 each to the New Hampshire Democratic State Committee

(hereinafter D.S.C). This $10,000 was for the benefit of Dick

Swett's campaign and was laundered through the state account of the

D.S.C. for his benefit. (TAB 15). The Abrahams had earlier been

contributors to Lantos in 1986 and 1988 and thus were his to direct

to New Hampshire in 1990. (TAB 16).

15. The Gottsteins: The Gottsteins from Anchorage, Alaska,

gave their funding for Swett as follows:

Barney Gottstein 5/16/90 $1,000.00
Rachel Gottstein 5/16/90 1,000.00
David Gottstein 9/6/90 1,000.00
James Gottstein 9/11/90 1,000.00
Robert Gottstein 9/11/90 1,000.00

Then on October 25, 1990, James Gottstein gave $1,000 to the

federal account of the New Hampshire Democratic State Committee.

But they were not content with what they had done so far for Mr.

Swett. Swett's treasurer well knew she could not take $10,000 more

in contributions from the Gottsteins, so B.J. and Rachel Gottstein



each gave $5,000 to the New Hampshire D.S.C. (TAB 17). The

additional $11,000 over and above the $5,000 previously directly

given to Dick Swett were expenditures that legally must be

earmarked on his account, and thus violate federal law.

16. MayorDiane Feinstein: On October 16, 1989, former Mayor

of San Francisco, Diane Feinstein, gave $1,000 to Tom Lantos. On

July 12, 1990, Tom gave Mayor Feinstein back an identical $1,000

contribution. Despite the Mayor's need for cash in her race for

Governor of California, she managed to give an exact $1,000 to Dick

Swett on November 2, 1990. Katrina Lantos-Swett handled all three

transactions as treasurer of both Congressional races. (TAB 18).

coo= IV
Earmarking and Allocation Violations

17. Allocation guidelines are set forth in 11 C.F.R. 106 and

11 C.F.R. 102. Just as the case of FEC v. West Virinia Republican

State Committee was a violation of law (TAB 19) so was the action

by the New Hampshire Democratic Party in running an illegal money

laundry for the Lantos-directed funds that flowed to benefit Swett

and not proportionally the entire federal ticket of races in New

Hampshire.

18. Rowan Group: As an example of the subterfuge of money

laundered through the New Hampshire D.S.C., is the polling of

Michael Rowan of the Rowan Group. A review of expenditures by Tom

Lantos shows that at no time in the period before 1990 has he ever

used the Rowan Group. Dick Swett hired Rowan to poll and recommend

strategy and paid Rowan as follows:
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7/27/90 $4,663.14
8/30/90 1,926.44
9/24/90 755.21
10/5/90 3,300.00

(TAB 20) $10,644.79

Tom Lantos paid Rowan for his son-in-law's polling in New Hampshire

as follows:

8/9/90 $2,500.00
8/30/90 4,125.00
10/24/90 4,400.00

(TAB 21) $11,025.00

The New Hampshire D.S.C. also weighed in with an October 1

expense of $4,000 for Rowan (TAB 21). This was also not allocated

to Swett expenditures and violates the law as does Lantos'

contribution of $11,025.00.

There were only three New Hampshire federal candidates and a

0 comparative analysis of their records shows n2 help for two

candidates' pollsters by Lantos or the D.S.C.:

KEEFE FOR 1ST DISTRICT IN CONGRESS:
Penn & Schoen Polling

'J9 2/8/90 $5,000.00
4/3/90 5,000.00
5/1/90 5,000.00
10/1/90 7,000.00
10/9/90 88.20
10/22/90 2,000.00
10/29/90 500.00
BALANCE OWED: 2,500.00

(TAB 23) TOTAL $27,088.20

DURKIN FOR SENATE:

Greenberg-Lake Polling

4/18/90 $8,250.00
7/2/90 1,546.43
10/16/90 1,000.00



11/26/90 4,000.00
BALANCE OWED: 9,276.00

(TAB 24) TOTAL $24,072.43

A comparison of the three pollster consultants shows the

consistency of their billing:

Durkin pollster: $24,072.43
Keefe pollster: 27,088.20
Swett pollster: 25,669.79

The difference is that Swett violated the law to use his father-in-

law and the D.S.C. to launder $15,025 of his polling expenses "off

the books," because he had agreed to the spending limit.

19. That the funneling of money through the Democratic

National Committee by Congressman Lantos and his chosen

contributors is seen clearly by what the DNC has done in the past

and what it did this year in comparison to other states. The

contributions given to New Hampshire by the DNC in the past

election cycles for federal candidates are as follows:

1985-1986 5,000.
1987-1988 10,000.
1989-1990 51,000. (TAB 25)

This increase in large part came between October 25 and November 2

when the DNC gave a total of $41,000 just three weeks after

Congressman Lantos gave the DNC his record breaking $30,000 check

handled by his treasurer, and Swett's campaign manager, Katrina

Lantos-Swett, as discussed above in Count III.

20. That the DNC contribution was aimed at the Swett campaign

is obvious because far larger states got very little more than New

Hampshire did in 1990. The complete list of state party

contributions from the DNC is contained in Tab 26. Neighboring
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Vermont with one seat got $4,999 while Maine got $5,676 for two

races, one an open seat. But Congressman Lantos had no interest in

those states. In fact, Massachusetts with 11 Congressional seats

and a tough strong Senate race got less money from the DNC

($50,000) than did New Hampshire ($51,000). Only 7 states in the

nation got more DNC money and they all had multiple major races:

Michigan 85,460.
Illinois 71,062.
Texas 70,551.
Kentucky 67,714.
North Carolina 65,625.
Florida 62,938.
Hawaii 51,225.
New Hampshire 51,000.

Complainant asserts that the $51,000 received by New Hampshire was

earmarked for the Swett race and should be so allocated as well.

21. Total federal receipts by the New Hampshire Democratic

State Committee for 1990 are actually in fact higher at $60Q000

according to the federal filing by the Democratic State Comittee

at the New Hampshire Secretary of State's office. The D.S.C.

reported receipts on the following dates: (TAB 27).

August 16 ASDC Dem. V. Fund 1,300
September 21 ASDC Dem. V. Fund 2,700
October 15 DNC 10,000
October 26 DNC 39,000
November 9 Victory '90 Federal 1,000
October 29 Fund for a Dem. Majority 5,000
September 19 Dem. Congressional Fund 1,000

60,000.

22. On July 24, 1990, the Democratic Congressional Campaign

Committee gave $5,000 to the State Party. (TAB 28). This had to

be for federal purposes as well, bringing the total federal race
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money to $65,000 directly spent by the DNC or its affiliated groups

operating out of 400 North or 430 South Capital Street in

Washington (depending on the Democratic entity). This unusually

large sum of money was for the Swett race, and, on information and

belief, help to Keefe or Durkin was a minor part of this sudden

infusion of DNC cash. It is also likely, on information and

belief, that the $10,000 received by the state party on November 9

was used to pay Swett related expenses and violated earmark and

allocation rules. (TAB 29).

23. The bulk of the funds above described were used for the

massive last minute media blitz, and last week mailings (TAB 30)

06 all paid for by DSC of New Hampshire to evade the spending limit

Swett had agreed to. The DSC postage permit was used as can be

seen by the DSC postage bill of $21,250 between October 23 and

November 2 alone. (TAB 31). The itemized disbursements set out

below are for federal candidates only. Because the Durkin and

cKeefe campaigns were almost entirely self sustaining, the

complainant believes that the following funds were spent on behalf

of the Swett campaign largely derived from the illegal Lantos

earmarked money sent to the DSC as set forth below:

10/17/90 11,000 Share Systems Voter I.D.
10/23/90 4,250 U.S. Postal Sys. Postage
10/26/90 5,000 o Postage
10/29/90 4,000 i Postage
10/30/90 2,000 o Postage
11/1/90 5,000 " Postage
11/2/90 1,000 " Postage
10/24-11/9/90 48,098 Share Systems
10/29/90 4,944.82 Mail America
10/29/90 2,757.65 N.H. Mailing
TOTAL:

$ 88,050.47
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24. WHEREFORE, your complainant prays that appropriate fines and

penalties will be imposed in this case:

G. M. (Bill) Quraishi
416 Street, Joseph Avenue
Half Moon Bay, California 94019

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF SAN MATEO

Personally appeared before me one G. M. (Bill) Quraishi who
swore, under penalty of perjury and the provisions of 18 U.S.C. s.
1001 that the above complaint was true to the best of his knowledge
and belief.

Dated: March ___, 1991 ~4$? ~6>~
/,J.'Hotary Public
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Swett accused of overspending
Complaint puts excess at $234,476
From staff and wire mports

A Republican state lawmaker filed
a complaint yesterday with the attor-
ney general's office that U.S. Rep.
Dick Swett spent $234,476 more in his
campaign for Congress than the law
allows.

Swett said the charges were politi-
cally motivated and were the work of
the loser in the race, former cen-
gressman Chuck Douglas.

"I will never be surprised by any-
thing after what I went through to get
elected," Swett said this morning. -It
compels me to be ever vigilant.
(Douglas) is a great motivator for me
to walk the straight and narrow. I
can't be grateful enough for him."

The complaint was filed by Rep.
Natalie Flanagan, of Atkinson. who
denied that her motivation was poiiti

cal. In an inter-
view with the
Union Leader.
SDouglas said yes-
terday the "com-
plait speaks for
itself. (Flanagan)

"* is the author of
the law and the
best one to know
its intent I ha-
ven't had a

Swett chance to read it
yet."

Douglas said in December that he
was investigating whether Swett sub-
stantially overspent his campagn
limit.

Flanagan's complaint aieged
Swett's campaign laundered thou-
sands of dollars through national and
state Democratic Party committees.

Flanagan alleged Swett lied when
he promised to abide by the state's
$200,000 imit in the rimay election,
and the $200,000 lniit In the general
election. She said $34,478 w spent
above the limit.

If the attorney general agrees with
Flanagan, Swett's campaign could be
fined up to half the eess spent
Swett's campaign alrea has paid a
fine of about $400 for going sightly
over spending limits.

State law doesn't bar political par-
ties from spending on behalf of candi-
dates., but Flanagan said Swett
agreed to limit spending by the party
and his family on his behalf when he
agreed to the voluntary spending law.

She said in signing the voluntary
1kmit affidavit under oath, he "subject-
ed himself to a limit of expenditures
as well as to the penalties of perjury
I .because he had no intention of

* See SWETT - Page A.8

I a"



U SWET Contlnued from Page A-1

abiding by the limits."
The law "ys that regardless of

where the money comes from it
doesn't change the amount of the
voluntary spending cap.

Flanagan contended the cam-
paign listed expenses for the pri-
mary that actually were for the
general election. She cited $36,500
paid out a day before the Sept. 11
primary for radio and television
commercials intended to air after
the m Lantos-Swett Swett's

wife, said the complaint also could
be leveled at Douglas. Neither was
opposed in the primaries.

"In a race where you have both
the Republican and Democratic
candidate (without opposition) ..there is in fact only one race and
that's the general election," Lan-
tos-Swett said.

Secretary of State William Gard-
ner said that money spent during
the primary election must be spent
on items and services used for the
primary election. There are excep-
tions and nuances to the law how-
ever. Lawn signs purchased and
planted during the primary elec-
tion, for example, are still good for
the general election.

Flanagan also charged that
Lantos-Swett received money from
her father, U.S. Rep. Thomas Lan-
tos, as a consultant in his cam-
paign that actually was diverted to
his son-in-law's effort.

"The dramatic increase in her
payment to almost $2.000 a month
during 1990 was in fact a campaign
expenditure because the additional
payment by her father was unjusti-
fled based upon her full-time com-
mitment as manager and treasurer
of her husband's campaign and re-
duced Swett's reported expendi-
tures by at least $10.00," Flan-
acan's complaint stated.

Lantos-Swett said her pay was
zreater than in past years with her
father's camp"aigns because her
work produce'd 'an unprecedented
year in f-nd raising, and these
things don't happen by them-
selves."

"The notion that the fairly mod-
est compensat:on that I received

has anthing to do with the

Swett campaign is just sour grapes
and kind of a petty and very per-
sonal and fundamentally irrelevant
issue to raise," she said.

Flanagan also complained that
the Democratic National Commit.
tee and Democratic State Commit-
tee accepted $113,000 in contribu-
tions from Lantos and others to be
spent on Swett's behalt The money
wasn't spent by Swett, and thus
didn't count toward his spending
cap.

Lantos-Swett said the party was
just doing its job within the limits
of the law. and did nothing that
was not repeated within the GOP.

She said the complaint "seems
to express a problem with some-
thing I consider a basic and very
healthy part of our system: namely
that the Democratic Party is sup-
posed to assist Democratic candi-
dates in getting elected and the
Republican Party is supposed to
assist Republican candidates get-
ting elected."

Flanagan also charged that it is
"beyond belief" that Swett needed
the $61,646 he reported to wind
down his campaign.

"It far exceeds any reasonable
sum and, in fact, at least $50,000 of
it is for campaign consultants and
bills incurred that were paid after
the election but had been used or
benefited the election process prior
to Nov. 6." her complaint stated.

She said Swett reported maltng
small or no payments to campaign
staff before Nov. 6, but substantial
payments as part of the "wind
down" expenses.

She said Democrat Joe Keefe
spent $749 closing up his campaign
and Douglas spent $12,871.

Lantos-Swett said wind-down
costs for a winning campaign are
predictably more than those for a
loser due to transitional expenses,
such as keeping a large staff be-
tween the end of the campaign and
the beginning of the term of office.



Swett accused of campaign violation
By KEVIN LJIDRIGAN
Telegraph Staff

CONCORD - U.S. Rep. Dick
Swett, D.N.H., was accused Monday
of speding S43.000 during his
gperal election campaip - more
than double the amount allowed
under state law - by using money
from relatives and supporters fun-
neled through national and state
political committees.

Rep. Natalie Flanagan, R.Atkin-
son, co-author of the state's cam-
paip expense limitation law, filed
the 14-page complaint against Swett
with both Attorney General John
Arnold and Secretary of State
William Gardner.

Spokesmen for both officials said
they have taken the matter under
advisement.

The complaint contends that while
Swett agreed to limit his general
election expenses to $200,000, his
campaign received $434,476 in
assistace, most of it through

If there proves to be merit
to state Rep. Natalie Flanagan's
claim, U.S. Rep. Dick Swett,
right, would have to pay the
state about $117,000 in
penalties, or 50 percent of
expenses made above the limit.

"independent expenditures" made by
other political committees

Katrina Lantos-Swett, the con-
gressman's wife and campaign trea-
surer, said she hadn't received the
complaint but called the overspend-
ing charges "preposterous."

"The idea we overspent by more
than $230,000 is wild, it's preposter-
ous and just kind of off the wall,
frankly," she said.

"She (Flanagan) seems to be
complaining about practices which
are 100 percent legal and 100

percent fully reported on campaign
finance reports."

If there proves to be merit to
Flanagan's claim, the Swett cain-
paign would have to pay the state
about $117,000 in penalties, or 50
percent of expenses made above the
limit.

Swett already paid a penalty of
about $1,000 for spending roughly
$4,000 above the $200,000 limit,
but Lantos-Swett said that penalty
may be reduced somewhat once the

Swett
9.

Throughout the waning days of
the campaign, former U.S. Rep.
huck Douglas made many of the
ame charges alleged in this com-

plaint. After his defeat, Douglas told
The Telegraph a lawsuit against
Swett would be filed but that he
Would not be issuing it.
. Among the allegations made in the
complaint are,

* Swett's own campaign reports
confirm he spent at least $17.464
above the spending limit.

* The Swett campaign bought
$36,500 of radio and television
advertising and counted it as a
primary expense when it was used
drlig the finalampaignt easgp.

I J ,/

0 Swett's wife received a
"$10,000 subsidy" from her father in
excess pay as campaign treasurer to
"mask the fact that Katrina's
husband (Swett) had virtually no
income" during 1Q90.

* On Oct. 4 last year, the Lantos
campaign committee gave $30,000
to the Democratic National Commit-
tee. The suit alleges that money was
then funneled to the New Hampshire
Democratic Party, which financed a
number of mailings for the Swett
campaign.

* The Lantos campaign commit-
tee spent $11,025 for a poll done in
New Hampshire which, the suit
claims, was obviously to bellefit
Swett and was paid for in such a
way to evade the cap.

9 ?. 
° .

9.

campaign is refunded for overbilling
by some creditors.

The complaint is accompanied by
114 pages of exhibits and campaign
expenditures tracing not only
Swett's campaign account but the
reports of the Democratic State
Committee, Democratic National
Committee and the Committee for
U.S. Rep. Thomas Lantos. D-Calif.,
Swett's father-in-law.

Specifically, the suit contends that
Lantos' committee gave $56,025 in
contributions to political party com-
mittees and labor groups that did
work on Swett's behalf.

The complaint also notes that
Katrina Lantot-Swett was campaign
treasurer of political committees for
both her husband and her father.

But Lantos-Swett noted that state
campaign finance law does not limit
how much political parties can spend
to benefit candidates, nor does it
restrict any other type of third-party
expenditure made on a candidate's
behalf.

SWETT Page 7
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and an al.AneOtlt hr

arett 1a181 th3se peVplC

A student and athlete

" "t. .rn't sinVIe-m'.ml
narow mrnded In doing p,'
Wcber said "He wasoo dtim
pla er an d a good worker."

In o i. at er two year UI d
more. Swett decided to star bis

do ugh SwaLL haa apint mot own design and cons$utl00o k i
of his adult life outside the state - speciabling in smaller roJe N
at Yale Unrwerslty in Counecticut residenual renovations and ad&
and in Caldornia - he spent must Uo11.
at hks youth Now ttzpI~ i "He 1 fou dOn h big n.

S S fa the, rate scene was uifling i be
LAWo PgIM In IWO. is father, wanted to be an entiepriMtI-M-" W,
Phil ow and operated a large members G ow a SOD
eonmtndm compawy speciang Pancsft e t VW Yale dol-
in ""P ltftUfnt plaw. mate wo dd some wet b'

i limly seed in Gillfrd and ,tt-s &m
Swet attended Laconia High It was during thoe eait v U3
Scool wtere he ezceUei 4u I -uL in CajbsW uit Sw* be-
bal and track and ed. As a se- eme Invowvd in electao
n, he l1aceA second in the state When Tom RUatio r for C6.

and he w an all-state lon for Werst O me In 113o
do l sar three yanh in a row. wott ted o= the 2!ao" .Aoo*1gto hos IM? high rgroebs uItM

sports were not his fiy and bue
his only fort. He was presient of merits duftg thot tins.
both hls seniur daus and the Na- "if he Msaw neaisktast ul,
ba Honor Society. His gals: be is tendency to take on a lot of

o 1e and he things," Tung said. "Re a dbb

eut~~ t, -no, 8U

At , a -at n l rd In his on hitsetural and cointl
edes In 11975 Swett we to Yale, business aft his t- tws bad a my
wh e he d0 UItctirew and active I* In 0e K . $ in
ceso etd i in track sad sIe -i nentbUtwowe o t b A.
kip schoo, be s ed entetined wa ti ed to weav Um l1h.

cf.,

N 6 b l Wcmu "I ffqIRiufwowwmo a be. t got - etn -0 &p
*wel" tee 'W tIm vd Dy In- Thrui ut ft fte a" No

4Led a e 0hia ea To. ie CONr&, SWt, ad 11be 1

the ~rmU~olcs rie opr

he sai IJwos Vettdwt ol. bon wimto mew to MeW SUM
tis" shire.

Isted Swelt foc ied on sports -1Ihad always w e toU M K
ad his tdies. His eforts on the to New Hampsh W4 Wk hr
Gelpid off. During his junior my dad,* Swett sa~d aet Rft Ur

Committe. which stands to tis expencce on myM
day He was captain of the track ing intoth'
team hws serior yeaw sli.d wat t I 'O,
awarded the Mastens Cup for his ipskare with bta 64*-
achievelflent3. 3v d OWt O

While at Yale, Swett in. cenwy VUa, h t
tsa Lantos, the aUgt f Ton iadinye c=ructio
Latos, a Caliorna un ,rsity pro>- tive ener-V plants, end ht W11
lessor who would t be cieced his sun to be presideft 0we6 18
to Congrvss. A whizt id -ho radu- curretiq on leav fotV e empa.
ated from Yale at I&. trina LAn- ypnitt OWM06 O
toat went on to finish 13 school ka geseWrc.
two years, then took a as a Tta.drutproject Swett
counsel to the Seu2.te Ju asa ai r Ma W

In Auquat 1960, Swett and Lan- Pembroe. The toec asaJon
ton marned. Slowly, Swett's itti. venture wlith In t 600-tn
tud* about politics and pobt~lan3 company. whjcb speclalise n
began to change.

"I love public ILN and poULcs,"
his wife Bad. "and I take some ef
the redit for hun getting inLo po;.
tics

O,1g West

After rniduating from N'mle I.,
1979. SwttI movpd to San Francii.
ru, whre thtre weref rcutecture
jbi tu b"' hAd a.,d whcrm trark ArdficiJ W loto P A r hr ; in

heavy 1:h1act.ieic.
V.nder the propol, the IS-meg-

awatt plant would have sold its
elecujicty to Unitil Corp., the par-
er, company of Cuncvrd EhMcU,

Swet wLa rvponslble for pikt-
Ina. lte 1,ru)#-0t hrough Ve,11-

I. , .ke P ,laaIS pnress and ur
Stf-un'IR permits from the state
and federaj governments.

11I' Fair WW ctuarwoman of the
Pernr'rk lIAnrupZ tioatd when
o,., 4 ' - irfatrfd In 19114

CTPA

a.
E
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4RECEIVEr.
, 3567 1 81 ,X - 11:30

; ,. 5) ,.,CK
W A RRAN T Y D E W REGIS T ,r1 7- P4.

KNOW ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS. That George Karoutsos of
42 Tirrell Road, Bedford, New Hampshire for consideration paid#
grant to Richard N. Lantos-&Ott and Y. Katrina Lantos-%ett, husband
and wife, as joint temnnts with rights of wirvivor~hip, of 116 Central
Avenue, BurlirqMe, San Hateo Couty, California,

WITH WARRANTY COVENANTS, a certain tract of land together
with the buildings thereon located on Dow Road in the Town of

pow, County of Merrimack and State of wew Hampshire, and being .

shown as Lot 43 A on a plan of land entitled 'Resubdivision' --

prepared by Richard D. Bartlett, L.L.S. for Wayne & Barbara 
V

Hodsden, dated April 16, 1986, and recorded in Merrimack County W'

Registry of Deeds as Plan 8906 and according to which plan said
tract is more particularly bounded and described as followst

Beginning at a bound in the southerly side of Dow Road and C3

at the northwesterly corner of the said Lot 43 A as shown on

the said plan: thence S 340 27' 250 3 471.26 feet to a point as CO

shown on the said plan: thence continuing by the same course
83.68 feet to a point: thence continuing by the same course ,
309.88 feet to a stone bound with drill hole at the

southwesterly corner of the said Lot 43 A as shown on the said

plans thence X 610 41' 45' £ 193.81 feet to a point as shown on
the said plan; thence N 29 " 59' So" U 778.76 feet to a bound

as shown on the said plant thence S 680 11' 300 W and along the
southerly sideline of the said Dow Road 62.17 feet to a bounds
thence continuing along the southerly sideline of Dow 8oad
gen.-ally southwesterly by a curve with a radius of 575.00 feet -.

a distance of 146.10 feet to a bound as shown on the said plans
thence continuing along the southerly sideline of Dow Road S

530 26' 050 W 45.53 feet to the bound begun at as shown on the --

said plan.

This property is subject to an easement held by the Public '-

Service Company of New Hampshire dated Wovember 10# 1947 and -.

recorded at the Merrimack County Registry of Deeds, Book 658,
Page 255.

Meaning and intending to convey the same premises conveyed 3
to the grantor by deed of Wayne Hodsden and Barbara Rodsden

dated November 10, 1986 and recorded at the Merrimack Cot ty

Registry of Deeds at Book If05 Page 0792. "V

Homestead rights do not apply to the within conveyance.

DATED this 2thday of May, 1987.*

j a" i

I,,
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Use of Campaign Funds, t 2,. .S.C 439a provi4m
generally that campaignn u S te eo e
of holding a Federal office ante."riatse
mnialsfr oer ukndraii on y persons w o were 
bos n ar 1960. However, thee.40

Housnicbe nAte rictions o the use of goMkrn o:b
aU Membersiof the House. The rules require that campan Tu a
be used solely for campaign purds an for ernal |rpoe
use of cam d" r estr 37 o dversionofRu cm g fur
tpe nor defraying Mi sus m Prest
ing or printing of any mail material to be sent in a mass es
under the Member's frank.3 Additionally, any proceeds frommonials or other fundraising events are to be treated by Members
as campaign contributions subject to the restrictions discused

above. 40

Nonincumbent candidates for the House are governed onsy by 2
U.S.C. §439a, since they ae not subject to the House rules.p atstatute was amended in the 96th Congress to prohibit nonincurn.

bent candidates from using campaign fpnds for personal purpol
similar to the restriction on Members by House rule. In addition to
the statutory and rule restrictions on diversion f notpattnfut-to personal use, it should be noted that such diversion may rwdft
in an additional income tax liability for that individual since such
funds would generally be considered personal "income" to such
person.41

Bona ride campaign purpos Members of the House are O
ed by House Rule lI, cuse 6, to keep sl funds
rom personal fundsi to convert no campaign to personal pu
in excess of reimbursements for legitimate and verifable pror
campaign expenses; and to expend no campa ign funds not attribut-able to bona f'ie campaign. purposes. This clause of the Code of Of-

,ficial Conduct was amended to read in its present form on March Z,
1977, by House Resolution 287, 95th Congress.

As discussed in the House debate preceding adoption of House
Resolution 287, no specific definition of "bona fide campaign pur-
pose" is provided in the rules. What would be considered an appro-
priate or legitimate political or campaign expense would depend on

the facts of a specific situation:
We sought to make no strict definition of political ex-

penses. What is political is a matter of fact rather than
definition. We believe that if a Member travels home for a
political purpose, and it is covered by his volunteer com-
mittee out of political accounts, that this is a political ex-
pense.

However, what we have tried to do is to confine ex-
penses from political accounts or volunteer committee ac-

"House Rule XLIII, cl 6

s House Rule XLV
" House Rule XLVI. cl 4
'= House Rule XLIII, ci 7
'IRS Proc 6!-19 196A,-. Revenue Ruling 7 4-2', 3



Ul..l AOount rf f
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Oordy Green
Dartheouth College
Hanover, NH. 03755

L P'ad V 1. U0 Adde and ZIP Cade

Jill Hadaway 8
110 Timmins d.

BoNH 03304

C. Fud Naw. MW" Adres diN ZIP COO

0. Iu Nung. Moline Addrm and ZIP COOa

pug Meo Nw. Medie Addea ils ZIP Cwft

-1Katrifna Lantos-Swett
19 Dow Rd.
Bow, NH 03304

P.p~ttNaS.NMMtg AddrU a"d ZP C040e

- G. FvU Maie. M bi,,, M and ZIP COO

New England Telephone
D .0. Box 9000
janchesterI NH 03108

IKI F ul Nuen. Medi Add and ZIP Code
zeoff Parkerson
; ay Road

Dunbarton, NH 03301

i Full Name. Waling Adirl and ZIP Co411

Consulting
.... .am~h t _

itt eoick-g Pit For Conevess Comm g in Amount of EW

6 /95/90
27 Th s P.00

S270.00

P'a.ee'gOI5 of OlSbUtWY'aOAt day. year3 OaaGa~raW'ient Thai Petecc

I ,onsultiflg
DisburWseent fair: LPiry Jv Gone.,~

rn1 Othew (8006fv)

Date Imnonth.
da1y. year)/6/90

120/90

Purc ae of O sueu emef t at e Imo th.

Consultilng  1

isa U e fmlt fo: Pmn v J General i ' 8/

7 O th et ( W_ _ __)_

Purpom of OusbutSWI'aent
I Purva of {DirI~M011t

ConsultinQ 5
iuroent for: PiMary ul Genera;,

P'O"P Of "IL

reimb.p.O. box fee, ,
ito, camp. materials .1

o. camp

0 mersmi fair: Ix '! uaauy LiGaWe
7otwe (mofyl

Da1te (Montn.day. yeari
/31/90
/15/90

Oar. (month.
0&te (moth.

day. 0w4/10/90

PaaIoome of Disbursement cOts (month.
im. bumperstrips of f i eo.,)

is plies,. blloons ;5/4/90

O'a-- ierrm fair: iA P"uWy I3 G*f -

Other (SVOaCOf'
PurOOSO Of DabuIeinaEtg GaY. rear) O,&biafSaW'W'at TItuS PgraGC

'telephone service

mszrO t lOC: X Primary e

PurDOM of Oisourwflent
INrDoo of isbur"Mleclt

:Oy macilne
ZSl~ rligm fto p- X lem sryV G aenra

Cr!htr f Ipecafy i

~;~sa of OsOurWflai4it
Vwrrz:te of 0,10ur"Mmt

C smet! for y

,18/90

Go. v r

Gay. yarl

Amount of Ec
Oistaursameat This Pericc$570.00
$448.00

Amount 54Ibis Parsoc

Amount ot

Diesw "

i 4u77me

Amount gf EachOsbursemset Thai Parwoc
Am'ount of Each

Disbursmenmt Th~is Pwc0$460.00
$500.00

$167.41
Amoame of Each

Aff^M of F6achisiasnUM Thei Pweoc

i$692.09

Ois1ur"Ment This Pter,€$302.00

Amunt of EStcMGisoie.limnt This PtricC
50 .0

.a# yon A.maun!mt Of E'i&C
CIy. year I 

l l i l
TPhis Polri,_r

.3TOTALo' Oaibunmentl Thi P1"4I oaiO nt ) .......... ... " .

Z
T
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Oil 1
ISoveaber 29. 1990

Oeoeld K. Amderoqs
Clark
I'S. lse* ot Ropreoontativos
office of the Clok
Vashtsetoe OC 205134601

beer Kr. aderosa.

Vo receive4 your letter dated November 16.

roearmag uoes estributlee. It was oar error set to

imcludod the PAC ttlatie e er form. Tbee sre
cerroctioeso

091190 AmeriM s hotel Workers Vales PAC
09111190 lekdrr. Ce oaeeor, a Tobacco

9e4ke latemateomsl PAC
09/06/90 lotol A lootesrest sMployo

Istorstiosel Wales TOP
09/05/90 Waited Steel Workers of America P
09121/90 Americas Fedoretes of Teahers

Cope 92

1990have
the

$I.000
$00

$200
at $1.000

$5,000

Vo are hopeful thio will clear up any qusotles yo haeo

comeorsl8 tbeee PAC cetritletoso. loae of the above yere

coetributloes free a87 malo tbey were all made from

establiebod separate segreated  foeds of voluntary
coetrtbutioseo

Theak you for your ceasidersetio.

T. tatrise Lomtoo-Svtt
Treasurer Dick Svett for
Congress Committee

ILS/jb

4 am de 0O am ib o Ui il.
gvkmL n V 40d$W I* timt& DOW Or C

M M
CO

M m m

0

qt

'0
1=
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OcUtAR MAIL

JUL 29 1.a.

July 11 1990

ID: 085979 0S 7C

Office of the Clerk gouse Of Rtepr att e .
1036 Lonsvortu a.O.a.
Washington# DC 20515

Dear Sirs,

In response to your April 20, 1QQO letter resarding our( January 31, 1990 re,,r-rt, X have reviewed the report in
question and as far an I can determine the €ontributlions fronon-party political committees were reported on liae c and

CI- the accompanying schedule also listed then for lime 11c. I(N as encloslng a copy of the detailed summary page as vell as a
p., copy of the first page of the accompanyi g schedule for yourinformation. I Hope this resolves your coacerns as ezpreoed
0in your letter.

Sincerely.

-0A 4k

C: C " atri&n Lantos-Svett

C.,[LS/ h

Is -*, . " 'S e-:eoee. . "*go:..
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July 11. 1990

ID: C00112250

R. Todd Gerlough
Federal Election Coanission
999 1 St. N.W.
Vashtington, DC 20463

Dear Sirs,

Enclosed you vll find an amendment
Primary report as per Your letter of Jun
advise me If any further ste a need to
regard.

Sincerely

Istrina L

• S/

.antos-Svett

[LS/jh

Z2f W. f, , .9 am~ *ftOW. .. 0 ft.b ~-V &?~ _,V -1 -.* 0*-W I..e r- VftaP V10,m' OC to-OC

rNOW . 4..' ..,. 4g
m

.

I:

to the 12 day Pre-
a 26, 1990. Please
be taken in this

( :0 91 Zfr- 33 p 7 1 >0



lot COO&d22SO

3. Te44 Corlough
Federal nletiom COloS1*

M9 a ft. N.V.
Vassblmpes. KC 20463

Deer Sires

laeleeod yes WtIl £1ed " amas to the 12 day pro-
Primary report as toe r~i SS U ed o 34.26 IWO, Pleas.
*dvis., so If eal farthog ~ See to be take Is thiS
roe"*wd

Sissoeol

4fg
Kttie LeasteeSmet

KLS/Jh

a am- w r dam a o a -41 4w mw at wo om3wfom ttt a&
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1985-1986 Cycle:

Comm. for Bud Harrison

Kelly for Assembly

Nevin for Assembly

Speier for Assembly

Bacciocco for Assembly

Cranston for Senate

Papan for Senate

$249.

500.

1,000.

1,000.

1,000.

1,000.

1,000.

ALL California $5,749.

Cash on hand at start of 1985 - $417,875.94

(Cal.)

(Cal.)

(Cal.)

(Cal.)

(Cal.)

(cal .)

(Cal.)

THOMAS LNO DTIUIN



THOMAS LAN S CONTRIBUTIONS
1987-1988 Cycle:

(Cal.)

(Cal.)

(N.Y.)

(N.Y.)

(Cal.)

(Cal.)

(Cal.)

(Cal.)

(D.C.)

(Cal.)

(Cal.)

(Tenn.)

(Cal.)

(Cal.)

(N.H.)

(N.H.)

(Pa.)

(Colo.)

(Cal.)

(Cal.)

(Tenn.)

$250.
250.

250.

500.

500.

125.

500.

500.

500.

1,000.

Jaquith for Council

Gimmona Campaign Fund

Louise Slaughter for Congress

Ackerman for Congress

Griffin Campaign Fund

Vince Rios

Schumacker for Sheriff

Teglia Campaign Comm.

Valley Education Fund

Bonkers for Congress

California State Society

Al Grove for President

Burton for Assembly

Bury for Councilman

Donchess for Congress

Keefe for Congress

Kostmayer for Congress

Coloradans for Skaggs

Unity 88

Brown for Congress

Gore for Senate

$:0,125.

N.H. got $500.
Lantos had $374,704.05 at the start of 1987

C

250.
1,000.

250.

250.

250.

250.

1,000.

250.

1,000.

250.

1,000.



TIO9AS LATOS CONTRIBUTIONS

1989-90 cycle

(D.C.)

(Cal.)

(N.H.)

(N.H.)

(D.C.)

(N.H.)

(N.H.)

(N.H.)

(N.H.)

(Nev.)

(N.H.)

(Cal.)

(N.H.)

(Mass.)

(N.H.)

(N.H.)

(N.H.)

(Cal.)

(N.H.)

(Cal.)

(N.H.)

(La.)

DCCC

Re-elect Chris Pallas

Coos County Dems.

N.H. Democratic Party

Dem. National Comm.

Granite State Coalition

Wayne King for Senate

Nancy Richards-Stower for Council

Keefe For Congress

Billbray for Congress (8/9/90)

Donchess for Senate

Martinez for Assembly

Svett for Congress

Atkins for Congress

Preston Testimonial Dinner

Wayne King for Senate

Stephens for Congress

Bates for Congress

Blacketor for Governor

Feinstein for Governor

Grandmaison for Governor

Hoosiers for Roemer

$1,000.

100.

250.

10,000.

30,000.

1,000.

1,000.

750.

1,000.

1,000.

1,000.

1,000.

2,000.

500.

1,000.

600.

250.

1,000.

250.

1,000.

1,000.

1,000.

$56,700.

_dh 77:r



Of the $56,700 in contributions, $20,100 came to New Hampshire for

spending here and the $30,000 to the DNC came back to New Hampshire

as part of $41,000 funneled back by the DNC. Lantos writes a

$30,000 check on October 4 to the DNC and it cuts a check to the

N.H. Democratic Party on October 25 for $39,000.

Total New Hampshire spending is $50,100 by Lantos.

At the beginning of 1989, Lantos had $470,182 on hand.
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SWIEDULE A *ZED RECEIPTS
, ,, , S wswy, e

[-"y Wmasion copied foam swch Repo. sd W temo wa mowt be sold or voted by amy Do"" for the pwMeue of solicting coesulbutlona 0or , £emWqjW
1rpesel, ther than us in the n*me and e stl 00I a41 1011141 ~nk s a1a0 0 e"k si se0,sbw from "ch etemlna1.

RAM! OF COMItTTIE fin FI-

W4MMSIRE CLNVMTIC STATL CPVT1"

A. Pol Name. 111111611W1111ZI

eamC.s..il, A4)

L 4s4:SAN~ftDC. z030
eip-t For: -' U PrntaV

fl ibmr lsn llvI
UI-

Nm of I* r

O iiii

1e 4n. 1OdW'. VW1
1,4-fe

-'ewm of tootft * p~ed
0% .ft '0v

5.~44 P.00r.00.pMdua iPCi

sit 0, a , eAoT,,/o.
1 -ceipt Poll: U"Printry U., Gwswal
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This art leexns the rules govern-ing earmarkM&A- bution 1 M 1.)
including reporting requirements.

Please note that this article applies
only to contributions earmarked to candi-
dates and their authorized coittees.
(For information on contributions earmarked
to unauthorized coumittees, see 11 CTR
102.8 and AOs 1983-18 and 1981-57.)

'efinition of Ermarked Contribution
An earmarked contribution is one which

the contributor directs (either orally or
in writing) to a candidate or his or her
authorized committee through an inter-
mediary or conduit. 11 CFR l10.6(b)(1).

Definition of Conduit or intermediary
With certain exceptions discussed

below, a conduit or intermediary (the terms
are synonymous) is a person who receives
and forwards an earmarked contribution to a
candidate or authorized coittee. 11 CFR
110.6(b)(2). A conduit may be a political
committee or an unregistered entity such as
an individual or a partnership. In either
case, the conduit must comply with the
reporting requirements outlined below.

Note that acting as a conduit any
affect the conduit's contribution limits,
as explained below.

Who is Not Considered a Cduit. Cer-
tain entities who receive and forward con-
tributions are not considered conduits and
are not subject to the requirements of
11 CFR 110.6.
o Certain individyals are considered

campaign agents rather than conduits:
campaign workers-both paid staff and
full-time volunteers-and individuals who
are expressly authorized to engage in
fundraising on behalf of the campaign and
who occupy significant positions in the
campaign organization. 11 CFR 110.6(b)
(2 )(i)(A) and (E).

in determining whether an individual is
acting as an agent of the candidate's cam-
paign or as an agent of another entity, one
consideration would be whether the individ-
ual's solicitation expenses were reimbursed
by the campaign committee or by another
entity. Explanation and Justification of
11 CFR 110.6(b)(2), 54 Fed. Reg. 34106.

At IR
_MWEEM6. _01MUNN

m

o A coumT I fundraising firm retained by
an authorized committee is considered a
campaign agent rather than a conduit.
11 CFR ll0.6(b)(2)(i)(D).

o A fundraising representative conducting
joint fundraising with an authorized
committee is not considered a conduit.
Fundraising representatives must comply
with the joint fundraising regulations
(11 CFR 102.17 and 9034.8). 11 CFR
110.6(b)(2)(iB).

o An affiliated committee of the authorized
committee is not considered a conduit.
11 CFR l10.6(b)(2)(i)(C).

Who May Not Act as a Conkdit. Persons
who are prohibited from making contribu-
tions or expenditures in connection with
federal elections-corporations, labor
organizations, foreign nationals and
federal government contractors-are not
permitted to act as conduits. 11 CFR
ll0.6(b)(2)(ii). Similarly, an individual
acting as representative of a corporation
or labor organization may not act as a
conduit. 11 CTR 1l0.6(b)(2)(i)(A) and (E).
(Corporate and labor PACs--also called
separate segregated furds--may, however,
act as conduits.)

armarking and Contribution Limits
An earmarked contribution counts

against the original contributor's limit
for the recipient candidate. 11 CFR
110.6(a). The conduit's contribution limit
is affected only if the conduit exercises
direction or control over the contributor's
choice of candidate. In that case, the
contribution counts against the contribu-
tion limits of both the origfnal contri-
butor and the conduit. 11 CFR 110.6(d).

Reports by Conduits
Any conduit--whether a political

committee or an unregistered entity like a
partnership or an individual--vust comply
with the special reporting requirements for
earmarked contributions regardless of
whether the earmarked contribution is
temporarily deposited in the conduit's bank
account or passed directly to the campaign.

Report to Recipient Comittee. A ccn-
duit must forward both the earmarked
contribution and a report to the recipient
committee within 10 days after the con-
duit's receipt of the contribution. 11 CFR
102.8 and ll0.6(c)(1)(iii).

Report Filed with Governmnt. A poli-
tical committee conduit must disclose the
required information on an earmarked con-

I V, %.# %#I i I , I V QKJ
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tribution on its next regularly scheduled
* report filed with the appropriate federal

office (the FEC, the Clerk of the House or
the Secretary of the Senate).

A conduit that is not a registered pol-
itical comittee must disclose the required
information in a letter to the FEC within
30 days after forwarding the earmarked con-
tribution. 11 CFR 110.6(c)(1)(i) and (ii).

Contents of Reports. The conduit's
report must contain the following informa-
tion on any earmarked contribution:
o Whether the contribution was transmitted

to the candidate in the form of cash, the
contributor's check or the conduit's
check;

o The name and address of the contributor
and, if the contribution is from an
individual and exceeds $200, the contri-
butor's occupation and employer;

o The candidate designated to receive the
contribution;

o The amount of the contribution and the
date it was received by the conduit;

o The date the contribution was forwarded
to the candidate or the candidate's
authorized committee; and

o In those cases where the conduit exer-
* cised direction or control, an indication

that the earmarked contribution counts
against the conduit's limit for the
recipient candidate as well as the con-
tributor's limit. 11 CFR ll0.6(c)(l)(iv)
and (d)(2).

OCwdiitfs Accmt. If an earmarked
contribution passes through a political
camittee's account, the comittee dis-
closes the information listed above on
Schedules A and B. If the committee for-
wards the contribution without depositing
it, the committqe discloses the information
as a memo entry' on Schedules A and B.
11 CFR ll0.6(c)(l'(v).

Report by Recipient Comittee
The recipient candidate committee must

report any conduit that forwards an aggre-
gate of more than $200 in earmarked contri-
butions during a calendar year. The com-
mittee must itemize the following infor-
mation on a Schedule A filed with its next
regularly scheduled report:
o The identification of the conduit (name,
address and, if the conduit is an

2 A memo entry is supplemental information

on a reporting schedule. The dollar amount
in a memo entry is not incorporated into
the total figure.

-~-~~~II MW_____________ _________
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individual, his or her occupation and
employer);

o The total amount of earmarked contribu-
tions forwarded by the conduit and their
date of receipt;

o The identification of the original
contributor, if the contribution is from
a political committee (regardless of
amount) or if the contribution is from an
individual and aggregates over $200 (see
11 CFR 104.3(a)(3) and (4)); and

o In cases where the conduit exercised
direction or control, an indication that
the earmarked contribution counts against
the conduit's limit (as well as the
original donor's). 11 CFR 110.6(c)(2)
and (d)(2).

:COUE
rw V. MWJsM FORCO WE

on September 5, 1990, the U.S. District
Court for the District of New Jersey grant-
ed the FEC's motion to hold the John A.
rawsi for Congress Committee and its

treasurer, Russell E. Paul, in contempt of
court for failing to pay civil penalties
originally imposed by the court in May and
July 1986. The court had ordered each
defendant to pay a $5,000 penalty for ac-
cepting an excessive contribution. (Civil
Action No. 85-4039; see the July and
Septemer 1986 issues of the Record for a
su ry of the previous judgmints.)

Although finding the Dramesi committee
in contempt, the court did not take any
action against it since the committee is
defunct. The court, however, rejected Mr.
Paul's argument that he should not be held
personally liable for payment of the penal-
ty imposed against him. The court stated
that, in its previous decision in this
case, "we determined that Russell E. Paul's
liability was distinct from the liability
of the Committee." The court went on to
state that, because "political committees
have a tendency to dissolve after an
unsuccessful campa.qn," Congress chose to
hold an individual-the conittee treas-
urer-responsible for compliance with the
Federal Election Cappaign Act. See
2 U.S.C. 5432(a) and (c). It therefore
follows that "an individual will also stand
responsible for his indiscretions as a
treasurer."

The court, in addition to holding Mr.
Paul In contempt, ordered him to pay the

continued]
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Wealthy Ky. Democrat Exceeded
Donation Limits, Groups Charge -

By Tim Curran
Common Cause and the Center for Re-

sponsive Politics each filed complaints
with the Federal Election Commission last
week over $250,000 in contributions made
by a wealthy Louisville woman to natnal

According to the complaints, Mary C.
Bingham. the matiarh of the prominent
family that until recently owned the Louis-
villeCourier Joumal and oter media enter.
prises in the stae. gave the massive dona-
tion with the intention of having the Demo-
cratic National Committee direct it to
Kentucky Democratic Senate candidate
Harvey Sloane.

Rob Bingham, the grandson of Mary
Bingham, served as a campaign speech-
writer for Sloane , who lost to incumbent
GOP Sen. Mitch McConnell on Nov. 6.

Bingham's donations appear to have% cone at a time when Sloan's campaign
was 20 points don in the PoUs and de.
clared all but dead by pundits. Aided by a
late media blitz. Sloane lost to McConnell
narrowly. 52 to 48 percm.

The Common Cause complaint targets
BingisM. Slame, his ampanip commit.
ee, fhe DNC, and he Kentucky Demo-

catic party for allegedly scheming "to
launder a massive illegal contribution
Binghawn made for the purpose of influenc-
ing the 1990 Senate race in Kentucky...."

The group alleges that Bingham donated
$250,000 in "soft money" to the DNC in
caly Octom and that an agmement was
mmde to transfer the money to the Kentucky
patty, where it would be used to benefit the
Sloane campaign.

AU the donations and transfers were

made to influence a federal election, Com-
mon Cause argues, and they therefore fall
under the jurisdiction of the Federal Elec-
lion Campaign AcL Federal law limits
individuals to $20,000 in donations to a
national party committee, and $5,000 to a
state commiuce in a calendar year.

A complaint filed by the Center for Re-
sponsive Politics (CRP) is more direct,
aimed at Bingham's violation of so-called
"hard money" limits. Individuals contribu-
tors have a ceiling of $25,000 for all contri-
butions aimed directly at influencing fed-
eml elections, and FEC records show that
Bingham, 85, was clearly in violation of
that limit.

Over the 1989-90 cycle, according to
FEC figures, Bingham donated $57,700
directly to Democratic candidates and
committees. Ellen Miller. director of the
CRP, called it "a cut-and-dried violation"

By Susan B. Glasser
The Federal Election Commission has

issued an advisory opinion reaffirming that
Members of Congress can use campaign
funds to pay expenses related to Congres-
sional district-drawing.

The unanimous opinion came as a result
of an inquiry by Rep. Martin Frost. a Texas
Democrat who faces redistricting womes
because of plans to create a minority district
in thc Dallas area.

Frost had wanted to set up a separamte.

( (, 6

of federal election laws and was critical of
the FEC for failing to notice the excess
contributions. The CRP also found that
Bingham exceeded hard-money limits in
the1987-88 cycle, donating $30,500.

Miller said that the CRP is planning to
follow up itscomplaint with another focus.
ing on soft-money violations.

She called Bingham's contribution "the
single largest soft-money contribution we
have observed in the history of Congres-
sional elections."

The Kentucky Republican party also
filed a complaint in mid-October.

A spokesman for the DNC said that fi-
nancial transfers made to the Kentucky
Democrats were intended to "elect Demo-
craw from the topof the ticket to the bottom
of the ticket." The committce said it would
respond tospecific charges after reviewing
the complaints.

'*erted" account within his Congres-
sional campaign committee to pay for
"expenses mociated with protecting his
political and legal interests in the Texas re-
districting Process."

The FEC, however, said Frost did not
have to go that far. He should make what-
ever redistricting expenditures necessary,
the FEC aid, but note them as disburse-
ments from the campaign committee rather
than setting Up& separate account.

"Basically. they reaffirmed what they
/ ," '. c f',

Unsuccessful Senate candidate Harvey
Sloane was the ultimate beneficiary of
$250,000 in contributions by Mary
Bingham to the DNC, according to a
Common Cause allegation to the FEC.

said in the past," said Donald Simon,
Frost's lawyer for the FI-C request. "All
they added was that it should not be done
under the umbrella of the campaign com-
mittee."

The existing niles, as codified in previ-
ous FLC advisory opinions, say only that
Members are free to set up independent
funds relating to redistricting or reappor-
tionment. Those expenses do not have to be
disclosd because they are not directly re-
lated i( a fe(kratl clt i

Members May Use Campaign Funds
To Lobby for Favorable Redistricting
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following the 1990 census, Mr. Frost re-
tained an attorney and proposed paying for

legal services and other redistricting-
related expenses through a separate account

established by his authorized committee.

under the proposal, funds received in the

redistricting account would not be subject

to the limits or prohibitions of the Act.

Although past advisory opinions have

stated that activity conducted solely for

the purpose of influencing reapportionment
decisions is not subject to the Act, Mr.

Frost's proposal differs from those

opinions. In AOs 1982-37 and 1981-35, the

Commission permitted a candidate or office-

holder to establish a separate entity

exclusively for activity related to 
redis-

tricting. In this case, however, Mr. Frost

proposed that his authorized committee

establish a separate reapportionment
account.

The situation presented also differs
from that of a committee (such as a state

party committee) that establishes separate

accounts for federal and nonfederal activi-

ties under 11 CFR 102.5(a)(1). That

provision does not apply to an authorized
coittee, which by definition is estab-
flished and operated only to receive funds

for the purpose of influencing the election

O) of the authorizing federal candidate. See

2 U.S.C. 5432(e)(1) and (3). See also AD

1982-57 and 11 CFR 113.3.
Although the Frost committee my not

set up a *segregated" reapportioin-ft
account to receive funds that are impermis-

sible under the Act, the committee my use

the contributions it lawfully receives for

reapportio nt expenses. It would report

payments for such expenses as coittee

disbursements. Alternatively, nothing

would prevent Mr. Frost himself from set-

ting up a reapportionment fund independent

of the Frost committee and therefore not

subject to the Act's restrictions. The

Commission cautioned, however, that refer-

ences by such an independent entity to

Congressman Frost's candidacy would be

viewed as something of value to his federal

campaign. Depending on the facts, other

references _,, the Congressman could also

result in a contribution to his campaign.

See AO 1985-38.
The Commission expressed no opinion on

the application of state law or House

rules to the proposed activity, or on

possible tax ramifications, since those

issues are nct within its purview. (Date

issued: November 5, 1990; Length: 5
pages)

JN me 16,
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MM 2764: ftmI5k'rPo ted by SenatO
Causign Oontributilons by
Senate Candidate

This enforcement action, resolved

through pre-probable cause conciliation,

concerned the failure of a 1988 Senate

candidate's capaign to report the conduit

of several thousand dollars in earmarked

contributions.
A separate matter arising from the MX

concerned an excessive contribution by the

same 1988 candidate (Candidate A) to the

general election campaign of a 1986 candi-

date (Candidate B).

Back
MW 2764 arose from a complaint filed

by a national party coittee against
Candidate A and his principal campaign

c! ittee. te party coittee bsed its

allegations on investigative newspaper
accounts.

The colainant alleged that Candidate

A's campaign had violated FEC rules 
by

failing to identify in its reports a non-

connected comittee (PAC A) that had acted

as a conduit for several thousand dollars

in earmarked contributions to the campign.
PAC A had disclosed the earmarked contribu-

tions and its role as the conduit in its

own reports, but the Sate campaign had

reported the earmarked receipts as direct

contributions from individuals.

The coplainant also asked the rC to

investigate whether any coordination 
had

occurred between Candidate A's camign and

another nonconnected comittee (PAC B) that

had made indepedent expenditures on Candi-

date A's behalf.

Finally, the comlainant alleged that

in 1986 Candidate A had made excessive con-

tributions to the general election campaign

of Candidate B, another Senate candidate.

After receiving responses to the 
com-

plaint, the Commission found reason to

believe that Candidate A's campaign had

violated 11 CFR 110.6(c)(3) by failing 
to

report the conduit .of $7,248 in earmarked

contributions. Te Commission also found

reason to believe that Candidate 
A had made

excessive contributions to Candidate B, in

violation of 2 U.S.C. S441a, and that 
Can-

didate B's campaign had violated sections

441a and 434, respectively, by knowingly

accepting the excessive contribution 
and by

misreporting the source of the money.
(continued)
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With regard to the independent expendi-

tures, the ComaissiOn found no 
reason to

believe that PAC B had violated the law.

General counsel's 1eport

eportig of varwrked Contributions.
The Commission's investigation verified

that Candidate A's campaign had received

$7,248 in earmarked contributions that h-

been raised by PAC A in a direct mail

effort coordinated with the campaign (an-

other committee also received contributions

as a result of the same mailing). PAC A

had solicited checks written 
out to the

candidate's campaign, bundled then together

and forwarded the to the campaign without

depositing them in its own 
account. Ithe

campaign's disclosure reports failed to

report those receipts as earmarked contri-

butions and thus did not identify PAC A as

a conduit.
Candidate A's campaign argued that it

was not required to disclose the conduit of

those contributions because the campaign

had paid its share of PAC A's costs for

soliciting and collecting them. 
The

General Counsel pointed out, however, that

under FEC rules the conduit of 
an earmrked

contribution must be identified regardless

of who pays for the solicitation. 11 CFR

ll0.6(c)(3).

Candidate A's ZxeS5ive CMtribAiCn.

under the election law, an individual may

contribute up to $1,000 each to a candi-

date's primary and general election c-

paigns. 2 U.S.C. 5441a(a)(1)(A). In

addition, a candidate's campaign may not

knowingly accept a contribution from an

individual that exceeds $1,000. 2 U.S.C.

5441a(f). Te committee must also accu-

rately report the identity of 
each person

who gives more than $200. 2 U.S.C. 5434(b)

(3)(A).
The FEC's investigation revealed 

that

Candidate A had made two contributions

totaling $1,900 to Candidate 
B's 1986

canpaign. The contributions were both 
made

before the general election 
but after

Candidate B's primary. In its disclosure

reports, Candidate B's campaign 
attributed

$1,000 of the contributions 
to Candidate

A's spouse. Candidate A, however, had

never been married and had not 
instructed

Candidate B's campaign to make such an

attribution.
Candidate B's disclosure reports 

also

showed both contributions as 
designated for

the general election. Under FEC rules, a

post-primary contribution automatically

counts toward the general election 
limit,

I
np.-pmhior 1990

unless the recipient campaign has a primary
election debt and the contributor 

has

designated the gift in writing 
for the

retirement of that debt. 11 CFR 110.1(a)

(2)(1) and (ii) (1986); 11 CFR l10.1(b)(2)

(ii) and (3)(i) (1990). In his response to

the FEC's inquiry, Candidate 
A claimed that

he had assumed one of his contributions

would count toward the primary limit and

the other toward the general limit. i%-

ever, he had not made that designation in

writing. Furthermore, Candidate B had no

outstanding debts from his 
primary cam-

paign, so he could not have accepted post-

election contributions for the primary

election.
During the commission's investigation

of this matter, Candidate B's campaign

refunded to Candidate A the $900 excessive

portion of his contribution and amended its

1986 reports.

Comission Determination
The Commission entered into concilia-

tion agreements with the two Senate cam-

paigns prior to finding probable cause.

In a joint agreement, Candidate 
A and

his campaign admitted their violations of

the earmarking disclosure rules 
and the

candidate's violation of the contribution

limits. The respondents agreed to pay a

civil penalty of $1,500 and to amend the

comittee's reports.

In a separate agreement, Candidate 
B's

campaign agreed to pay a civil penalty of

$500 for knowingly accepting an excessive

contribution and for the reporting

violation.

raMS PU LIC

Listed below are MM (FEC enforcement

cases) recently released for public review.

The list is based on the FEC 
press release

of October 19, 1990. Files on closed MIRs

are available for review in 
the Public

Records Office.
Unless ctherwise noted, civil 

penalties

resulted from conciliation agreements

reached between the respondents 
and the

Commiss ion.

WR 1840

Respondents: (a) Ted Haley Congressional

Committee, Ted Haley, treasurer (WA); et

al. , b)-(g)
, plainant: FEC initiated

Subject: Excessive contributions in 
the

form of post-election loan guaranteet

Disposition: U.S. court of appeals

affirmed violation as alleged 
by FEC
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C a weVt , N4 03743

Recaipt For: Prlmwy
nQther 120Wy):

run PoEw MWW ek' a Zi Cd&

SFrieckin

7267 tn. Dr.
a=c Riatmz, R. 33431

-a -o *rd

300 E. 54th St.
Ne Yate W

0. iFS fto. Wo* AWM W odw

Rectipt this Period

Receipt this P"rled

AnMMM Of ES.aReceipt t*A -

Ra" do P"d

Recipt For'

F. FuH No,. Mailkq Ad* d ziP Code

RSCqit this period

AmOUnt Of EachRemcipt this Pef 1od

)CCvV0to n

Apf95tQ~t' .to.Oste

S !ESTOTAL of RSOeC9pt This Pge 1o)tk"Ona ••

A - 7 # " (:.st p 1 i 
t
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A 

. . . . . . .

$35.00

$1 ,000.00

$1 ,00.OD
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ITEMIZED RECEIPTS
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N oO WeIM1040 PUN

I/....s we f

Leo Berger
9801 Collins Ave.
Miami, Beach, Fla.

r Conaress Committee
WMeM. MilWn Adlir OWd ZI Cod.0

7aniel Abraham
505 Third Ave.
New York, NY 10022-7513

W I t~ M Uityy LA ol:r

Naew of ioSe
Thompson Medical

1 •m Ient.

cab. Vo
6/27/90

Amount of Esco
Ro,0t 00. 0,o.
s$2,000.oo

Chairman
Awoyovme-eo1s n nu n n

. 1n10101. M8i d ZIP as ft"o of 10 fo Oa* tmonh. I Amount of Eica

lloy W..Sa mvel 1 r. . yr Roapt this Fric:
Ledge Rd. 15/18/90 $50.00

anover; NN 03755

Ami FrW: LiPrim" Lj GovW& Arehitect
71 ouhor Wof V1: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ 3 r0.C

C. PUNu bNo. U Addiall d ZIP co mef " OsefmtwtW.oe AmomMe of 1s

obert Batinovich "nI 4/oV Otis00

41 Roehampton Rd.
illsborough, CA 94010 ,

Ra or: . PWG " JG ,,  Prasident _

M-0oW, 8 ,o: AW.. Vbrw...ow>s1 .00g.00

p/ilS

Mem ot Imovya aom buonh. I

5/13/90

)i

p 64.

Amont of Eacte
R$i00this PoWC:

$100.00

Dort (month. Amount of Eac

day. vow) sCeept this PIete:

/30/90 $500.00
/23/90 $1,500.00

Date Imonth. AmOunt of Esc-
ciy. veer) Recipt this Ptf z:

A/00 1$I,000.00

33154

Memot For: ' L
7otI. (sp|6tf).

C. P lemo. Miilloie, Addrm s1 ZiP Codo

Arvilla Berger
9801 Collins Ave.
Miami Beach, Fla. 33154

Reacolt rOe: A IPnneer

* l. tUiset (Month.

day. yew)

__16/1/90

O Ocuoiaon
j~eov 1 Homemaker

IVfor OU seeov of tP

ste,'ed SuMmv 
Pe

0. Pa Nwo. NIM A*=m W ZP God1

Bob Bowers 3r.
104 Baker Hill Rd.
Sutton, NN 03221

Rie Pr t U 'fw""

1. P UmNoW4u A iw €d ZI Coft

Edith Schnitzer .'e

P.O. Box 10047
Portland, 417210

Receipt For: Pv, ms
7 O0. (Neidy):

F. Pu NMemo. UMi Adirm end ZIP Cod.

Receiot ims Peqr,:

$1000.Co
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GEMNAL ELEMON nTEMIZED RECIFJPTS

Reporting period ending .

FuN Naw of Codmlbutor
(UAlpbsbeal Order)

Post Office Addrens Amount Date Received

LOCI I MI 1.11- 161 Londonderry Turnpike 000 T0/7/9
PlumbersSteaufltters Hooksett, NH 03106

A.S.D.C. - Dollars for 430 South Capitol St, SE 1200.00 10/17/90
Democrats Washington. DC 20003

gar Helms 6 lahanto Drive 500.00 10/25/90
Concord, Nl 03301

A.S.0.C. - Domocratic 430 Scuth C ost SE 591.00 10/3,/90
Victory Fund Washi on, NU

William Delahunt 1259 Hancock Street 500.00 10/31/90
Quincey, MA 02169

M...... 0

iUniel ^Aranam

IaM y ADranam

805 3rd Street
New York, NY 10022

5000.00 10/31/90

I I I ii
300 East 54Th Street
New York, NY 10022

5000.00

- I -

Kevln W ilte

.3. Gottstein

Rachel Gottstein

Randol ph Updyke

fiLdt Union League 1

50 Milk Street
Boston, MA 02109

430 South Cagito) St, SEWashington, Dc 20003

1400 E Street

Anchorage, Alaska 99501
1400 E Street
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

8840 Towanda Street
Philadephia, PA 19118

P.O. Box 2167
Concord, NH 03301

1000.00

5000.00

5000.00

5000.00

10/31/90

11/2/90

11/3/90

1.1/3/90

11/3/90

250.0011/9/90

Occupation
If contribution is over S100:

Medicil const.

Place or Businest

Helms &Com~pany

County Attorney State of M.A.

President

Homemaker

Consultant

President

Homemaker

Sel f-empl oyed

Thompson Medical C

Can/Gottsteln

I

--- A.&

11- 
T--

i

1!000.00| 11/2/90



for mm eret11 IM g ft oLii

M r- -

S. Daniel Abra&am
919 Third Av.
New York. Wry 10022

General

"Move" Itusel Co. n ZM.
10/67/66

~empst&n
Tmai~'tSOSt2 S 560.0

helen rarka
3005 Nivera Drive 10/10/SO 210.0

Burlingame. CP 94010 O@itlO

Tomeote-Setea S SU.S

.~~~~~~~~~~~.... hM !los.sJIt "iff ...... ' '''l~
David L. Grams StiM9rd vlve. l0oePitI
2120 Carlaoet Dr. itinS4/SO6
selmnot. CA 94002 oeupti@oe

ROD*
Tootate-boatea 1S asO.0e

: " i . " 3 i : 'i ' l ll - . . . .J ~ l a . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . o
Leonard L. Greenber Self
57 Nontain larm a. 09/2%/46 3".0O
West Martford. C? 06117 Ocewptaon

&eauttve
Yoal-tol-Detet $

Peter E. Kaas Levi Strauss Co.

Levi Plasa:35S Battery St. 10/0S/86 20.00
San Francisco, CA 94,l Occupation

Chairman
Year-to-Date: $ 2s0.00

Edward C. Y. Lau "i1f
76 EugenIa way 10/05/66 1000.00
HillsboroQagh. CA 94 00 Occupation

Attorney
Year-to-Date: $ 1000.00

E.N.: ara. -7a - i~o~ Datew
Bruce V. Nicketon Self 10/11/0 250.00
730 N. first, $201 90112 2SO.OO
San Jose. CA 95112

Attorney
Year-to-Date: $ 250.00

tog Au-o -i 0-" w5i-f6I;i j 113--------------------

5" .W

General

General

General

,eneral

'e neral

General

kA E-- w --

.0
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ITEMIZED RECEIPTS tOooNI

tion copo ro 0"N RsOD" and Smi mo p jgot bes~t :Sla ~ t1f We INen P ersr h urpo W jjvm 4 otgg.1"so otCOW

3v8 Oth Ct.

aDick Swett for.C9430 nitP" ul Name. "WW Ad& 04 ZIP Cede NMve 0#otm 041 1OR mW. Aml 1I

on~r. Veer I R 0celo thi ooo

ark S. Finkel info requested 6/14/90 1,250.00

3489 South Ct. ,
Palo Alt:o, CA 94306 o ..

. Pv Name. Malbi Avms and ZIP Cede

Joe Fitzpatrick
112 Clark Rd.
ovell MA 01852

R41981m Pat PruY - GWflra

1%t-ft !ET drs iuOW ZIP Cmi.t

B fow Coter Rd.
ov, X" 03304

R~ Pet: Mosey U068"

N ew s. md b q A dM IS M Z IP 0116
Barney 3. Gottstdin
1400 E. St.
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

iot w tFot 04i v Li J
F7l0 Ots (nify):

Rachel Gottsl
1400 E. St.
Anchorage, Al

*ima Yw OIe --2 50 II

-~ --- I -Oats (nt3"'. ~TIWu1I U'*f Egumlyst J ftuot thouPer.oc

EUA

041110to

o of linwev W

Concord Hospital

Nuf Sm
Nm V. s1500

1 ZOAW,. - - "S 15 0. 0 0
A in~*

Cair/Gott*i n

Pe __ r
410U SO -1011a al A

0M 110 th.OW. yvsI

4/9/90

Owss 

-

01120
4/6. 90

4/6/90

5/16/90

5te0t this1$soo.00

Amoust *f SMR
P- ist Wit P"

$150.00

$1,000.00

I ,I AinWas mE IOga

rein 5/16/90 $1,000.00

aska 99501

PAL O ' Homemakr

f'js 0f 0n~ v 0 t. m ft

...... ofE a yrI Date (mnth. iP. Fog Nm.MWId&W vl ZIP Code dy. VOW)r

Philip Grandmaison,
15 Terry St. 4/2/90
Nashua, NH 03060 _ __ _ _

G. Full N m . Maling A i.F anW ZIP Cm" N Of i.W40oyo 
t 4e o Fl.

; 1 day. ye4*')

Alan C. Greenberg
. E. 66th'St.
New YorkNY 10021

ReopteD For. Primary Li' '

Bear/Stea rns

Amount Ot 50.0
Receip't this il=:,

$50.00

Amount of Eac'Kceoo tnS pef::

$500.00

O -, .cupa

Amu, Y.,.e.0at > ~ 0 o 60_ _

\ *~\

'J-.

jvW Ot iwe' tloosIv) ->

i SUTOTL of r h ' p ID O100" .................................. ...... 3450.00

VIM

aft IhoNatme of |mWlers
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SCIIEDULE A ITEMIZED RECEIPTS Line Number tc

Information copied from thiS report may not be sold or used

for commercial purposes or for 
soliciting contributions.

DICK SWETT FOR CONGRESS COMMITTEE
m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m 

m m m m m m m m m m m m m m"mm m°"

A. Name, Address, and ZIP Code Employer Date Amount

Dynamic Research 09/06/90 1,000.00

99518 
Occupation

President

INA¥Y Year-tooDate: $ 1oo0.00

I
.-- .__ . .. _. ..-- --. . -- .... Q

B. Name, Address, and ZIP Code 
EavloverDaeAon

Gary Groloau
71 Massachusetts Avenue 

This End 09/15/90 25.00

Laconia, NH 03246 Occupation
Sale

GENERAL Year-tooDate: $ 25.00

C. Name, Address, and ZIP Code 
Employer Date Amount

Rhea Guild
435 Union Avenue 

09/09/90 25.00

Laconia, NH 03246 occupation
Ho-skr

PRIMARY 
Year-to-Date: $ 25.00 -

D. aes, Address, and ZIP Code Employer Date Amount

Richard Haines 
Information requested.

10 Woodman Street 
09/30/90 50.00

Concord, NH 03301 Occupation

/GENERAL 
Year-to-Date: $ 50.00

E. Name, Address, and ZIP Code 
Employer Date Aftount

E. Vincent Hall 09/06/90 25.00

275 Lake 
Street

Nashua, NH 03060 Occupation
Retired

PRIMARY 
Year-to-Date: $ 25.00

------------------------------------------------------------------------ Date Amount

F. Name, Address, 
and ZIP Code Employer

Anthony Hartigan 
100.00

9 Dwinnell Street 
09/18/90

Concord, NH 03301 Occupation
Attorney

GENERAL 
Year-to-Date: $ 100.00

SUBTOTAL of 
Receipts This 

Page:



aP,,ge 4" of ftor

SCIIEDULE A ITEMIZED IRECM PTS Line Number Lh.

Information copied from. thkast.report may not be sold or used

for commercial purposes or for soliciting contributions.

DICK SWETT FOR CONGRESS COMMITTEE

Mˆˆˆˆˆˆˆˆˆˆˆˆˆˆˆˆˆˆˆˆˆˆˆˆˆˆˆˆˆˆˆˆˆˆˆˆˆˆˆˆˆˆˆˆˆˆˆˆˆ

A. Name, Address, and ZIP Code Employer Date Amount
Silvie Frere Thierry
Hurry Hill Road 09/15/90 25.00
Hill, NH 03243 Qccupation

GENERAL Year-to-Date: $ 25.00

------------------------------------------ MM ----- - ----------

B. Name, Address, and ZIP Code Employer Date Amount
Nathan Jay Friedman
291 Geary Street, #604 09/06/90 500.00
San Francisco, CA 94102 Occupation

Retired
PRIMARY Year-to-Date: $ 600.00

0: C. Name, Address, and ZIP Code Employer Date Amount
Mary Frost
101 Old Lakeshore Road 09/19/90 25.00

Gilford, NH 03246 Occupatton
Nm SO-Aces

GENERAL Year-to-Date: $ 25.00

D. Name, Address, and ZIP Code Employer Date Amount
Norman Gati Paine Webber
200 winston Drive, #1508 09/28/90 250.00
Cliffside Park, NJ 07010 Occupation

it). Sr. VP/Invest.
GENERAL Year-to-Date: $ 250.00

E; llma, AqiW, and ZIP Code Employer Date Amnunt
James Gottstoin
6201 West .Te Drive 09/11/90 250.00
A n c h-*a - 00;99516 Occupation

* Lawyer
GENERAL Year-to-Date: $ 250.00

------------- - - ----- - - ----- - ---

F. Name, Address, and ZIP Code Employer Date Amount
Rbrt Gottsth self
600 West 76th Avenue, #501 09/11/90 1,000.00
Anchoraw., M- 99518 occupation" " .r -'  r  ' inessom
PRIMARY Year-to-Date: $ 1,000.00

----------------------

SUBTOTAL of Receipts This Page: . 2,050.00
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Reeitl t* Peimd

#*,m. o6w

a. pus Nme. bMsf Addres ME ZIP C069 No" oi, 5uoyV an !-e,,,. Amne ot each

dew. vew) Receipt " Pinnd

flinmto Fer: Uftbw U Geeeai ___
O w III I II~.~s Y Ie ~ e Ill__ __l_ __ _ __ _

C. PUS 11014 , Ai mE ZIP COi m. *I lw ,.v ae1 imefts D,,u. of lack

v. VOW) -KlOt this ,ed

-1h86n8, For: UPIWO U oeWWW__ _
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P. Pd NSbu. MO" Ae. OW ZIP Co M of aIqftEW O meibtth Amiftuu of Each

da. vyewI Receipt this P&ned

occuostionRei FoU: -.. PrOmv e G__e

Mi 0the Ipec Iv 1: Affrelte Yew-eoue41 S _____ _______

F. Fu Nam. Mli AEdrou and ZIP Colo Nvm of Employer Os Imonth. AmOunt Of Each
day, year) Receipt thn Petod

R oreeipt o: L Pri rL G ecal o

______________________________________ Affqaole Yeae-to-0aie

G. Ful Name. illing Addrle ad ZIP Code

Rece!pt For -

M1 Othe r6fpeCify.

Norm of Emploer

Aepagae Yaw-tm-Data - > S

0ate (month.
day. year)

SUS~~~~~~~ ~ ~ ~ .TOA 9Rcit hs ae(p-nl

Amount of Ew'*
RAfiiup thIl P01004)
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GENERAL ELECTION ITEMIZED RcEaPTS

Reporting period ending /", 19

Fu N am t Comlbutor
MOrder)

Post Office Address Amount Date Received

LO~e, unl, fl 1161 Londlonderry Turnpike 0 10/1779
PlumbersStefttters Hooksett, NN 03106
A _ n1 nn I are f n" A ' A 2 .L r a . ,

Democrats

togar einas

A.S.D.C. - Omcratlc
Victory Fund

William Delahunt

~Daniel Abraham

Tauny Abraham

Kevn Wite

ID.N.C. -
.3. Gottstein

Rachel Gottstein

ai&g LOPto" 0 3tWashington. IXC 20003

6 Tahanto Drive-
Concord, N11 03301

1100.D0 10/17/90

500.o 011025/97-0

430 CouthC ol t SE 591.00f10/31/9oWa stMton 9 I 2000

1259 Hancock Street
Quincey, MA 02169
805 3rd Street

New York, NY 10022

300 East 54Th Street
Nw York, NY 10022
50 Milk Street
Boston, NA 02t09

430 South CapItol St. SE
Washington,, K 20003

1400 E Street'
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

1400 E Street
-Anchorage, Alaska 99501

I ~ L. A a. ia I ~
manuUlpfl upoy~e

Wdit Union League

8840 Towanda Street
Philadephia, PA 19118

P.O. Box 2167
Concord, N11 03301

500.00 10/31/90

9.

p

A S ~

Occupation
If contribution is over 5100:

Medical C(o n. St.

Place or Busines

helms & Company

County Attorney State of M.A.

President {Thompson Medical
Homemaker

Consultant

President

Homemaker

Se f-employed

Can/Gottstein

( T 6 '~ 7T 77~ -T

54"0.00 10/31/90

5000-00 10/3/9o6-

1000.00 11/2/90

1000.O00 11/2/90g

500000 11/3/90

5000.00 51/3-/90

5000.00 11!/3/90

250.0011/9/90

C.

C

41-

z
I 

I

I

-3

I

a
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ZIED RIClK!xPT Lnioe

Informtion copied from this report may not be sold or used

tor @m@.rctSl pirpses or, for soliciting9 contributlons.

0W LAWI(W Vol CONGsRZSS C0MX??U

~a~a m- 
- - -. 

. . W
.. . .Date Amount

A. 3a3e, Address and ZIP Code 11/01/,9 at. 00

welon Farkas0
3005 Riviera Drive 94010 

500.00

Smrlin aet CA 94010 OccupationrP%
. Iqoe~ller _ . zV 6 -

-------------------------------------------------------------------- 
a inaain 

a aaaaa

a. ame, Address, and ZIP Code 
0/1y/? Date

Diltbd einstein S0/16/8 1,000.00909 ontgeryStrfeet, 6400106/9 
10.0

, 909 xontqouerY 913 ocp
Sa rriCCA d 91 3 3  Occupat ion.

San Transco, CA political Ldr.
.... YYear-to-Date: $ 1,000.00

RI~-MARY --- - - -.-. M......----.-.

Sw.0 ................................... 'ww Dot* Asount
I 4 0 . * 0o e 'oMe o ~ ' z I P C d p l y e r A i n eS t * I

C. Name, Address, and oiP Code _ol nderlne 1 / 1000.00
David Finkelstein occ.pa, Azn... 11/01/1,000.0

2752 Comstock Circle 
1 /8 ,0

I~emo ,CA94002 0cc=ipati~on

Attorney
PIAYYeare1Oe:ate: 

$ 1,000.00

...... ........ Date

D. pa", Address, &nd ZIP uQOw
,atan Fie dzan

475 Pepper Avenue
Millsborough, CA 94)10

10/16/89

occupation

¥ea:- tOd e $ 1,000.00
- - - - - - - - -- -i ani a a

.. ..... .t
Date.500............. ........

E. Na=a, Address, and Zr
Alfred Fro=
655 ontgomery Street, *1720

San Francisco, CA 94111

Jos. I.- Seagram
Occupation
Executive
Year-to-Date: 500.00

PRIM.ARY .......t.....
........................... 

Date A o n

..... 
10 //i89er

F. Name, Address, an! zir wr

David Gold
595 Market St., Suite 2300

San FranciscO, CA 94105
OccupationAttorney
Year-to-Date: S IO0.0

PR H.ARY ....... 5,000.ZC

SUBTOTAL of Receipts 
This page:

- 0 r
sumber &, -

year-to-Da 10 : W 0eV

Ib

!500. C:l / /a

Self enployeed 1,O00.-CO10/16/89



aqk ITEMIZED DISOURSMET "RO 9 i RAm0p
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ft Aostan Tetuia'
State IbES I-~.

~eKing ft@ Smt

D. FeN Mf *A~ OW 0Cf

MyStLs fbr Cgrss
977 Els St.

So Wept CA ff115

maketo' For Qmqm'
38 Pain St.

x*e w3431

G. rep m.ma wfq Adm ZIP c

Feirsten For 0orw
909 ~4?ySt. Ste. 2
San Faico CA 943

it wge r. Mat . AdtM W I ZIP

135 N. t ~i n St.
cj . NHm1

FFta e. Mbil" Ad0 "W ZIP C4e

Ba.ZT ". LA 70

0.M 1 It.
tw" tN4w3Vl

No of Wo0o

i1. j. -..' I j~ W ei
1WWz.?ml - -*wu -Xit

imia3

WO Wton

pwm Iof O _ __ _ _

catrtion

Dl

$by. wpm

MAD,9

9/12./90

ov. we"
7/10A

9Am

&wy. ym

km.9

9111 6,A

9f1ivow

17/12/90a

Al . w offS W% Pe ~

It. .A0~0 *4e .~.

usws o fs w"~ U&.Pswa
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SCHEDULE A ITEMIZED RECEIPTS
Page -._ of 6 for
Line ?:.;t.ber 1

Information copied from this report may not be sold or used
for commercial purposes or for soliciting contributions.

DICK SWETT FOR CONGRESS CO#I1ITTEE

A. Name, Address, and ZIP Code
Carpenters Legislative Improvement Committee
101 Constitution Avenue
Washington, DC 20001

GENERAL

B. Name, Address, and ZIP Code
1 ktte a, for Democratic opportunity
P.O. Box 18806
Philadelphia, PA 19119

GENERAL

C. Name, Address, and ZIP Code
Committee to Elect Gary Ackerman
7424 Miller Fall Road
Derwood, MD 20855

Date

11/03/90

year-to-Date: $ 7,500.00

Date

10/31/90

Date

11/02/90

GENERAL

D. Name, Address, and ZIP Code
Effective Government Committee
80 I Street, NW, 8th Floor
Washington, DC 20001

GENERAL

E. Name, Address, and ZIP Code
Feinstein For Governor Comm.
909 Montgomery Street, 400
San Francisco, CA 94133

Year-to-Date: $ 2,000.00

Year-to-Date: $ 2,000.00

Date

11/02/=3

Year-to-Date: $ 1,040.00

F. Name, Address, and ZIP Code
Friends of Congressman Hockbrueckner
P.O. BOx 426
Ccram, NY 11727

Year-to-Date: S 1,0C".0

SUBTOTAL of Receipts This Page:

Amount

1,500.00

Amount

2,000.00

Year-to-Date: $ 2,500.00

Amount

1,000.00

Date

10/26/90

Amount

2,000.00

GENERAL

Amount

1,000.:;

cNERAL

Date

10/29/£'

Amount

1, 000. :

8, 500. c-
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$5,000 penalty within 30 days. The court
imposed a $50 per day assessment if payment
is not complete within 30 days.

W LITIGATION

FEC v. Dennis Smith for Congress
The FEC asks the court to declare that

the Dennis Smith for Congress Committee and

its treasurer, Terry E. Brown, violated

2 U.S.C. 5434(a)(2)(A)(iii) by failing to

file the coumittee's October 1988 quarterly

report. The FEC further asks the court to
assess a civil penalty against the defend-

ants, order them to file the report, enjoin

them from further violations of 5434(a)(2)

(A)(iii) and award the FEC court costs.

U.S. District Court for the Western

District of Missouri, Civil Action No. 90-

3388-CV-S-2, August 23, 1990.

FEC v. Lawson
The FEC asks the court to declare that

Mark Lawson violated 2 U.S.C. $441f by
knowingly permitting his name to be used to

.effect a contribution in the name of
another. The FEC claims that defendant
Lawson received a $1,500 bonus from his

employer, Robin's Pens Store of Anderson,
on April 12, 1982, in order to make a

$1,000 contribution two days later to mobi
Tallon, Jr.'s House campaign committe.
Thw FEC also asks the court to assess a
civil penalty against Mr. Lawso, pema-
untly enjoin him from further violations

of 5441f and award the FEC its costs in the
action.

U.S. District Court for the District of

South Carolina, Greenville Division, Civil

Action No. 6:90-2116-0, September 6, 1990.

FEC v. West Virginia Republican State
Executive Comittee

The FEC asks the court to declare that

the west Virginia Republican State Execu-

tive Comittee violated 11 CFR 102.5(a) by

making expenditures on behalf of federal

candidates from its nonfederal account and
violated 2 U.S.C. 5434(b) by:

o Failing to report those expenditures as

allocated to federal candidates;

o Failing to itemize transfers and contri-
butions received from party committees

and other types of political comittees;
and

o Reporting as operating expenditures,
rather than as expenditures made in

connection with a candidate's campaign,

payments for newspaper advertisements

that advocated the defeat of a federal
candidate.

The FEM also asks the court to assess a
civil penalty against the committee; perma-

nently enjoin it from further violations of

2 U.S.C. 5434(b) and 11 CFR 102.5(a); and

award the Commission court costs.
U.S. District Court for the Southern

District of West Virginia, Civil Action No.

2:90-0898, September 21, 1990.

FEC v. nm for Congress Comittee
(90-2419)

U.S. District Court for the District of

Colbia, Civil Action No. 90-2419, October
1, 1990.

(This suit is identical to a previous

suit filed against the Mann for Congress

Comittee (Civil Action No. 90-1154) that
was su mmsrized in the July 1990 Record.

The FEC volmtarily dropped that suit. )

.e~~m - - c --.. .~ -

-ir

The FEC recently published a new

edition of Selected Court Case Abstracts, a

compilaton of court cases in which the
agency was involved. virtually all the

siries first appeared in the Record; the

new edition is current through th&eS omler
1969 issue.

Selected Court Case Abstracts contains

sumeties of significant Suprm Court and

appeals court cases concerning the Federal
Election Campaig Act, FEC regulations and

enforcement actions, including: Buckleyy.

Valeo, FEC v. National Right to Work Cm-
tEE-e, ,FEC v. NCPAC and FEC v. Massachu

setts Citizens for Life, Inc. The volum

also contains district court decisions as

well as cases that did not directly involve

the FEC, such as First National Bank of

Boston v. Bellotti and Galliano v. U.S.

Postal Service. Legal citations are
provided for most cases.

Name and subject indexes make the

volume helpful to researchers. Copies may

be ordered from the FEC's Public Records

Office. The price is $10.00. Call 800/

424-9530 and ask for public Records or call

202/376-3140.

0
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KEEFE FOR CONGRESS 1990 M t e pu ?m i,,,
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Evey King
161 TownhOUse Road -0- 450.00 -0- 450.00

Manchester. N.H. 03103
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Donna Soucy
91 Alexander Drive
Manchester, N.H. 03103 L
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Fritz Habenlcht
336 Washington Road

N"' "ton, N. H. 03801
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245 East 92nd Street
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-0-

00-
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Washington, D. C. 20001 o.ws, .: .. P

G. 0PuA N Po. t~Mah Amdw OW ZIP CAN PurmIS of ODieu, t

Federal Express Mailing
Elm Street
Uanvh.~1~r. N.H. 03101 o w , ,o: P

~iner~ ~

roftll X 'G n l

*y. VOW)10/31/90
11/1/90
11/5/90

10/24/90
11/2/9

1emp1go
10/22/90
10/24/90

10129/90th
0/ b8/9.

10/18/90

~em (montft,

10/19/90
10/22/90
10/23/90

7079.15
50.00

100.00
mVAknk

1O OO000
10,000.0020,000.00

5,000.00
5,000.00

5,000.00

Amoufnt of EOCn'
DisiruWYWet This 11rcv36.00

59.00
13.00

Uf~ 
of Ofo svjw t 5 e W r t , TA of Esc;

N, FudU Moo . MediAM W ZIP Code Maiinc o 26.0t This ,c
Federal Express 10/29/90 25.00

Elm Street 11/90 13.00
Manchester, N.H. 03101 

, .. e ,e _ X ,z ,ie/2/ 0 l3.00
- -11/2/90 

23.00
Pw 

MauMt of Esc'

7-ulNm onAdwO ZIP COOsP~~~O~ Poll~fing~ , n~. ~ u' T01q EccPennJJJJ & S.choen 
yW

1  gOrWYmet Th,! 9t' CC

Penn & Schoen 1Pollng 10/22/90 2, C0.0o
245 East 92nd Street 10/29/90 5_0_0._0

New York, N.Y. 10128 iu,,,f,,, , v. i,,, x 0//0,.

SUBTOTAL 0'9 Dier
o mO

n th i Per OQt wIfod)

TOTAL ' 10 eoO 'lt I "'l I'm@ ino ebw an'v.

. 00w1" Oto

=go
f im LN Gwwiumm

71 Oww ("WIVI

immlal

,70h (19Wfv)
A 1% _GAN J

T

--XA 13 a
m

i J m

-10-OW-00 
Jm



SCHEDULE 8 ITEM IZESDISBURSEMENTS ... .. to K . P A G E O F

for sech ets$of I@o 1 4j
O~sdsoS~.YW Po" FOR LINE AIUMIER

17
.ay Wwwmw "we f rem such "ON of smuwsnu moy Rot be oe of us" byV sn eown" for the w of nehetlinl cohIwobtfivetn or ftI Cowo'el.

0wongs, oww ~~e '.811 19 RoomU 61 address of oft Dolit om WV to 10 i '.1,611 gSnthbutni free" $"a I ill.tt

L AM O CONR (o 40107KEEFE FOR CONGRESS 1990

A. Pu ION. NW". AddrIN mu ZIP Osef

Postmaster
955 Goffs Falls Road
Mauchester, N.H. 03103

aPo of Oiaiwimwit

lM iung

ODlUmUent f or: Prv

O1 Oet I "sseaw

day. yo I
110/1/90

)J low., 10/2/90
10/5/90

AMnt of faell
O'sbursMen Thag Pin"

120.00
100.00
100.00

WRAMN ZPCMPwmn of DWwmn Oas 4I~mIA imw 01 Inch
I fnv. ew) DWuu'w'w This Pecod

Penn & Schoen 1_nd _______,______na10/1/90 1 7,000.00
245 East 92nd Street oJGllin 10/9/90 88.20
New York, N.Y. 10128 t7oow (OWmN)

Iu ZIPCo Puvmg O uw"w OeM 1136W' Anfl~t of60gab

Office Dimensions Offk "rppet !

801 Elm Street Offl jC. Suppl. 1 /2.0 O PI NI , f, : " p ,,, . j j G . , 1 0 / 2 / 9 0 1 2 .5 0
Manchester, N.H. 03101

OW. VW) OWWnMVW Thhil PWv~

David Lavallee r 01ncul1ntza
270 North Bay Street DmwII- for: LJ ,tt,, J.j O 10/2/90 950.00
Manchester, N.H. 03104 r- oew kwtv, 110/15/90 450.00

I 9. P , I A - 20 O Pees of Ikbuinuw ow 11 Aii of 0isi i

Keystone Press e10/2/90" j 0 m00i
9 Old Falls Road Pn ter: 110/2190 50.000oew .u ,,o: LJPu LjCwm, 10/3/90 233.00
Manchester, N.H. 03103 10, ,0/5" 190 15200

P. pu ,w ' wm m Old 2PC. Patpu of Ownlemm O ORM , Aout offall

T.. UY aviAfy. yew) ;:0bwme This Perw
Fenn & KIng T.V._B____________,___ 10/2/90 5000.00
1043 Cecil Place N. W. ,of r,,, , ,i,,- &Gwwu' 10/5/90 7500.00
Washington, 0. C. 20007 ''!ow (.at -- 10/11/90 3500.00

0. Fl Ntmw. kM Ai W ZIP COOp I Pom of Csuawwt I Os t mOnt. I Montof Each
m dy. year) OilburseIrW't This Period

Federal Express MaIling '10/2/90 37.75
Elm Street Mi I incm 1O/5/90 237.0olm,.. , wfv i &,,jGw,,,%, 10/5/90 i 23.00
Manchester, N.H. 03101 1-" oewf f,, 1 10/12/90 6 .0

m. Ful N. Mmin Aa* eu ZIP Caf PitD of Diam"ent 0aM ~tf. Amouoint of Evch
Id@V. VWh Disbutume Thil Period

MCI Telecommunications ! , 10/3/90 24.,
lInternational Drive OdbTW1 MM or:ll P0//9 2Ary.
Rye Brook, N.Y. 10573 '1Oow o,

I DoIte Imn:

,. Pe mo,. M, W Aee &,, ZIP C.,

New England Telephone
1228 Elm Street
Manchester, N.H. 03101

Phone Bill

oDswrwweet to: , ePwy
I Other w smfv I

Date imanTh.
dewv, yew)

10/3/90
L JGwlri,, 10/3/90

10/17/90
7.

ATOTAL of O1musentor This Pop (Oleel) .........................................................

T O T A L T hN e P o n " 1 1 p W tis ln e n u mi b e o n y ) .... ....... .........................................

Amoue of EacM
Oisumr t Th s Peod4

333.49
703.73
350.00



SCHEDULE B ITEMIZED DISBURSEMENTS un U meWte KW5(i PAGE or
for Wr = woqv of th 2 -

O0"dmi S"wVr P*p FOR LINS NUMBER
17

Ajnw etorm tu e rn a d from u ch he W M i Swtnt eon m ay .ru be od or u y t WIW t V Del es fw -in of tsim tin Co ntflbu. om St fit Com m sc.,t
O ef oth r on gres to nu e4 s of ow90sit" commmnit 6s seut mntnbuheIF fro nwatu.I Keefe for Congress 1990

A. PM ohm& hN eff Am MW ZIP COO Pu
vpa of abu n

s
m
t

eni m (mth,. Amoun t Eof&C
. vowleI Obisubluw t Th%1 Pqr'od

David Lavallee Consultant 5/16/901 1,200
270 No. Bay Street OWwnmvnt fr: ra. '_j 6/1/90 1,200
Manchester, NH 03104 MOtto o ',vI 6/15/90t 1,200

I Mam . N"k AImn o" ZIP Go"

Penn & Schoen
245 E. 92nd Street
New York, NY 10128

Ptopm of O iurumat

Polling
map Dhuswe o: Lz Pssuy LJ Gwual

Os0W (Nwfiavi

Oat (month.
ftv. yoWl

4/3/90
5/1/90

I Amount of Esc
Oi, urnmet This Pvroa

5,000
5,000

Ad*M ia" ZP Cadi Pros of O wowst m osmont, . 1 Amount of Each

Fenn & King Communications. Media C", " TIat Pi

Inc. 1043 Cecil Place, Media Cofsu ting - 4/3/90 I 5,000
Washington, DC 20007 0 (Noe

0. pu1 Mom. A%0 Amn awl ZIP CuS ipmw o Owwmwwon OM bmuu Amamass of lago
fty. 1W) DlaNunmeat Thos PgPatricia Dwyer Consultant 4/3/90 300

176 Hall Street - :x.*v Gae 1 4/13/90 250
Manchester, NH 03103 fm ojjo 4/20/90 1 125

L PodName. 11M Ai m IP Wa.t Pw pose of ablw"Mme ows (minim. IAffiewm @o Each
fy. low) Diftwnina This PinodPatricia Dwyer Consultan. 4/27/90 125

176 Hall Street ;NW. ,X fwnw .. 5/4/90 1 125
Manchester, NH 03103 t-0o ." ,i 5/11/90 ! 250

P. PWN X.m, n AM OnW ZVP Cif. I ProM of 0ioamt ommi ARount of Each
oy. yos) oilmwmW" Thus P"no

Patricia Dwyer Consultan- 5/25/90 300
176 Hall Street G 6Dio rnm ,. for vv 0"* ... vali 6/l/90 300
Manchester, NH 03103 fomf 6/8/90 300

G. Fui No . M"" Aaim a" ZIP Cada Purpose of Da urwo " nv I Cow (month. Amoum of Eac. ,
day. yw) Oisbjr nefmt This P ,C JPatri"cia.c Dwyer Consutan: Expenses 6/14/90 324.81

176 Hal: Street , , , 6/21/90 300
Manchetse-, NH 02103 o it I

N. Full Nmew. hAltin Addi s w ZIP Cod Pu rpas of Dt ,our ent Dote (rsonth. Amoutnt of Eec'
day. yw() ,so1ur e t -his P's 0 :3

cbli- Service of N.. £lectric 3 4/4/90 2 1 -
1000 E:m Street D,,u,flrnor: Prmr Gonse 5/25/90 4: .26
Manchest.er., NH 03101 - o t,)

I. Full Ntw. NbwiN Aidms sd ZIP Cooe

Paul ."Icane
' I Walnt H41 Ave.
Manches-er, NH 03104

Purpose of Daurmpernt Oate (month.

dmy. yew)
Videc of Announcement 4/4/90

SD,ursbg nt for: x, Primary G"-8
,.-., f so fV

Amount Of EaC
,sbirslment Th is Per ca

200

- i!

ALMTOTAL of Oisosm a.ots Ths Page foptona ..

TOTAL '*#is Pivioo , int onp* tm's i no ,m, ),, .I



T SCHEDULE B ITEMI#ISBURSEMENTS to I PAGE 0
foeree cat"wv oPa e L L
Datowl, esufmarv Page FOR i.NE NuMSER

V7

geAp liAn. on Cme J froago e a IMies otIf Mov no en or O, bl OV o0~sa for eIminrate tf olest CWi neOnscnbutbt Ot to, cohmiCns.
ownISS.41m OOW~ ths ela Itn Ie40 an addren of 1V 00itua11 coNilea to 100 ohCo tiOm from such Committee.

>OF AO .TTIIIE tb PIaWUKeefe for Con ;ress 1990

A. Pad@ 0s. Mail i AM sA ZVI Co

Kestone Press
9 0ld Falls Road
Manchester, NH 03103

Pwpom of 0ueuwaw Om. mwn0.
Printing - prospectus, I /'02 r, ,,
letterheads, fundrasi ,912 ./0

fLJGen" 2/28/901

Amount of EaCh

373.00
57 .03

I1 Pum Name. M"q Alm wad ZIP . Pwm of Diu rwnt One Imom. Amunt of IEach

I dIy. vwI Ons,wam..t Th Plvo

David G. Lavallee Consultant i/24/90  400.00
270 No. Bay Street oin- ,,s:P..mr ! Gwtsee/30/90 400.00
Manchester, NH 03104 hlOW(8.046t) i 2/2/90 400.00

d% 400.00.
C. PA Nern. MIIfm Aid nd ZIP Caf PW am of DiOsubtuuflis 6eti~ Aieunt of Swah

my. VWWI OiaWrlOnom T%4s Pgrwl
Patricia Dwyer Consultant 1/26/90 105.00
176 Hall Street D 3/2/90 100.00
Manchester, NH 03103 -7otw .sw,)

0. P, i Ml& 4kli A0, oa ZIP a. Pu M of wbidwnw'e 0m Ime1 • Aw,,ou, o ack

Stamps - mailing for 't. rim, Cminws Thim Poi,
Postmaster fundraispr 1/26/90 50.00
U.S. Postal Service owng- tLXri m " 2/28/90 63.00

Manchester, NH 03104 Other- I
. PNO &%n AllsAm nd Z OP- P PMsn' of 0'dwmoeam,, I DeOm U100 i  Amunt of Each

Fenn & King Communications, Mdia consultant W. W i Tha Pe

Inc., 1043 Cecil Place, NW 7,500.00
Washington, DC 20007 manhwb o: L . ;j.-.ai 1/30/90

P. Pua .ome. Ma K Addmm, ZIP Code tPutmw of OewusAw Oarn m, Ameuant of Each

I Reimburse postage my. ~1 Obwufvon T%1.Pwd
David G. Lavallee , , /
270 No. Bay Street , f i , 1 2/6/90 7 0

Manchester, NH 03104 -- o y, /' •

0. PO Memo. Molg Afm mn ZIP Co Purpoe of DuisanwAmnt Data tmi'oo. AmOunlt of Each
Go vw O urir 'No, PWT*d

Bates & Associates Consultant 2/";1 3.0C.00
122 C Street, N W, Suite 500 Aft.weft o: X protr G".--,
Washington, :C 20001 --o"W f ,MV)-

A*M mid_ ZIP_ •~ At a of00+.im a#C. mom fEc

II Penn & Schoen PC 11 .'. 2, +.- 93, .".
#I 245 E. 92nd Str-eet 0'st ,mve o,"v tar .P"a, anes
NeN 1A.0 128 -- %e --iN

~r-'P Norm, MoitiUn Aubrw ew4 ZIP Coda

Donna Soucy
91 Alexander ODrive
Manchester, NH 03103

Purpose of 01buriewt

Repay post age
O--W"'te for. \V Premoy

Other I Mesfvl

"
'
TOTAL O

f sburlemrts This Pogs ( opt'o rionsl o -
/.' " . - -

TOTAL Thi Pewow at geCo this ,er %ulaber O iO v a. "

n /

catt '.---
ev. ve,"

2 , ,.3 _- .:

A"9Ouml Of EaCla
+~ r11 e t"", 's €



,otrvod 3/90) W
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4g1Ymo .# C mmrn "l pFai1 
- q mm umg M

FW1 Pu7 IbIS w*d Of wtsNe
T pwe I b ePeu

6 8 17 , S.9 -0- 
17,6t S.5

John A Durkin

60 Len' Street
Manchester, NH 03102

N o o f o t s u ltoe|;n t s'

T ravel, staffcon Osu flto
., " A..MM cN.. o. *'" 9,276.00 -0- S,000 see

hreenbergCLake attached

515 2nd Street

W ahing ton, 
-

P o l i n _, u w em, n z C q , S C o r C' " w 1 0 0- O -

O~ P S Nd. r -2 $3 -- 
0U

Katherine D R~ogers 
attac-h-100 e d

4t Jay Drive
Concorde NH 03301

C onsultn wz i fD wo

Soare Soo0-- Soo -0-Scott Williams 
-- O

P.O. Box IS6

Exeter, NN 03833 
.

[. ive AdV.  8" ZIP z c m  0 0a ww  cm onf 0

E8,000 -0- 0-0 se
Share Systems, Inc , atached

S126 Rogers Street

CambridgeMA 02142 .. 
•.. .":

1. SiTT LS Il p 
-7 . . . . ;

-- TO A M W d(W t I b li em yl .... ............ 
. .. 4

3) TO 
T  A L  O U 

T
I 

T
A i N

' s wO A N I  P w~ U 01t  $ map 
p I  ~ l  

. . . . . . . . .

. .... j oe I m 71' 3) en CO t'w 
"#% of



YSHEOULIE S ITEM IZEIDUI RSEMENTS 1w V ore N of y0the

I US atyv Pe p tL e N kSA

SS N ne s .4 s. . ....U . M e t b e , w I v e nv p f I o t I w o o"e i o f "M a wI 6 E c e o wt e b t b o n s o f o r C o m mw€w o l

Nv-oe1W 11w A ie05n ~ dFS 1Syp~ 11g ffitn1 -O~o tions fem suh offwuHS .Joe , w VO4ttn "o addres of.- a"-- . . . ..... . .. owo " to R oolie llm .011,tw ,, ,-...

ft"m OrC i VM DURKIN FOR U.S. SENATE

PurPOSSof OMin eS I4moftll. Amovta of [Mi
A. M A 0. yew O lwhewi"t ?04 Peuo

Trippi Associates Media Time Buy Gw
101 South Whittling Stret319 

1031 5000

AlexandriaVA 22304 Oi 0 botOl
1 Pu f o~wwwt DaOte Ovionth. Affoftm Of 144ft

! 1 s 2s2nd Stree oiw" ..... Prim

.. . ...... lk A nount Of 4 f

Sb pd Nm . mel - P4

L Pd wM. MAM4 Aiim

p. pa MM. M" M ZI COe

ptwpoi of OMMUM"

owm.itw fUrPebory Osasol
r0v10owt -ww

PurPOSS of O~N1

Oburw" or J lo

Oe Imen. AIISOU f ' Mn". yw) Ovwnt Thi Pilr

Dote (offthd. AIIR al Isob

de. yeg) Cfo bMOW This Pew

of D 0Amoosu nnit. Aoeft Ou

.P .. MuWM Aw ad ZIP CodPu0y. yPWW) tObulwwmtt Thi PersoC

DjubWfln@M form

01-- Po of .Dole imonth. AfftoUft Of Eech

t. Pli Nmi I4&n lle AIS VW ZIP C0ds Purpoee of OGasrIltt diY, y, wJ OildrWmeft This Psod

Pupoe f to l "I Oslo (th~lI. Amoun"t Of EscM
I. Pull NaiMn. e.AIi q A OW ZIP Cod purpOM @f OiaC oyat1M day, Year) OtsbrWmIe@t This Per ic

fsgtvrOWet for. __ Prlifvy o G i

....... .f ... .... ... ..... . ... 9 0 0 0

...... h.s.................h ............. .... .................................

4 81050

0-00-0=01- fwml

/I ;NAITOTAL. of Osw~fnfU T" FMF wv ....



6 t o w
I &40L#Poll

Aav Inforroew60 cOp-od fem ef Rt Plst e Srnwnento mev not to sold W Vtie b ene weO fo the ounoof e bswtN conlrowtoeo o for coffeommsrcleu
. .....fsnN**A g eaqmen. . a.... a am Aallell .a 1aa mn from owch gOM M11e 6 .

ow'~os. 0~ thon Volpe the aW~ of" W V4 e w 0 n ow " V9116 '91- ~ -

we of a, w.rS (b eso

S/ DURKIN FOR U.S. SENATE

A. Pul ft MU0 A*110 end ZW COO Purpoe of Oweearant O@. 11"oth. Amso.ne of tec

Roy Arsenault Conmulting 10. Y I0.00
6 Jolly Lane .o,,"Ou",M,: Lj-ftwry LJ GV 11/6400

Londonderry, NH 03053 otwtv)

G IqMm. M Ad-m W ZIP COMq Pune of OIDWlrnnt OOe Imonth. Agnouwl of lit

V owa) 00wrmnent This Pared

Katherine Rogers Consulting
._ay D iv_10010___. _ _V_- , 10116 500.00

Concord, NH 03301 
1oe toreg

P .yeer) 0 V TM Period

. .. ..... 2nd LreetNE .J , , ---- ilw . -Pf10/16 1000.00
I W ashington, DC;) 20002 " 0 W_ (00"8f I

Amn Ome I PUe of Datw em (month. Am~Mt of leoth

Southern New Hampshiree___ _. vow) O06wureu nt Thi Period

Software Wholesalers I..wmwv Leja 10/17 308.00
3S8 Huse Road "

'I~~-, mem Nal Mae Oiab& fo wilmst ofi Puree

U.S. Post Office
955 Goffs Falls Road
"eta.Pahat'a" MIA filial

Postage

t~~b::.eM Our Liftmv
10/17 250.00

[ i. II o. .- --so iWO l Va*fw

ps 
my. Vwn) we 1%4l P~e

Pap r Center Paper
394 Second Street 0oNinp ,:Lw : P v L'jI.WY 10/17 16.25

Manchester,NH 03102 . r UO v __________

C. PA NIe. U "Mm ul ZiP C Purwes of Oi tDatet ("month. Amtunt of eI

I my. vON I 0.urewtu Te Pureea

Harris Copy Copies 10/17 27.60
22 Hanover Street ' vL

Manchester, NH 03101 owiefv L er

K. FP.i N OW. 1e1 Adkkm mi ZP Cody urPoe of ODturms inet 04" ,montr. AmOwn.r of Eaco

Federal Express 
Delivery 

a 0e 9.00

Harvey Road O b m 10/17 9.00

Manchester, NH 03103 - o if- -

I. F hems. VI1" Adieu Od ZIP Code PurpOe of DibwArnmnt Dole (mo . AreOunt Of EeCt

* day, yer) Diblw Yntt Thai P icaO

John E Durkin Travel Reimbursement
60 Lenz Street , 10/18 200.00

Manchester, NH 03102 0-- giiL

Other l2710.85

"aJTOTAL of Oisu nwt This Po e l) ..........

AL Thas Poraed %ft PW that 11Ms tv4W "v).....

.............................. 2 7 10 .8 5

.. . ... .................. . . .. . ... 7 , 10.50

W

FIOR Lif| NUM11141

CN0114088"Wit This POSiOd

Liao MI



rP EDL 8
ITEMIZ1ESUtSEMENTS

DowledSwew-foots LINE Nfes

Aft infeM.m4et eWos from mo .isW a4W Smoais Moy ft9 ne b o" Wa by nyv pet"^ for the iV gf ofWhso CettVemutwee or for
- %5 0010V theA VIW% Ift *WVe ,0l e o 0" 0061446 CoMMtI to st CoMtrebwtW.5 O W. h% cWOlMWee ,

owi am s No
>% DURKIN FOR U.S. SENATE

A.pi Now^ Aidnt O 80 0Scott Wilm

P.O. Box 156
Exeter, NH 03833

ionsuTitngK f tj v - Li G]aersm

Oe, ww,)

Osie I mw~0e. &jnowu SI £a
01l0 Im ee

p, in gi •- Pup SI O Ibrer u sIot. Ao~s0PIA %amw. mas AA -, 0"Zip oO. of 06 wrn o.0 t o..,o., A n , Of.. Ih

Susan Brack Consulting ar I DdPIMMThs P

921 Union Street 7/2/90 500

Manchester, NH 03104 "-a ?wO fm 7 GW 75

.. N Ilto d* Wd X atF "of0b rWm IffoI WW f90

Susan Hunter Reimbursements FR Expenses 101.8 51W-T
6129 Leesburg Pike, j ,, 7/2/90 101.85

Falls ChurchVA 22041

Greenberg-LakeoAnalysis Group Poll ing 7//.m 1546W
515 2rid StreetsNE o,,m , ,,, jG, 7/2/90 1546.43

ashington,D.C. 20002

"w . A ote T" ft

hare System . nc Consultingr

126 Rogers Street . - -[1 ' 7/2/90 1079.50

Cambridge, KA 02142 D-o , ,19"
nn 

tIIII nfy __ __ __I_ __ ___III_ __

p. NO IS N~f. M Ad ONm - P d P Pom of Dowu Wm onM. A o Imofo
Raiche Photography' Photo's MY. V,,) o~1,,,N T" P~

305 Stark Lane 7ho/9s 75

Manchester, NH 03102 -i ____- ____

0. 1P&E AW" AIln OW -V CIob Pu 0 sof oisbunsms1r0 Ost (oth. .9wmo Ems'

New England Transit Package Delivery B. Amo 0 0 , Poried

135 St. Paul St 7/9/90 5.10
Burlington, VT 05401 " o r -

P. Ptl NWe. NMmie Mdm W ZIP Dd Irpom of D a rnmont Doe (mont i. Amont of Each
The Paper Center Paper V5" ohgdf5V.W TPb

394 Second Street 7/9/90 81.75

Manchester, NH 03102 O ther -=W' ,.

I. PM oem. MNiti AM OWRP -C Purluoe of ODiroment Doate (mourelt AmtouAt o0 Each

U.S. Post Office Postage a__ y, , y 24.90 w oc

955 Goffs Falls Road - 7,10/90 24.90

Manchester, NH 03103 -

TOTAL of O ,Weote Onu Th9 Pop (loattom ) 4214.53

TOTAL. Thi. Pu od (ist asW te lnes nf w .olvyi. ....... /

kmLf



ITEMIM ISURSEMENTS afte1,1, -"AG- 2

17

000Wm aw'w wom now ow ft aa mov not bm e4 " of " bV 40 wne% for ** vup of 890A 4"e~rtim Of fot eommewl

sIM ts' dming tm f4 im @5gey pemtisl nwmhtum aso ss oumbetisin fr IMs oemIme" US

84 
mwn ilw't8 yPd

FOR UNITED STATES SENATE

A. rem oba. "O" ama IV a

American Express
P.O. Box 1270

,eak NJ 07101-1270

P I fP.wpein .1 W~ Disburnisust This Pw~
Equipment & Travel
Itemized Below

Oh LJ

ty. Irl

4/10
1~ mwn T P964

966.44

. P- Ma0. W MO m -m ZIP auk PWIp of OIMDUW Oto Im.Ath. ARWUN Of 9W
ITE MIZATION I dV. "orI OWNWMAM Thf enod

M mOcoir cartrides 3/19 359.96"
icFCO 

i er olCamt: 
i

C.d Mon. M* -m IP €I m PWOuM Om mm u D nof. Awama of 1M&
ITEMIZATION fmv) Ot wmnwa Th Pwv s

La-Mere Camera & Equipment 3/16 380.55
Route 9 

-fw : L a,,I,,. [.JG.WW

Westborou h MA 01581 _0______

0. Po No. Ammlc P O"Om atemorC m DI ow",4. ms! of eh0

ExecCutve Auto Lease Car leasing fv. Yui em TMs Pum

12S5 Sodth Willow Street 4/11 244.20

Manchester NH 03103 Gw 4/11 475

. of . Ikmmmm aM 1k o0i - I d Amouf 1h

New England Telephone 
Telephone Service dft. VW1 o"I W ft

P.O. Box 9000 o ftr- U "WyJv as- 4/14 87

Manchester, NH 03108 O'.w.,WO

P. Pd mai --om f pwm.. offma CNW 0. ---- ofISO

Susan Brack 
Consulting & Travel

921 Union Street j:14/14 542.45

Manchester, NH 03104 owM b..* I

a. PW ft. ~ lZPC*& !Puree of Oidunism Ogts imfosi. Amfuof @51m

Share Systems 
Consulting 

79. y0.7w ft ,

126 Rogers Street D ,wj .t4/16 17390,37

Cambridge, MA 02142

ON. PdN I Mum Adi mm m ZIP Go :puvpos of DIwUwsmet Oats ImOth. A.4unt of Ew

MY. Vat) IOsfbtwm ThW PWmod

U.S. Post Office BRE Permit Renewal
953 Goffs Falls Road Io ,w ,/ 60

Manchester, NH 03103 -'pw (amity)
ZIP b Prpe @5OI~vUWfltDate tmo.nth. Amount of laO'

Greenberg-Lake Consulting , Osbfur Thii.*

515 Second Street 4 4/18 8250
Washington, OC 20002 "-7 L.' -u

Off'arOwas'N 28015 .46

U TOTAL of Diourwoml ThM h (opltol ol)
.... . .. . ... .. . ... ........ .

TOTAL This Pwod (lit pW thki Uw n u O v) ... ......................

JOHN DURKIN!
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A OF COMMITTEE fen Fgull

MW HAMSHI RI DU4CTIC STATL CC(MIT'L-
• , ,, amin i@1m iEachi

U Prtry Z Ganerel

Name of Employe

Occueleon

Date (mo~nth.
cay. yew)

1..2- 90

Amount Of Each"eICID1pt tihill Peliod

2, 70o. 

l her Dicity I___ AI__ o9 _eeh

S. Fill Nome. Maoihe Addres and ZIP Code Name of Employefr Da e tmothl. Amount of Each

DA day, year) Receipt this Period

340K 37. AW, J '3i,, n,,.io.O,,, '>

WAuibJS7.N. D)C.. 20007 1
Aecipt For, PrWi" Genl J

7l olpte '. - Icty Aggrgae eao.el S I. G) .0 ______

C. all Name. Ma""i Addren and ZIP Code Name of Er Jr Date imonth. Amount of Each

day. vew) giot this Pfriad

~~ F~r Pruuflary Occupsuon I_____
Flecv t Fof: L Pr, Gnra

M Ot er 106y) :1Agreat Yawto-Oate S

0. Fal Name. Mailig Address aind ZIP C .e NOR ae Eployer Date (month. Amou tm of Each

a vo-wr) fReceipt this Peirod
Octopation

Rqccru For- Primary L eea
7 O-1P I I' m 10:!1 Awepcgae Year.,o.Oase 5>

E. Full Nane. Maiing Address and ZIP Code Name of Emloyer ',It* ;month. Amount of Eachl

:s. year ReCeip this Peri c

eRctri' ' this Pee=

G Fuil Name. Ma ,ln Addreui and ZIP Code Name of Erroloye,
ca.. year~
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Rtei~ept this Partook:L

CccwOa jI oM
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SUBTO TA L C' oet Olt 1, Po, 09 Op ,o a;
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A. F;I NMae. maling Addtem and ZIP Code Name of Eotplovw

UD, ,if a f~ rwatkers pxtI i f ~i ae'Epoe
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Addhrenn: 6.3 Kidder Street

Manchester Nil 0301

-.... Aernunt,-------
I)A t e "011i t C red i t

714% 61/05/90 AS.CONTPII4 Rf:.CONTRI

I .11: I 1 ,*9
Occupation: Attorney
Employer: Devine Millimet

1:1 Pc

Amount Code Notes and Comments

750.00 (N Direct Hail

Contrihuations Yeir To Date: 250.00 This Period: 250.00
-- -------------------------------- -------------------------------------------

**Name: Peter L Sylvia Camp
Address: 12 School Street

Ilauiover

Entrv
No.

NIf 03755

Arcotn -------
Date Debit Credl i t

I.D: 3644
,1-,. pa I on:
Employer:

UPic
Amount Code Notes and Comments

7547 05/07/90 AS.CONTRIDI RE.CONTRIR 15.00 GN Direct Mail

Coist ri 11 i ovi'; Y .A To , t e: I5.00 Th1is Period: 15.00
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------

*"Name: Dem. Congressnl ,ampaign Committee
i~l ~ m . . . B n i- i / . . I ,- 1

I .D: 5175

Impl~oyer:

Washinpgton 1w, 2111101

Entry Ar'osunts Elec 

No. )a te Debi t Cre d i t Amount Code Notes and Comments

260W 0712W1g0 AS.CONTRIR RE.CONTRIR 5000.00 GM Voter rileV

Cottribs,,ion Y e"A' T' Date: 51100.00 This Poriod: 5000.00
--------------------- ---------- -----------------------------

**Name: Ron Carrier
Address: 216 Iolman Street

Laconia Nil 0327'.

Cto f rv
no. la tP Dbi t Crd i t

27237 01/05/90 AS.CONTRIB RE.CONTRIR

I.1D: 35
Occupation:
Employer:

1:1cC
Amount Code Notes and Comments

10.00 GN Direct Mail

Contributions YPAr To Date: 10.00 This Period: 10.00

"is.



GENERAL ELECTION ITEMIZiD RCTJIPTS

Reporting period ending 19J _ ___ t

Full Name of Contributor
(Alphabetical Order)

Committee to Elect
House Democrats

Boc rats
Dollars for

Post Office Address

P.O. Box 1292
Concord, NH 03301

430 S. Capitol St. SE
Washington, DC 20003

Amount Date Received

500.0011/9/90

6000.0011/9/90

Victory 90 - Do.N.C. 430 South Capitol St, 4000.00 11/9/90
0Washington, D.C. 20003

I I

If contribution is over S100:
Occupation Place of Business

i E i I aI 4

i a. 1

iS 4.~.-.I....1.14 -

i " I P "' ' '1 - , .

I I I Ii--

I,_9_

q
a
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASIIINCTON. DC 20461

April 2, 1991

Mr. G.M. Quralshi
416 St. Joseph Avenue
Half Noon Day, CA 94019

RE: HUR 3241

Dear Mr. Ouraishi:

This letter acknowledges receipt on March 26, 1991. of your

complaint alleging possible violations of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971. as amended ('the Act'), by Richard Svett,

Thomas Lantos. the Nev Hampshire Democratic State Committee and

CVRobert N. Walsh, as treasurer, the Democratic National Committee

and Robert A. Farmer. as treasurer. The respondents will be
notified of this complaint within five days.

You vill 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
forvard It to the Office of the General Counsel. Such
information must be svorn to in the sane manner as the original

Icomplaint, we have numbered this matter KUR 3241. Please refer
to this number in all future correspondence. For your

C 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 Counsel

BY: Lois G.
Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
Procedures
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, DC V0463

April 2, 1991

Michael Rowan
Michael Rovan Group
420 Lexington Avenue, Suite 643
Nev York, MY 10017

RE: MUR 3241

Dear Mr. Rovan:

The Federal Election Comission received a complaint whichalleges that you may have violated the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971. as amended ("the Act"). A copy of the complaint isenclosed. We have numbered this matter KUR 3241. Please refer
to this number In all future correspondence.

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate invriting that no action should be taken against you In this
matter. Please submit any factual or legal materials vhich you
believe are relevant to the Commlsslon'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
Commisslon may take further action based on the available
Information.

This matter will remain confidential In accordance vith2 U.S.C. 9 437g(a)(4)(B) and S 437g(a)(12)(A) unless you notify
the Commission In writing that you vish the matter to be made
public. If you Intend to be represented by counsel In thismatter, please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed
form stating the name, address and telephone number of such
counsel, and authorizing such counsel to receive any
notifications and other communications from the Commission.
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If you have any questions, please contact Jeffrey Long, the
staff meber assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-5690. For
your information, ve have attached a brief description of the
Commission-s procedures for handling complaints.

Sincerely,

Lavrence M. Noble
General Counsel

BY: 3 G. Lerner
As3oCI te General Counsel

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



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
a t.U WASHINCTON. D C 20461

April 2t 1991

Henry E. Berman, Treasurer
Feinstein for Governor
164 Marco Way
S. San Francisco, CA 94080

RE: NUR 3241

Dear Mr. Berman:

The Federal Election Commission received a complaint which
alleges that Feinstein for Governor and you, as treasurer. may
have violated the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended (Othe Acte). A copy of the complaint is enclosed. We
have numbered this matter NUR 3241. 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 S 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 Jeffrey Long, the
staff meuber 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
Associa e General Counsel

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



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTO% 0 C 2041

April 2, 1991

Tammy Abraham
300 East 54th Street
Now York, NY 10022

RE: NUR 3241

Dear Ms. Abraham:

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 13
enclosed. We have numbered this matter KU 3241. 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 vithin 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 vil remain confidential in accordance vith
2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(4)(3) and S 437g(a)(12)(A) unless you notify
the Commission In vriting 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 Jeffrey Long, the
staff melmer assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-5690. For

your information, Ve have attached a brief description of the
Coufissions procedures for handling complaints.

Sincerely.

Lavrence M. Noble
General Counsel

BY: Lo3 rner
Associate General Counsel

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



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, DC 2046)

April 2, 1991

Barney J. and Rachel Gottstein
1400 Z Street
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

RE: NUR 3241

Dear Mr. & Ms. Gottstein:

The Pederal Election Commission received a complaint which
alleges that you may have violated the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971. as amended (4the ActO). A copy of the complaint Is
enclosed. We have numbered this matter NUR 3241. 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 vill remain confidential In accordance with
2 U.S.C. 6 437g(a)(4)(D) and 9 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 Jeffrey Long, the
staff mm er assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-5690. For
your information, ve have attached a brief description of the
Comission's procedures for handling complaints.

Sincerely.

Lavrence N. Noble
General Counsel

BY: Lois G. erner
Associae General Counsel

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



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON, DC X 4

April 2, 1991

Phil Swett
207 Gunstock Hill Road
GIlford. 31 03246

RE: KUR 3241

Dear Mr. Swett:

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 satter NUI 3241. 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 vhich 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
Counsel4s 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)(D) and S 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 Jeffrey Long. the
staff meber assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-5690. For
your Information, ve have attached a brief description of the
Commtssion's procedures for handling complaints.

Sincerely.

Lavrence N. Noble
General Counsel

BY: Lois G. erner
A33oCia e General Counsel

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



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON. D C -V463

April 2, 1991

Katrina Lantos-Svett
19 Dov Road
Dow, Nev Hampshire 03304

RE: HUR 3241

Dear Ms. Lantos-Svett:

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 HUR 3241. 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 vhch 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 vithin 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 I 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 Jeffrey Long, the
staff member assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-5690. For
your information, ve have attached a brief description of the
Comaisslon-s procedures for handling complaints.

Sincerely,

Lavrence M. Noble
General Counsel

DY: Loi3 G.A erner
Associa e General Counsel

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



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, DC fO4t3

April 2, 1991

Daniel Abraham
805 3rd Street
new York, MY 10022

RE: HUR 3241

Dear Mr. Abraham:

The Federal Election Commission received a complaint which
alleges that you may have violated the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended ("the ActO). A copy of the complaint Is
enclosed. We have numbered this matter MUR 3241. 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 Offlce, 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 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 Jeffrey Long, 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.

Lavrence N. Noble
General Counsel

BY: Lois G. L rner
Associate General Counsel

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



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON. D C 463

April 2, 1991

Katrina Lantos-Svett, Treasurer
Dick Swett for Congress Committee
P.O. Box 1937
Bow, New Hampshire 03304

RE: MUR 3241

Dear Ms. Lantos-SVett:

The Federal Election Commission received a complaint which

alleges that the Dick Swett 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 3241. 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 § 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 Jeffrey Long. the

staff member assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-5690. For

your information, ve have attached a brief description 
of the

Commission's procedures for handling complaints.

Sincerely.

Lavrence M. Noble

General Counsel

BY: Lois G. erner
Assocla e General Counsel

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



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, DC V463

.,April 2, 1991

Katrina Lantos-Svett. Treasurer
Tom Lantos for Congress Committee
P.O. Box 611
Burlingame, CA 94011

RE: KUR 3241

Dear Us. Lantos-Svett:

The Federal Election Commission received a complaint which
alleges that the Tom Lantos for Congress Committee and you, as
treasurer, may have violated the Federal Election Campaign Act
of 1971, as amended (0the Act'). A copy of the complaint is
enclosed. We have numbered this matter KUR 3241. 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 vhich you
believe are relevant to the Commlssion#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 I 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 Jeffrey Long, the
staff member assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-5690. For

your information. Ve have attached a brief description of the

Comission's procedures for handling complaints.

Sincerely,

Lavrence H. Noble
General Counsel

BY: Lois .erner

Associa fe General Counsel

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



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D C 20463

April 2, 1991

Robert A. Farmer. Treasurer
Democratic National Committee
430 South Capital Street, S.E.
Washington, D.C. 20003

RE: NUR 3241

Dear Mr. Farmer:

The Federal Election Commission received a complaint vhich
alleges that the Democratic National Committee and you, as
treasurer. may have violated the Federal Election Campaign Act
of 1971, as amended (6the Act*). A copy of the complaint Is
enclosed. We have numbered this matter NUR 3241. 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 Commlsslonls analysis of this
matter. Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under
oath. Your response, vhich 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 vithin 15 days. the
Commission may take further action based on the available
information.

This matter viii remain confidential In accordance vith
2 U.S.C. 5 437g(a)(4)(B) and 9 437g(a)(l2)(A) unless you notify
the Commission in vrltlng that you Vish 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.



It you have any questions, please contact Jeffrey Long, 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.

Lavrence m. Noble
General Counsel

BY: Lois G. rner
Associate General Counsel

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



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHIN(TON D C 2'04 6

April 2, 1991

Robert H. Walsh, Treasurer
The new Hampshire Democratic State Committee
120 3. Main Street
Concord, 31 03301

RE: NUR 3241

Dear Mr. Walsh:

The Federal Election Commission received a complaint which
alleges that the New Hampshire Democratic State Committee and
you. as treasurer, may have violated the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, as amended (Othe Act*). A copy of the
complaint is enclosed. We have numbered this matter NUR 3241.
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 CoISsion'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 vithin 15 days. the
Commission may take further action based on the available
information.

This matter viii remain confidential In accordance with
2 U.S.C. I 437g(a)(4)(D) 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 Jeffrey Long. the
staff me"er assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-S690. Por
your information. ve have attached a brief description of the
Commission's procedures for handling complaints.

Sincerely,

Lawrence 4. Noble
General Counsel

BY: Lo1s G.
Associate General Counsel

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



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON. D C 2V4 3

April 2, 1991

The Honorable Thomas Lantos
520 31 Camino Road
San Nateo, CA 94402-1797

RE: HUR 3241

Dear Mr. Lantos:

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 3241. 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 vhicb you
believe are relevant to the Commisson'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)(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 Jeffrey Long, the
staff member assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-5690. For
your information. ve have attached a brief description of the
Commission-s procedures for handling complaints.

Sincerely,

Lavrence M. Noble
General Counsel

BY: L~:rne H
Associate General Counsel

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



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON DC 20463

April 2, 1991

The Honorable Richard Svett
19 Dow Road
Bow, Nev Hampshire 03304

RE: NUR 3241

Dear Hr. Svett:

The Federal Election Commission received a complaint vhich
alleges that you may have violated the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971. as amended (athe Acts). A copy of the complaint is
enclosed. Ve have numbered this matter HOU 3241. 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 vhich you
believe are relevant to the Commission$s analysis of this
matter. Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under
oath. Your response, vhich should be addressed to the General
Counsel's Office, must be submitted vithin 15 days of receipt of
this letter. If no response is received vlthln 15 days, the
Commission may take further action based on the available
Information.

This matter vill remain confidential In accordance vitb
2 U.S.C. 9 437g(a)(4)(B) and S 437g(a)(12)(A) unless you notify
the Commission In vriting that you vish 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 Jeffrey Long, the
staff member assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-5690. For
your information. we have attached a brief description of the
Comm1sslon-s procedures for handling complaints.

Sincerely.

Lawrence H. Noble
General Counsel

BY: Lois G. Le nor
Associate General Counsel

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



April 8. 1991 r*4

General Counsel
Federal Election Commission -now
Washington, D.C. 20463

RE: MUR 3241

Dear sir:

G. M. (Bill) shis in error in efce to Count IV, pge 7 #18. Rowan (sic) :
or properly Michael Rowan Group Inc., a xwxwration in New York State. Quarishi states i5that "at no time in the period before 1990 has he (Laus) ever used the Rowan Group.* I Cworked in both the 1980 and 1982 amapigjs of Tom LItos, whom I have known since
1968. 1 have known Dick Swett for ten years and was inmrumental in his decision to run for
Congress.

In 1990, 1 worked for both the Tom Lantos for Congres Committee and the Dick Swett for
Congress Committee. Invoices to each were for services provided to each, as duly recorded
by Katrina Lantos-Swett, treasurer of both campaigns. You have all the facts in the F.E.C.
reports from both campaigns.

Since 1968, I have worked in over 100 political campaigns in almost all states of the union
and Puerto Rico. Political polling and strategy have been a normal part of my business for
over twenty years.

The comparison with Penn & Schoen and Greenberg-Lake may be embarrassing, but not to
me. I received approximately half the fees in two winning races in California and New
Hampshire that these two firms received in two losing races in New Hampshire. In the 1990
election of Ike Skelton (4th CD, Mo.) the FEC will find a similar amount charged by my
firm.



e e
page 2

This comparison is a comment on the waste and inefficiency in the political consulting
industry, of which I am a known critic. I am among the founding members of the American
Association of Political Consultants and the International Association of Political Consultants
of which I am a past President as well.

I make every effort to deliver high quality services to my political clients at the lowest
possible costs. I am extremely effective at my work and entertain requests for my services
only from those candidates I believe are true leaders. This self-imposed ethical consideration
unfortunately limits the number of candidates I find worthy of support.

The complaint by Mr. Quarishi is instigated by Chuck Douglas. the only Republican to lose
the 2nd District in a two-way general election in the history of New Hampshire. The real
"subterfuge" (Quarishi's word) in this complaint is that the real complainant is not named:
Chuck Douglas, who is suffering from a severe case of sour grapes.

The charges are false and groundless, and represent a continuing campaign by two losers wbo
refuse to accept the electoral decisions of the people of California and New Hampshire. I
respond this way to them directly: I will offer my services to both Rep. Lantos and Rep.
Swett at even more reduced cost in the 1992 campaign.

Sincerely,

Michael Rowan

cc: Chuck Douglas (please share with Quarishi)



ABOUT THE MICHAEL ROWAN GROUP

The Michael Rowan Group is a small, professional services company which conducts
survey research and creates communications strategies for its clients. The key professionals
in the company are Michael Rowan and Maureen Michaels.

The original Rowan Group Inc. was founded in Alaska in 1970, and throughout the
1970s had offices in Anchorage, New York, San Francisco, and Washington D.C. The firm
is now beadquanumd in New York.

In the 1970s, the firm specialized in political and public policy survey research and
" services. Political surveys in more than two d mn states and six foreign

natiou were conducted, and communication programs were implemented. An avocation of

Mihae Rowan is the scripting of radio and television commerials in the campaigns for
which be is stmacgst. Since 1968, Rowan has scripted over 1,000 radio and TV -
c ials, several of which have received advertising awards.

Rowan Group Inc. also devised Citizen Feedback Systems - surveys for public policy
research -- for the Governor of Puerto Rico (1973), the Governor of Alaska (1974), the
President of Sudan (1979) and the President of Venezuela (1982). In 1980, Rowan Group
created the Television Town Meeting for the State nf Alpa;ka: this was a television program in
which a 'live" electronic poll on public issues was conducted in a discussion format
moderated by the journalist Daniel Schorr.

As a result of criminal justice research surveys. Rowan Group Inc. also created the
pilot program "Crimestoppers" in Puerto Rico in 1976. which is similar to the program of the
same name currently on network TV in the U.S.

By 1990, surveys in over a dozen languages had been conducted in settings as diverse
as China, Costa Rica, Mauritius, Israel, and Sudan. In 1982, Rowan was elected President of
the International Association of Political Consultants; he chaired world conferences of that
organization in Majorca (1974), London (1978). West Berlin (1982), Jerusalem (1983) and
Budapest (1990).
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In 1985, Rowan became President of Strategic Information Research Corporation
(S1RC), a subsidiary of the worldwide public relations firm, Hill and Knowlton. For almost
three years, Rowan and Maureen Michaeis, then the Vice President of SIRC, conducted
surveys for corporate clients, generally to create or implement marketing strategies. With a
staff of over 20 researchers, SIRC produced research which significantly influenced the design
of public relations campaigns, merger and acquisition campaigns, and marketing programs.
At SIRC, Rowan and Michaels created database marketing methodologies which today
represent state-of-the-art strategies in cross-selling and prospecting.

Using the Donnelley household databank. the Simmons Market Research Bureau media
and marketing databank, and the Dun and Bradstreet corporate databank, SIRC pioneered the
design and use of geodemographic and psychographic modeling for sales of products. These
methods employ the matching and merging of customer information files, national databank
information, and projected survey research information. The applications have included
recruitment of students for a university: cross-selling and prospect marketing of retail
products of financial institutions; fund-raising for a national health institute; siting of locations
for a restaurant chain; increasing the attendance at a racetrack; segmenting messages for
utility customers based upon demography or lifestyle of the individual households; and real
estate direct marketing.

An unusual case was in Michigan, where the use of a national databank decertified a
1986 initiative petition by proving that over half the names on the petition were not certified
residents at the address or in the county in which the petition was signed. This was the first
time national household databanks had been used for such a purpose.

In 1987, Rowan and Michaels reconstituted The Michael Rowan Group, Inc. (MRG),
a New York corporation where the partners continue the pattern of earlier work. Database
marketing surveys account for about half the work of the firm. business-to-business and
public policy research accounts for the rest.

In the area of public policy research, MRG has designed and implemented an
Electronic Town Meeting and Leadership Conference process which involves a survey, a town
meeting, a leadership conference, and a television program -- all simultaneously. This
process has been applied to racial relations problems in New York and environmental issues
in New Jersey, to date.

MRG has created Strategy Polling Corporation, Inc. to conduct surveys. As with
SIRC. which Rowan also named, the word "strategy" remains elemental to the thinking,
process, and work of The Michael Rowan Group.
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April 11, 1991

BY ELELKOP

Jeffrey Long, Esq.
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: Tamy Abraham
UR 3241

Dear Mr. Long:

Enclosed is a Statement of Designation of Counsel
executed by Tammy Abraham in connection with NUR 3241.

Ms. Abraham has been out of the country and only
recently received a copy of the complaint. We therefore
request an extension of time vithin which to respond to the
complaint.

Very truly yours

Mark H. O' Donoghue(

cc: Ms. Tammy Abraham

Fo

q€.rl

e



SA1E3 9 or DMI ow O F5ZL

HUR 3241

HMOr COKRS=:-
un 0Mss:
VDIEis

TELEPHOIiE:

Mark H. O'Donoghue

Curtis, Itallet-Prevost, Colt & Mosle

1735 I Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20006

202-331-9797

The above-named individual is hereby designated as my

counsel and is authorized to receive any notifications and other

communications from the Commission and to act on my behalf before

the Commission.
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ADRMS:

HNN PHRE:

BUSINSS PHRE:

Tammy Abraham

300 East 54 Street

New York, NY 10022

212-688-4420
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Robert R. Bauer

Perkins, Coie, etc.

1110 Vermont Ave, N.W.

Washington. D.C. 20005

202-887-9030

The above-named individual is hereby designated as my

counsel and is authorized to receive any notifications and other

communications from the Commission and to act on my behalf before

the Commission.

T"S HAM:
AMiN8:

BOWn OI:

BUSUM PROMB

Katrina Lantos-Swett

19 Dow Road

Bow, New Hampshire 03304

(603) 228-0681
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HA C OM $ Robert F. BAUER

AmSf : Perkins, Cole

1110 Vermont Ave., N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20005

-. (202) 887-9030

The above-named individual is hereby designated as my

counsel and is authorized to receive any notifications and other

communications from the Commission and to act on my behalf before

the Commission.

April 10, 1991

Date Signature
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RESPOUMDI IS HIM:

HONE PFnUG:

BUSIMS PF E:

Tom Lantos, Member of Congress

1526 Longworth House Office Building

Washington, D.C. 20515

(202) 225-3531
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Robert F. Bauer

Perkins, Coie, Ston - Olsen & Williams

1110 Vermont Avenue, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20005

202 - 887-9030

CA

The above-named individual is hereby designated as my

counsel and is authorized to receive any notifications and other

communications from the Commission and to act on my behalf before

the Commission. /I A

4/10/91

Date

R3SPUI DT' S KAME:
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BUSINS P30KM:

Congressman Richard N. Swett

19 Dow Road

Bow, New Hampshire 03304

(603) 228-0681

(202) 225-5206
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON D C 2040

April 16, 1991

Mark H. O'Donoghue, Esquire
Curtis, Mallet-Prevost, Colt & Mosle
1735 I Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006

RE: MUR 3241
Tammy Abraham and
Daniel Abraham

Dear Mr. O'Donoghue:

This is in response to your letter dated April 11, 1991,
which we received on April 12, 1991, requesting an extension of
20 days to respond to the complaint in the above-referenced
matter. After considering the circumstances presented in your
letter, I have granted the requested extension. Accordingly,
your response is due by the close of business on May 7, 1991.

You stated in our telephone conversation on April 15,
1991, that Daniel Abraham, who you will also be representing,
did not receive a notification letter and a copy of the
complaint. Those materials are enclosed with this letter.

If you have any questions, please contact Jeffrey Long,
the staff member assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-5690.

Sincerely,

Lawrence N. Noble
General Counsel

BY: L . Lerner
Associate General Counsel

Encl.
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April 16, 1991

Jeffrey Long, Esq.
Office of General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
999 3 Street, N.W. - Room 657 .
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: XR34

Dear Mr. Long:

I am confirming our conversation yesterday during which
you agreed to extend through May 7, 1991 the time within which
Tammy Abraham will be entitled to respond to the above complaint.

I also am confirming that we will be appearing on
behalf of Daniel Abraham. Mr. Abraham has not received a copy of
the complaint because it apparently was sent to the wrong address
at 805 Third Street, instead of 805 Third Avenue, in New York
City. I am authorized to accept the complaint on Mr. Abraham's
behalf and will arrange for him to execute a separate designation
of counsel.

Sincerely,

Mark H. O'Donhue

cc: Ms. Tamny Abraham --

Mr. Daniel Abraham I
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April 18, 1991

Jeffrey Long, Esq.
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: HUB 241

Dear Kr. Long:

Enclosed is a Statement of Designation of Counsel
executed by S. Daniel Abraham in connection vith the above-
referenced matter.

Very truly

Mark H.O' Do

Enclosure

cc: S. Daniel Abraham
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Mark H. O'Donoghue

Curtis, Mallet-Prevost, Colt & Mosle

1735 I Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20006

202-331-9797

The above-named individual is hereby designated as my

counsel and is authorized to receive any notifications and other

communications from the Commission and to act on my behalf before

the Commission.

4/16/91
Date

RESPONDENT 'S NAME:

ADDRESS:

HOME PHONE:

BUSINESS PHONE:

Signature

S. Daniel Abraham

150 Bradley Place

Palm Beach, FL 33480

407-820-9900

II 
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April 17, 1991

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, N.W. 1 ?
Washington, DC 20463
Attention: Lois G. Lerner, Associate General Counsel

Re: Federal Election Comission/
The New Hampshire Democratic State Committee
MUR 3241

Dear Ms. Lerner:

Enclosed please find an appearance on behalf of The mew Hampshire
Democratic State Committee.

It is my understanding that we are etitjled to a 2 0 extension
for answering this complaint, upon ut. l WuIdlk to so
request a 20-day extension because I have Itast nvlly been elected
as counsel for the State Committee, and have only zecetly, of
course, been furnished with this complaint.

r . Accordingly, I would like to request a 20-day extension on
responding to the substance of the complaint. My understanding is
this would be 20 days from our receipt of the complaint, or to May
15.

Thank you for your assistance.

Very t y

Robert A. Backus

RAB:jsr

Enclosure

cc: Robert Bauer, Esquire
G. M. Quraishi
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TELEPHOME:

Robert A. Backus

116 Lowell Street

P.O. Box 516

Manchester, NH 03105

(603) 668-7272

The above-named individual is hereby designated as my

counsel and is authorized to receive any notifications and other

communications from the Commission and to act on my behalf before

the Commission.

Date

IESPOIDIOT 'S NAME:

ADDESS:

HONE PHONE:

BUSINESS PHONE:

S ignaturill

The Nev Hampshire Democratic

State Committee

20 North Main Street

Concord, NH 03301

(603) 225-6899



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

April 25, 1991

Robert A. Backus, Esquire
Backus, Meyer & Solomon
116 Lowell Street
P.O. Box 516
Manchester, New Hampshire 03105

RE: MUR 3241
New Hampshire Democratic
State Committee and Robert
M. Walsh, as treasurer

Dear Mr. Backus:

This is in response to your letter dated April 17, 1991,
which we received on April 22, 1991, requesting an extension
until May 15, 1991t to respond to the complaint in the
above-referenced matter. After considering the circumstances
presented in your letter, I have granted the requested
extension. Accordingly, your response is due by the close of
business on May 15, 1991.

If you have any questions, please contact Jeffrey Long,
the staff member assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-5690.

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

BY: Lois G
Associate General Counsel



Before the
FEDERAL ELECTION COSUISSION

)
G.M. (BILL) QURAISHI, ))

Complainant, ))
v. )

)
RICHARD SWETT, )

)Respondents. )
)

MAR 3241

RESPONSE OF DflECRATIC NATIONAL COMITTE

Respondent Democratic National Committee ("DRCO)

submits this response to the complaint by G.M. (Bill)

Quraishi. Mr. Quraishi, a biennial unsuccessful Republican

challenger to Representative Tom Lantos (D-Cal.), alleges

violations of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1972, as

amended ("the ActO), by Rep. Lantos, the victorious campaign of

Rep. Lantos' son-in-law (Representative Dick Swett (D-N.H.)),

several of Rep. Lantos' relatives, other individuals and

entities and, almost as an afterthought, the DNC.

With the exception of the three paragraphs mentioning

the DNC (in connection with receipt of a single contribution

and the amount of transfers to the New Hampshire Democratic

Party that, inter alia, unseated a vulnerable incumbent

Republican Congressman and funded several other close federal

elections in a state of critical 1992 presidential primary



importance), this respondent has no knowledge of matters in

this complaint. As to those three conclusory paragraphs, the

DNC did not violate any provision of the Act and the complaint

should be dismissed as against the DNC.

I. THE TRANSFER OF EXCESS CAMPAIGN FUNDS BY THE LANTOS

COIITTEE WAS LEGAL,

The Complaint alleges that the DNC received a

"contribution" of excess campaign funds from the Tom Lantos for

Congress Committee ("the Lantos Comittee"). 1/ Of course, the

DNC is authorized by law to accept transfers of excess campaign

funds from any candidate without limitation. See 11 C.F.R.

S 113.2(c) (1990). Indeed, the Complaint does not allege that

the amount or source of the contribution violated any provision

of the Act.

Although the sketchy allegations against the DEC are

found in a "count* denominated perjoratively as "earmarking and

laundering," the Complaint does not even allege any oral or

written agreement between the Lantos Comittee and the DNC to

make any particular use of the contributed funds. Instead,

relying only on Oinformation and belief," Mr. Quraishi alleges

1/ Although the Complaint refers to *Tom's contribution" to
the DNC, the documents attached to the Complaint demonstrate
that the transfer was made by the "Tom Lantos for Congress
Committee."

- 2 -



a pattern of oral directions given to "Lantos friends and

contributors." presumably urging them to contribute to the Mew

Hampshire Democratic Party. No allegation, however

speculative, is made that any such agreement was reached with

the DNC, much less any suggestion of the "designation,

instruction, or encumbrance* necessary to sustain the

complaint. See 11 C.F.R. S 110.6(b). This "count" against the

DNC is simply nonsense.

II. TRANSFERS BY THE DUC TO A STATE PARTY FOR FEDERAL
PURPOSES WERE PERMISSIBLE UNDER THE FEDERAL ELECTION
CAMPAIGN ACT.

In a futile effort to support the outrageous and

implausible contention that the Lantos excess campaign funds

were "funneled* by the DUC to the Swett for Congress

campaign, 2/ the Complaint seeks to draw various groundless

inferences from the allegation that the DUC transferred a total

of $51,000 to the New Hampshire party. Apparently, in Kr.

Quraishi's political judgment, this amount is disproportionate

to the importance of the elections involved and therefore must

be some sort of sham. Accepting as true that such a transfer

2/ In considering the plausibility of the *funneling" theory,
it should be noted that the Lantos Committee legally could
transfer Any amount of excess campaign funds directly to the
New Hampshire Democratic Party. 11 C.F.R. S 113.2(c).

- 3 -



was made by the DNC or DC-related entities, the Complaint

fails to state a violation of the Act.

During the course of the fall 1990 general election

campaign, the DNC routinely transferred hundreds of thousands

of dollars from its various accounts to state Democratic

parties across the nation. Such transfers of funds are

expressly authorized by 11 C.F.R. S 102.6(a)(ii). As the

Complaint acknowledges, some states received more in transfers

than did New Hampshire and some received less. The amount of

money to be transferred to each state is determined by a

multitude of political and strategic considerations. 1/

Although Mr. Quraishi apparently finds the DNC

allocation of $51,000 to New Hampshire to be high, &W

Complaint II 19, 20, this is obviously a difference in

political judgment -- not some illegal scheme. In addition to

being the site of the first and closely watched presidential

primary in 1992, New Hampshire had a vulnerable first-term

incumbent Republican Congressman and several other close and

,1/ Some of these considerations, with varying importance in
particular states, are the state's significance in future
presidential campaigns, upcoming redistricting and
reapportionment, the closeness of key races in the state, the
potential for future Democratic gains in the electorate, and
the level of commitment by party leaders to a coordinated
campaign plan directed to the election of the entire Democratic
ticket.

- 4 -



critical federal races. The contest for United States Senate

was called a "hot match," I/ while the First Congressional

District battle was "expected to be closeO and "a bellwether

for the [national] economic debate in the 1990s." J/ Political

parties are and should be free to allocate their financial

resources among states based on their own assessment of the

relevant political considerations. The Commission should not

permit complaints to be premised on an effort to draw

implausible inferences from a national party's assessment of

the best allocation of its resources, nor be drawn into a

retrospective debate of the wisdom of particular political

investments.

CAlthough there is no allegation in the Complaint that

rthe DEC instructed the New Hampshire party to disburse the

Ntransferred funds in any particular way or on behalf of any

specific candidate, Mr. Quraishi alleges that the state party

used the transferred funds for expenditures "for Mr. Swett and

not the entire federal ticket." Complaint 1 12. This

respondent does not know how the funds were used by the state

party. However, even assuming for purposes of this response

I/ Congressional Quarterly (Sept. 15, 1990) at 2939.

5/ Id. at 2940; Conaressional Quarterly (Oct. 27, 1990) at
3644.

- 5 -



that those allegations are true, it states no violation of the

Act by the DNC. i/ The DNC cannot (and indeed is not alleged

to) control the expenditure of funds by state parties. Any

improper use of funds was without the sanction of the DNC and

is not the responsibility of the DC. 2/

III. CONCLUSION

The DNC respectfully requests that the complaint filed

in MUR 3241 be dismissed as to the DNC. The meager allegations

addressed to the DIC, even if taken as true, do not constitute

a violation of the Act. The transfer of excess campaign funds

by the Tom Lantos for Congress Committee to the DNC was legal.

The transfers to state Democratic parties, consistent with the

DNC's evaluation of the political and strategic circumstances,

are proper and consistent with the Act. The Commission should

i/ Nor does it necessarily state a violation by the New
Hampshire party. There is no requirement that funds in a state
party's federal account be expended solely on behalf of "the
entire federal ticket;" it is not improper for a state party to
expend funds on behalf of a congressional candidate, subject to
the applicable limits. See 11 C.F.R. S 1l0.7(b)(2)(ii).

2/ The DNC and the New Hampshire Democratic Party are separate
entities, as the Act and regulations make plain. For instance,
separate contribution limits apply to the DNC and a state
party. See 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a)(5); 11 C.F.R. S l10.3(b)(1).

- 6 -



not become entangled in evaluating the political reasons and

wisdom behind the allocation of funds to particular states.

Respectfully submitted,

JOhn C. Keeney,'J .
L'. Anthony Sutin
HOGAN & HARTSON
Columbia Square
555 Thirteenth Street, MW
Washington, DC 20004-1109
(202) 637-5600

Christine A. Varney
General Counsel
Democratic National Committee
430 South Capitol Street
Washington, DC 20003
(202) 637-6460

Attorneys for Respondent
Democratic National Committee

- 7 -
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MR 3241

Mim O ClID a Christine Varney

Hogan & Hartson

555 13th Street, N.W.

Washington, DC 20004

(202) 637-5600

%0

The above-named individual is hereby designated as my

counsel and is authorized to receive any notifications and other

communications from the Commission and to act on my behalf before

the Commission.
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Mr. Robert A. Farmer &

Democratic National Coimttee

430 South Capitol Street, SE

Washington, DC 20003

(202) 863-8000
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April 22, 1991

Mr. Jeffrey Long
Office of the General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
999 F Street, NW
Washinaton, DC 20463

RE: MUR 3241
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Dear Mr. Long:

On behalf of Respondent Richard Swett, Congressman Thomas
Lantos, and Katrina Lantos-Swett, as Treasurer, we request an
extension of time to respond to the complaint filed by
Mr. Quraishi. Notifications were received in various
locations, and then transmitted to this office by April 10. An
extension of time is necessary in order to review the record,
have an adequate opportunity to discuss the issues with my
clients, and prepare a comprehensive response. Therefore, I
request an extension until May 10.

Iobert F. Bauer

02750' 16
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D C 20401

April 26, 1991

Robert F. Bauer, Esquire
Perkins Coie
1110 Vermont Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20005

RE: MUR 3241
Congressman Thomas Lantos,
Congressman Richard Swett,
and Katrina Lantos-Swett

Dear Mr. Bauer:

This is in response to your letter dated April 22, 1991,
which we received on April 24, 1991, requesting an extension
until May 10, 1991, to respond to the complaint in the
above-referenced matter. After considering the circumstances
presented in your letter, I have granted the requested
extension. Accordingly, your response is due by the close of
business on May 10, 1991.

If you have any questions, please contact Jeffrey Long,

the staff member assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-5690.

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

BY: Los
Associate General Counsel
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April 24, 1991

Jeffrey Long, sq.,
Office of General Counsel
Federal Election Conmision -

999 3 Str4e, U.W. - RooM 657
WaShiqgton, D.C. 20463

Re: PM 3241

Dear Mr. Long:

I am confirming our receipt today of Us . Lerner's
letter of April 16, 1991 enclowing the cmplaint addressed to
Daniel Abtk in the above matter.

I called today to make a request for an additional
ex*twion of time beaus my wn travel scbedule vill take me out
of town from April 28 trugh Ray 8, 1991. lame upon the 15-day
period provided for in Mr. Leer' letter, Mr. Abraham's
repneis due on May 9, 1991. I am reqesting a single
deadline of May 13, 1991 within which to make a joint response on
behalf of Mr. Abraham and Tamy Abraham. This vould constitute
an additional six-day extension from the May 7 date previously
set for Ms. Abraham and a four-day extension for Mr. Abraham.

I will be in our New York office at 212-696-6008
tomorrow and will call you to discuss this request.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Mark K. O'Dong

cc: Ks. Tamy Abraham
Mr. Daniel Abraham

.5176*4c*4 P'. "-
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PHILIP E. SVETT SR.
207 OUNSTOCK HILL ROAD
GILFORD N.H. 03246

MAY 3,1991
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463
ATTENTION: HR. JEFFREY LONG

RE: KUR 3241

Dear Mr Long;

I am writing to advise you that the F. E. C. complaint whichyou forwarded to me incorrectly claims that I worked as aconsultant for the Lantos campaign. I have never been aconsultant to the Tom Lantos for Congress Committee. I believe
the person referred to In the complaint is my son Phil Swett Jr.who did work for Congressman Lantos' re-election campaign In the
summer of 1988.

Phil Swett Jr.'s present address is:
Phil Swett Jr.
The Woolen Hill
20 Canal Street
Apartment 101
Vinooski, Vt. 05407
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ALL-IN-THE-FAMILY HOUSE ELECTION SPAT

tiouse DCnntMV.1 Ateais Ss TC1MVUt.0A anspa finance laws to grea hi',
%-Nt'-m ', unlikely ckmt.,n hj%'

sparked a transmc munital partLsan '"t
The reslt. at beam for now. ha% k-tt Rc-
publs ns spmietnng about abuses while
Democrats have added to their hcft.
margin of I lxs control

The conftict sirs Interest chicft he-
cause of alleged illegalities. alread, un-
der res -. by fedral regulators and a
state Law enforcer- nd prolabh soon
tw the House Standards o( O Iial Con-
duct (Ethac) Committee. But it also fea-
ture enough mmuing persona ttes to
bunch a televisi minise.

On ow side an Rep. Tom Lantos. D-
Calif. ski ha basked in the halo that he
mirtiarid afk hiilpnig to Csews iillu-
eOae-fiedai adauns at IresKleim Rc-
pn's Homig and Urban Development
Depatnit and his son-i-aw Rep.
Dock Svt. D-N.H_ a political necphy
who sced a big upset in the 1990 elec-
tiom. Linking thoe two is Latrin
Lantc,-Swett a political and legal ad-
sizer. who has been campaign treasurer
for her father in the past and. more re-
centlv. fiw her husband

On the other side is an unlikclh ar ot
Republ-an accusers: New Hanrpshire
state Rep Natalie Flanagan. who coi-
author -d that state's tau setting '.ilun-
tan campaign-spending limits. and Cah-
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'.Ir whcn Sw'ett garncrco A p.r ,crt ,t

the '.1tC to ho'win th" tir'. Dt.'mO r5lt to
'A if th rurl Ji J'.Irkt 'm i" 19 1 "'

Osuratshbi reft ed to anser que'.tions
at',ut the detati- it his allegatwm. '. itg
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%Ith the l1ouse Ethics Committee " li
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that the <i.' RepualK.ins had ,greed i,
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ditx to Swtt. Bauer named two oher
House candame and Califomtia guber-
natviinl nsamm Dianne Fanscim.

The New HaipsJur Democrati Par-

ry's aid to Swett as further clouded by that
suate's li,. wbaii bod Douglas and
Swett aved to comply with, lmitin
House candidiates to spending $11.)0
in a proay and 1S210U. in a genteral
¢lecm. (Swoet who concedes that he
pent $46 So0 and has pad roughty

16.50 in aas lmnes, responded that
Douglas Wpent nim than 1540D,=000 his
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plaint tho New Hampgshire Demiocras
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for the LaIm.orieclee funds that bowed
to Ienef Sww and t proportioually
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Hamlpswe. -

Top Lansta aWe Bob Yang disased
the D eqlwas-mxmd c s tiainta as -sour

grape%. lHe that ja it ma's, the unfolding
saga mrqe't there are few saints in the
wssrld ol poi:*al monsey.

"'The Lxstos contribtions show that
where :here t a wiill, there is a way," said
Ellen S Mider- a campaign fimance e-
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Swett campaqrct.
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FEC's Wr'J-e ." M~iler added. "un-
less someone comes forth to explain how
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Sweet. meavwhile. expects a vigorous
1992 challeage from Douglas and other
Repu'icam_ Grven the sow st for has
state's famed presidential primary.
Swett s reectin ma-. be the best polti-
cal game in toon U

Among the Repubiaans'
are that Lantos. who had aeadv nd
the mammun S20J110 coswz~am to
Swett permitted for an indiekal by fed-
ral law., improperly paid SW Le than

$ll.1 X o Swett's polling m and
that he "funneled" an addtioral 1,000
to him last October.
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"The Congressman would like to note
certain campaigns in which he holds spe-
.-ia mtcrc'. Biucr wrte. 'and to ask
%our 0n.ider ritlon of an use of the
tunas hclptul Ito hosc campaigns'" In ad-

',AftON AL JOU'RN L . I 813

j- (.YY' flK U ~A.K4. ~7 L '



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTO% OC _N)Z&b3

May 7, 1991

Robert F. Bauer, Esquire
Perkins, Coie, Stone, Olsen & Williams
607 Fourteenth St., N.W., Suite 800
Washington, D.C 20005-2011

RE: MUR 3241
Rep. Richard N. Swett,
Rep. Tom Lantos,
Katrina Lantos-Swett

Dear Mr. Bauer:

On April 2, 1991, your clients were notified that the
Federal Election Commission received a complaint from G. M.
Ouraishi alleging violations of certain sections of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended.

On April 29, 1991, the Commission received additional
information pertaining to the allegations in the complaint.
Enclosed is a copy of this additional information. Because this
information was not sworn to and notarized and because its source
was not identified, it is being treated merely as additional
information, not as an amendment.

If you have any questions, please contact Jeffrey D. Long,

the staff member assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-5690.

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

BY: Lois G. Lerner
Associate General CounselEnclosure



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCT0% O C -1046u

May 7, 1991

Robert A. Backus, Esquire
116 Lowell Street
P.O. Box 516
Manchester, N.H. 03105

RE: MUR 3241
New Hampshire Democratic State
Committee and Robert m. Walsh,
as treasurer

Dear Mr. Backus:

On April 2, 1991, your clients were notified that the
Federal Election Commission received a complaint from G. M.
Quraishi alleging violations of certain sections of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended.

On April 29, 1991, the Commission received additional
information pertaining to the allegations in the complaint.
Enclosed is a copy of this additional information. Because this
information was not sworn to and notarized and because its source
was not identified, it is being treated merely as additional
information, not as an amendment.

If you have any questions, please contact Jeffrey D. Long,

the staff member assigned to this matter, at 1202) 376-5690.

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

BY: Lois G. Lerner
Associate General Counsel

Enclosure



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

May 7, 19 1

Mark H. O'Donoghue, Esquire
Curtis, Mallet-Prevost, Colt & Mosle
1735 1 Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006

RE: MUR 3241
S. Daniel Abraham
Tammy Abraham

Dear Mr. O'Donoghue:

On April 2, 1991, your clients were notified that theFederal Election Commission received a complaint from G. M.Quraishi alleging violations of certain sections of the FederalElection Campaign Act of 1971, as amended.

On April 29, 1991, the Commission received additionalinformation pertaining to the allegations in the complaint.Enclosed is a copy of this additional information. Because thisinformation was not sworn to and notarized and because its sourcewas not identified, it is being treated merely as additionalinformation, not as an amendment.
If you have any questions, please contact Jeffrey D. Long,

the staff member assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-5690.

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

BY: Lois 'G. Lerner
Associate General CounselEnclosure



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON DC 20461

May 7, 1991

Christine Varney, Esquire
Hogan & Hartson
555 13th Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20004

RE: MUR 3241
Democratic National Committee
and Robert A. Farmer,
as treasurer

Dear Ms. Varney:

On April 2, 1991, your clients were notified that theFederal Election Commission received a complaint from G. M.Ouraishi alleging violations of certain sections of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended.

On April 29, 1991, the Commission received additionalinformation pertaining to the allegations in the complaint.Enclosed is a copy of this additional information. Because thisinformation was not sworn to and notarized and because its sourcewas not identified, it is being treated merely as additional
information, not as an amendment.

If you have any questions, please contact Jeffrey D. Long,
the staff member assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-5690.

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

BY: LOiS G. Lerner
Associate General CounselEnclosure



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASI$INCTO% D C '046$

May 7, 1993.

Henry E. Berman, Treasurer
Feinstein for Governor
164 Marco way
S. San Francisco, CA 94080

RE: MUR 3241
Feinstein for Governor and
Henry E. Berman, as treasurer

Dear Mr. Berman:

On April 2, 1991, you were notified that the FederalElection Commission received a complaint from G. M. Quraishialleging violations of certain sections of the Federal ElectionCampaign Act of 1971, as amended.

On April 29, 1991, the Commission received additionalinformation pertaining to the allegations in the complaint.Enclosed is a copy of this additional information. Because thisinformation was not sworn to and notarized and because its sourcewas not identified, it is being treated merely as additionalinformation, not as an amendment.

if you have any questions, please contact Jeffrey D. Long,the staff member assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-5690.

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble

General Counsel

BY: Lois G. Lerner
Associate General CounselEnclosure



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
%SHINCTO\ D C 2046

May 7, 199.1

Barney J. and Rachel Gottstein
1400 E Street
Anchorage, AK 99501

RE: MUR 3241
Barney j. and Rachel Gottstein

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Gottstein:

On April 2, 1991, you were notified that the FederalElection Commission received a complaint from G. M. Quraishialleging violations of certain sections of the Federal ElectionCampaign Act of 1971, as amended.

On April 29, 1991, the Commission received additionalinformation pertaining to the allegations in the complaint.Enclosed is a copy of this additional information. Because thisinformation was not sworn to and notarized and because its sourcewas not identified, it is being treated merely as additional
information, not as an amendment.

If you have any questions, please contact Jeffrey D. Long,the staff member assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-5690.

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

- f' /

BY: Lois G. Lerner
Associate General CounselEnclosure



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
W'ASHINCTO% DC 2O4j

Fay 7, 199.

Phil Swett
207 Gunstock Hill Road
Gilford, NH 03246

RE: MUR 3241
Phil Swett

Dear Mr. Swett:

On April 2, 1991, you were notified that the FederalElection Commission received a complaint from G. M. Quraishialleging violations of certain sections of the Federal ElectionCampaign Act of 1971, as amended.

On April 29, 1991, the Commission received additionalinformation pertaining to the allegations in the complaint.Enclosed is a copy of this additional information. Because thisinformation was not sworn to and notarized and because its sourcewas not identified, it is being treated merely as additionalinformation, not as an amendment.
If you have any questions, please contact Jeffrey D. Long,the staff member assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-5690.

Sincerely,

Lawrence N. Noble
General Counsel

BY: Lois G. Lerner
enclosure Associate General Counsel



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
w4SHINCTON DC 20463

May 7, 1991

Michael Rowan
Michael Rowan Group
420 Lexington Avenue, Suite 643
New York, N.Y. 10017

RE: MUR 3241
Michael Rowan Group

Dear Mr. Rowan:

On April 2, 1991, you were notified that the Federal
Election Commission received a complaint from G. M. Quraishi
alleging violations of certain sections of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, as amended.

On April 29, 1991, the Commission received additional
information pertaining to the allegations in the complaint.
Enclosed is a copy of this additional information. Because this
information was not sworn to and notarized and because its source
was not identified, it is being treated merely as additional
information, not as an amendment.

If you have any questions, please contact Jeffrey D. Long,

the staff member assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-5690.

Sincerely,

Lawrence N. Noble
General Counsel

BY: Lois G. Lerner -.

Associate General Counsel
Enclosure
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60 F(W-It"TII STU ET NW W- Ism ToN. D C 20005-2011 • (202) 628-660

May 10, 1991

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

CD

Re: Response to Complaint - MUR 3241

Dear Mr. Noble:

This is the Lantos for Congress Committee's' response to
allegations set out in a complaint by G. M. (Bill) Quraishi
(For Stronger, Prouder & Better America] filed with the
Federal Election Commission ("FEC") on March 12, 1991. These
allegations concern activities undertaken by Congressman
Lantos, the New Hampshire Democratic State Committee and the
Democratic National Committee in connection with the 1990
elections in New Hampshire, including the Second District
Congressional election. The complaint also names Richard
Swett, Member of Congress, as an additional respondent.

The Lantos Committee will address each and every one of
the counts of the complaint in turn.

Count One - (Personal gse by 22=ega Lantos
of Camaian lun0s).

Mr. Quraishi alleges that Congressman Lantos made
personal use of campaign funds by paying fees to certain
members of his family for services rendered to his principal
campaign committee. In Mr. Quraishi's point of view, these
payments constitute "a jobs program, for children and in-

ITo the extent that the Complainant makes his allegations against
Congressman Lantos personally, this response is made on behalf of the
Congressman as well.

TEE 44-0-'-- P -,) L02 i a Fk G %E tF 2I2) 434-1690
AN( fI(*akE 0 B *LE Lo. AskEIES 0 PORTL4%1I & SETL 8 SPOKA4NE
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Lawrence M. Noble, Esq.
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laws for the personal benefit of the Lantos and Swett

families." Complaint 9.2

Katrina Lantos-Swett

Mr. Quraishi cites, first and foremost, payments made to
Katrina Lantos-Swett, daughter of Congressman Lantos, in
compensation for her services as treasurer of her father's
campaign. He alleges a "dramatic increase" in payments to No.
Lantos-Swett during 1990 and he claims wrongdoing on no more
than his personal declaration that this "additional
payment * * * was unjustified based on her full time
commitment as manager and treasurer of her husband's
campaign." Complaint 5. He also cites as "evidence", the
periodic character of payments over the years to Katrina,
including a payment of $10,000 one month prior to the closing
on the house purchased by Katrina and her husband in Bow, New
Hampshire.

Mr. Quraishi's allegations are completely lacking in
merit and are addressed and refuted in full by affidavits
submitted with this response by Congressman Lantos and his
treasurer, Katrina Lantos-Swett. 2ee Exhibits A and B. While
these affidavits speak for themselves, appropriate emphasis is
added here.

First, nothing in the law prohibits Katrina Lantos-Swett
from serving two principal campaign committees in the capacity
as both campaign director and treasurer. Katrina could and
did take on both of these responsibilities at the same time.
Neither her father, who had used her services for over a
decade, nor her husband would have it any other way and
Katrina took on both of these jobs as representing, together,
a full-time commitment.

Then again, there is the ostensible significance of the
periodic payments made to Katrina Lantos-Swett. It is in the
first instance, as Congressman Lantos states, no small insult

2Mr. Quarishi also alleges a violation of House Rule 43, clause 6,
which does not lie within the jurisdiction of the Commission. Nonetheless
for the record, any and all defenses mounted here against the purported
violation of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended, (the
"FECA" or the "Act") constitute defenses against violation of the House
Rules cited by Mr. Quarishi.

11 994-0001 A91 1290.0901 6110M11
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to suggest that someone with Katrina Lantos-Swett's
educational background and obvious capabilities must be
"humored" with payments made for personal purposes masked as
professional fees. It is unclear whether Mr. Quraishi's view
is shaped by an obsession with nepotism or by outright sexism.
In either case, Katrina Lantos-Swett and her father arrived at
periodic agreements about amounts to be paid to her and in all
cases took into account the level of service rendered to the
Lantos Committee over the periods prior to payment. To some
extent, Katrina Lantos-Swett resisted regular payments because
the work she performed on behalf of the Lantos Committee
occurred over irregular time frames. This is as true of
congressional campaign committees around the country, as it is
of the Lantos Committee.

Nevertheless, Quraishi attempted to strengthen his case
by omitting crucial information about the years preceding
1985. Complaint 1 4. A very substantial fee of $28,000 was
paid to Katrina Lantos-Swett by the Lantos Committee for the
period 1981 to 1982 -- and for good reason. Having won his
first election by the lowest plurality in the House,
Congressman Lantos had to conduct an aggressive campaign
against a well-financed opponent. 2r Exhibit C. This was
also an election cycle in which most House Democratic
candidates conducted aggressive campaigns for re-election,
following upon huge Democratic losses in 1980, redistricting
and widespread reports of a major Republican initiative to
achieve majority control of the House. Incumbents dedicated a
massive effort to their re-elections, resulting in sharp
spending increases overall by House Democrats. $j~ e~g.,
Nagleby and Nelson, The Money Chase, 31 and 101 (Brookings
1991).

Congressman Lantos was no exception, and during this
election cycle he made greater demands on Katrina Lantos-Swett
for time and services and paid her commensurately. Payments
were less regular and less substantial in the coming years
until the election cycle of 1989 to 1990. Then, for reasons
also stated in the Lantos affidavit, the Congressman made
additional demands on Katrina in recognition of a campaign
which he anticipated would be more difficult than the previous
ones. An anti-incumbent sentiment sweeping the country,
together with the anticipated issues raised by the
redistricting, suggested to Lantos that a more vigorous
effort, albeit against a weak opponent (the complainant) would
be in order. The affidavit of Katrina Lantos-Swett sets out
the various increased responsibilities she was required to

1160"4WI OAI 1280.0801 1036/10191
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assume, including management of a significant expansion in the
small donor program of the Lantos Committee. IR Exhibit B.

In sum, the Quraishi allegations about the payments to
Katrina Lantos-Swett are groundless and should be dismissed.

Timber Dick and Phil Swett. Jr.

No less egregious are the utterly false allegations made
about the payments to Katrina's "father-in-law" Phil Swett and
to Congressman Lantos' son-in-law, Timber Dick. The record is
set straight by the affidavits of Congressman Lantos and
Timber Dick. 2r& Exhibits A and D. No affidavit was
submitted on behalf of Phil Swett, who is not Katrina's
father-in-law, but rather Dick Swett's brother. Phil
Swett, Jr. was, as Congressman Lantos' affidavit clarifies,
one of a number of college students who worked in Congressman
Lantos' campaign; he had worked in the 1984 Lantos campaign.
No more need be said inasmuch as the amounts paid to him
reflect modest payments, typical of the "going rate" for
volunteer assistance and interns.

An affidavit has been submitted by Timber Dick and this
response rests in substantial measure on this sworn testimony.
Mr. Quraishi treats the retention of Mr. Dick as something of
a frolic, when in fact he relocated his entire family to
California and undertook this as a full-time task for some 9
months. Mr. Dick's affidavit outlines in detail the various
tasks that he undertook as campaign manager for the Lantos
Committee and his testimony is confirmed in full in paragraphs
10 to 14 of Congressman Lantos' own affidavit.

Count Two - (Excess Contribution by Lantos).

These charges of excess contributions are a total
fabrication. The computers and typewriters used by the Swett
campaign were personal property of Dick Swett or individuals
working with the campaign.

Jill Hadaway was a consultant to the Swett campaign, and
continues to work in his Congressional office in Concord, New
Hampshire. She served as the full-time campaign scheduler, as
well as general assistant, and a review of the Swett
Committee's FEC reports shows that she was compensated on a
regular basis. In a few instances, she performed several

11694-0001 AD^$I1t2S0,09C! /b6/10/91
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clerical tasks, including typing letters and pages of FC
reports for the Lantos Committee at the request of Katrina
Lantos-Swett, for which Jill was paid $125. This one-time
payment was compensation for the performance of services.

Moreover, the allegation of similar letterhead is totally
specious. Dick Swett, a graphic artist and architect by
profession, designed the Lantos Committee letterhead several
years ago. He liked the design and chose to use it for his
own campaign.

count Three -(rmrigand Laundering of Contribuions
Throuh State Party and National PaZw to Aid Oett).

Mr. Quraishi is also distressed by transfers made by the
Democratic National Committee (ODNCO) to the New Hampshire
State Democratic Party and by the possible use, in those
transfers, of funds previously contributed to the DNC by the
Lantos Committee. Here again, Mr. Quraishi willfully
misapprehends the role that political parties play in
elections, and the support that these parties, encouraged by
law, expect from prominent elected officials.

In the first instance, the DNC's transfer to the New
Hamphire Party makes absolute sense. New Hampshire featured
a wide range of races important to the Democratic Party,
including competitive, winnable races for the United States
Senate and House of Representatives. The DNC's judgment that
this was a well-targetted political investment was borne out
by subsequent events, namely, the election of Dick Swett. The
candidacy of Mr. Keefe in the First District House race was
strong; so, too, was the Durkin Senate candidacy. A race for
governor and races for many state House and Senate seats added
to the significance of this state's elections.

Mr. Quraishi attributes something sinister to Congressman
Lantos' provision of funds to the DNC. But Congressman Lantos
was proceeding lawfully; his transfer authorized by Section
439(a) of the FECA. Moreover, his contribution was fully
consistent with the purposes of the Act which encourages
candidates with surplus funds to make them available to
national, state and local political parties. This is
presumably the reason why these transfers are not subject to
any limitation whatsoever, and a departure from the general
scheme of limitation.

11$S*.OM 1IADAi 1M.0 i W10191
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The "earmarking" concern of Mr. Quraishi is equally
without merit. Counsel for Congressman Lantos, also the
undersigned, indicated to the DNC by letter that Congressman
Lantos had a strong interest in the race of his son-in-law.
2M Exhibit E. Other races in which he had an interest were
also enumerated. But the letter forwarded by counsel,
emphasized that the final decision was the DNC's to make, and
this was understood by both the Congressman and the DNC.

In any event, Mr. Quraishi's misunderstanding of the law
confuses his allegation. Congressman Lantos could have made
this very same transfer directly to the New Hampshire Party if
he had chosen. But, as his letter reflects, he chose to
contribute to the DNC and to allow the national party to use
these funds as it determined.

Nor did Congressman Lantos imagine in any way that he
would enjoy some advantage under the reporting provisions of
the statute. He was well aware that the DNC would report the
receipt of his contribution; the DNC would report any
contributions or transfers it made. Congressman Lantos could
not have imagined that under these circumstances somehow his
support of the DNC would be "lost." Nor was his support for
his son-in-law a secret.

Contrary to Mr. Quraishi's account, Congressman Lantos'
transfer to the DNC was lawful. And, through counsel,
Congressman Lantos made absolutely clear his understanding
that the decision on the use of these monies was left entirely
to the DNC. Nevertheless, his own preferences on the
expenditure of these funds could certainly be communicated to
the DNC without any violation of law.3

The Abrahams and Gottsteins

The allegations made about the Abraham contribution are
particularly remarkable. Somehow Mr. Quraishi has decided
that Congressman Lantos could not request, from long-standing
supporters, contributions to the Congressional campaign of his
son-in-law, or to the New Hampshire Party. He is allegedly

3 The Complaint also characterizes Congressman Lantos' $1,000

contribution to the Granite State Coalition as helping his son-in-law. The
Granite State Coalition is a nonfederal committee organized to support New
Hampshire state-level candidates.
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barred from requesting contributions for the Nev Hampshire
Party which, as a matter of public record, may spend on behalf
of an entire ticket to benefit all of the candidates on that
ticket -- including Dick Swett. Congressman Lantos, in fact,
has a constitutionally protected right to solicit
contributions from his supporters to the Swett campaign, the
New Hampshire Democratic Party or any other political
committee. Mr. Quraishi simply fails to state a claim against
the Congressman or against either the Abrahams or the
Gottsteins.

Nothing in the law prohibits the solicitation of the
contributions or the making of the contributions and certainly
none of this in any way resembles the "earmarking" violation
hypothesized by Mr. Quraishi. Both the Gottsteins and
Mr. Abraham are, and have been, politically active as
evidenced by the many and varied political contributions they
have made over the years. See Exhibit F. Moreover, the
Abraham contribution was made to the nonfederal account of the
Nev Hampshire State Party.

The same holds true of the solicitation of contributions
from the Gottsteins, also long-standing supporters of
Congressman Lantos, who, as perfectly intelligent human beings
are entitled to make a decision to contribute to the
Congressman's son-in-law or to any state party. They, too,
made contributions to the party's nonfederal account.

It is emphasized in this regard that the FECA provisions
governing state party activity have no meaning if they simply
invite groundless allegations that state parties operate as
the legal "funnels" or "conduits" for earmarked contributions
to candidates. This view of a state party simply defies
Congressional intent that they be vested with special
authority to help candidates because that is what they are in
business to do. This is a traditional and important role of
state parties, and Congress took care in drafting the Act and
1979 amendments to strengthen the parties' ability to support
races like the Dick Swett race. If time and again
contributions to state parties to assist a ticket, including a
favored candidate, are treated as somehow suspicious, then the
entire purpose of the provisions in question, indeed the
traditional role of the state party in Congressional races,
will be nullified.

Quraishi's groundless allegations do not justify an
investigation by the FEC. Otherwise, the FEC will be used as

Ii S##-OO10A91M. 0I /146110M01
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an instrument to stifle parties terrorized by the expectation
of groundless allegations, to the detriment of the candidates
who rely upon their support.

The Feinstein Contribution

Congressman Lantos' account of the sequence of
contributions involving Mayor Feinstein speak for itself. In
fact, the Quraishi account gives itself away. No conspiracy
of the kind that he suggests takes place over the time frame
in question. The first contribution was made in October,
1989; the second, nine months later on July 12, 1990. The
July 12, 1990 contribution was followed several months later
on November 2, 1990. This is not the stuff of conspiracy.
This is the stuff of Mr. Quraishi's fantasies. The Lantos
affidavit stands as a full sworn account of this transaction
which illustrates that it in no way violates federal law.

Count Four - (Zarmarking and Allocation Violations).

The allegations relating to the Rowan Group illustrate
once again the circumstantial, fantastic case fashioned by
Mr. Quraishi. First he states, falsely, that Mr. Lantos had
never retained Mr. Rowan before. He did and both the Rowan
and Lantos affidavits submitted today speak to that point.
5%1 Exhibits A and G.

Second, Mr. Quraishi suggests that the amounts charged by
Rowan to each of the Swett and Lantos campaigns, were too
small; that only by aggregating them, one can see that Rowan
must have been charging them as one. He makes his point by
reference to the amounts paid by other candidates in New
Hampshire, for the Senate and the other House seat, to their
pollsters.

This proves nothing, precisely for the reasons set out by
Mr. Quraishi in his complaint. As Mr. Rowan notes in his
affidavit, the fee for his work on the Swett campaign is
similar to that charged to another client, Congressman Ike
Skelton. See Exhibit G. Mr. Rowan has never charged at the
top of the market for his polling services, believing as he
does that pollsters are often wasteful, and inefficient, and
therefore may overcharge clients. This is a position he has
taken consistently, including over the years that he has

I 6S4-,000OAJ 1120000J W1o0A1
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served as an officer of the national and international
professional associations.

Nor can much be made of the New Hampshire Democratic
Party paying Rowan for polling. Does Mr. Quraishi mean to
suggest that the state party of New Hampshire, unlike other
state parties, cannot make use of a pollster who is working
with candidates in the state and has come to know the politics
of the state in a particular election cycle? Once again, he
attempts to make the involvement of the state party in Senate
and House races a matter of suspicion, when it is precisely
the sort of involvement Congress intended to encourage
throughout the enactment of the 1979 FECA amendments.

,+ Conclusion

As demonstrated above, the complaint filed by
Mr. Quraishi has no basis in fact or in law. He attempts to
weave a web of alleged violations demonstrating a total
misunderstanding of the federal election law and a distortion
of the events as they actually occurred. We request that the
Commission dismiss this complaint with no further action.

If you have any questions or need additional information,
please do not hesitate to contact the undersigned.

-Very truly yours,

Robert F. Bauer
Counsel to the Lantos for
Congress Committee

RFB:dml
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IN THE M TAER OF
Congressman Thomas Lantos NUR 3241

AFFIDAVIT OF CONGRESSMAN TOM LANTOS

Regarding my campaign's compemation
of Katrina Lantos-Swett

I, Tom Lantos, under penalty of perjury pursuant to
Section 1746 of Title 28, declare as follows:

1. I have personal knowledge of the facts set forth herein
and if called upon to testify in this matter, I would
testify as set forth herein.

2. My daughter Katrina Lantos-Swett has been and remains
.well-qualified to provide legal advice and consulting

services for my campaign, and I have hired and paid her
\0 solely for competent professional service. She is a

graduate of Yale University and of the Law School of the
University of California, and has served as a staff
attorney of the Criminal Justice Committee, Senate
Judiciary Committee, and on various presidential,cgubernatorial, senatorial, and congressional campaigns.

t 3. In 1979, I asked her to join the staff of my first
campaign as my administrative assistant with
responsibilities including fundraising, campaign planning
and operations, media relations, and appearances as my
principal surrogate. During the course of my entire
congressional service, Katrina has served as my Campaign
Director, advisor and strategist, and for the last ten
years, as the treasurer of my congressional campaign
committee and manager of my fundraising activities. The
affidavit submitted for my daughter Katrina reflects the
broad range of her consulting services to the campaign.
It includes the substantial accounting she performed in
support of a substantial expansion of our small donor
fundraising.

4. In the most recent campaign cycle (1989-1990), Katrina
was required to handle increased fundraising and other

10A"11210.0671 
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campaign activities, and I determined that she should be
compensated for the additional time and effort, on a
regular monthly rather than lump sun basis.

5. The level of service provided by my daughter and the
compensation paid to her by the campaign varied with the
character of the election cycle. Though omitted from the
complaint, compensation paid to her in 1988 and 1989 is
comparable to what the campaign paid her in 1981 and
1982. The reasons are set out in the following
paragraphs:

6. In the 1982 election, having won my first election by the
lowest plurality in the House, I had to conduct an
aggressive campaign against a well-financed opponent.
Moreover, most Democratic incumbents in that cycle
developed and maintained major campaign operations. The
preceding cycle had brought large Democratic losses in
the House of Representatives and it was well-known that
the Republican Party intended to press its advantage in
1982, particularly in light of the recent redistricting,
toward the day of a Republican majority.

7. Similarly, in the last election cycle all incumbents --
Democrats as well as Republicans-- confronted a so-called
anti-incumbent sentiment which made it imperative to
mount an aggressive campaign for reelection. Moreover,
there was a need to wage this reelection campaign with an
eye on the potential impact of redistricting in the
upcoming 1992 cycle.

8. For these same reasons, I retained in 1989 the campaign
consultant, Michael Rowan, who contrary to Mr. Quarishi's
complaint had worked for me in previous election
campaigns. The pattern here follows Katrina's. Mr.
Rowan supported me in the elections of 1980 and 1982 with
a variety of services, but I did not believe that his
services were required in the 1984, 1986 and 1988 cycles.
The political circumstances in 1989-1990 dictated that I
retain his services again, in the same way that it
required additional time and effort from Katrina.

9. Never have I provided campaign funds to my daughter
Katrina for personal purposes, in connection with the
closing on a home as alleged by my Complainant or for any
other personal purpose.

Regarding my campaign's compensation
of Timber Dick

10. Timber Dick, holding a B.A. and an M.A. in Administration
from Yale University, was extremely well-qualified to

-2-10^911290.0671 6/10/91
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provide services to my campaign. He has had an extensive
background in political campaigns, and wasn actively
involved and assisted his mother in a number of her
campaigns over the years, including two successful state-
wide campaigns.

11. During the 1988 campaign, Timber devoted some nine months
of almost full time work to my campaign. During those
months he supervised my campaign operations in
California, he did the following:

(1) purchased and supervised the set-up of a new campaign
computer, selected appropriate software for campaign
needs, supervised the transfer of data from the previous
campaign computer system, and supervised the development
of unique software to suit our campaign needs;

(2) supervised a major direct mail fundraising effort which
was handled completely by the campaign organization;

(3) served as my surrogate at campaign events which I was not
able to attend;

(4) managed field operations; and

(5) supervised the media effort of the campaign.

12. Timber was paid by my campaign for the services he
provided to my re-election effort.

13. Timber Dick acquitted himself very well in the management
of my campaign and accepted that assignment at
considerable personal sacrifice to him.

14. 1 have never paid Timber Dick with campaign funds for any
personal purpose.

Regarding my campaign's compensation
of Phil Swett, Jr.

15. Phil Swett, who was a consultant to my reelection
campaign, is Phil Sweet, Jr., the brother of my son-in-
law Dick Swett, and a college student. He spent a couple
of months in California working for my congressional
campaign in July and August, 1988.

16. Although Mr. Quarishi does not know this or omits it from
his Complaint, Phil Swett, Jr. also was paid for his work
on campaign fundraising efforts in Washington, DC, during
1984.

1OA*1 1?O 06?-3- 
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17. My campaign has always employed a number of college
students -- young men and women who have tine during the
summer and some of whom have taken tme from school in
the months before the election to work on the campaign.
Phil's activities were the same kind of activities that
all other college students have performed for the
campaign -- running errands, entering data in the
campaign computer, helping to fold and prepare materials
for fundraisinq or constituent mailings, putting up lawn
signs, answering campaign office telephones, telephone
canvasing, telephone polling, etc.

18. Phil Swett, Jr., was paid at a level that was
commensurate with the fees paid by my campaign to other
young people with the same background, age, and level of
experience.

IRegaiftgmy mpalgmsqxmpdoui
of Michad Row=

19. I have known Michael Rowan for a quarter of a century. I
worked with him on a variety of political campaigns prior
to my election to the House of Representatives.

20. During my first campaign in 1980, to the best of my
recollection, Michael was an unpaid consultant on
campaign strategy and other campaign issues. During the
1982 campaign, I employed the campaign consulting firm
Public Affairs Analysts to assist in my campaign and at
that time Michael Rowan was a director of the firm. He
conducted the work for my campaign and played an
important role in my 1982 reelection. (my campaign's FEC
Reports for the 1981-1982 campaign cycle reflect these
payments to Public Affairs Analysts for their services.)

21. Because of the significant anti-incumbent sentiment
evident before the 1990 campaign and the preparations
required for the upcoming redistricting process, I asked
Michael to work on my campaign in California.

22. The payments which my campaign committee made to Michael
Rowan in 1990 were for the services he performed for my
campaign. They included involvement in my California
polling activities, media advice and assistance, design
and writing of radio spots, and consultation on campaign
strategy. Any suggestion that my campaign's payments to
Michael Rowan were for services he provided to others,
not exclusively to me, is completely false. At no time
did I have conversations with Mr. Rowan to suggest that
he bill me for services provided to my son-in-law, nor
was I ever a party to any conversation when this was
suggested.

-4-M"IIM-0671 6/1041l



Regarding the Feinstein Contribution

23. In October, 1989, my Committee held a fundraising event
in California with Tom Foley, the nev Speaker of the
House of Representatives. Former Mayor Diane Feinstein
and her husband were invited to that event, and they
contributed $1,000 to my Committee. That fundraising
event occurred well before Dick Swett even considered
running for Congress.

24. My Committee made a contribution of $1,000 to Mayor
Feinstein's campaign on July 12, 1990. I was a supporter
of Mayor Feinstein from the beginning of her campaign for
Governor of California, and one of the three or four
Memkbers of Congress to endorse her in the democratic
primary in early June. Moreover, following the primary,
all members of the California Democratic Congressional
Delegation were asked by the delegation chairman to
contribute $1,000 to the Feinstein general election
campaign.

25. On November 2, 1990, Mayor Feinstein's campaign committee
made a contribution to Dick Swett's congressional
campaign. Her committee, like those of numerous other
public figures and candidates, had been asked to
contribute to the Swett campaign and her committee, along
with numerous others.. responded favorably. These were
entirely unrelated events except to the extent that, as
colleagues and members of the Democratic Party, both I
and Mayor Feinstein chose to contribute to candidates ye
support.

Further Affiant sayeth not.

Thomas Lantos

Subscribed and sworn to before me this day of May, 1991. :,I.

Notary

~ Cssu~nEwpireg -In "I:b.r ?].-11993
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BEFORE THE
FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

IN THE MATTER OF
MUR 3241

Congressman Thomas Lantos
Congressman Richard Swett

AFFIDAVIT OF KATRINA LANTOS-SWETT

I, Katrina Lantos-Swett, under penalty of perjury
pursuant to Section 1746 of Title 28, declare as follows:

1. I have personal knowledge of the information set forth
herein and, if called upon to testify in this matter, I
would testify as set forth herein.

2. I have served as treasurer, campaign director and
fundraiser for the Tom Lantos for Congress Committee (the
mCommitteem) since 1981.

3. In these capacities, my responsibilities have included:
(1) filing all Federal Election Commission reports and
required amendments, as well as responding to related
correspondence; (2) processing of campaign receipts and
expenditures; (3) oversight of the Committee's computer
operation; (4) filing campaign tax returns;
(5) management of the campaign investment portfolio;
(6) supervising the campaign fundraising activities;
(7) supervising campaign media, including direct mail,
television and radio advertisements, campaign polling and
surveys; (8) advising on campaign strategy; (9) serving
as Congressman Lantos' surrogate at speaking engagements
and other events.

4. The Committee paid me consulting fees for, and reimbursed
me for expenses incurred in, the performance of these
services.

5. These fees, and the time of their payment, varied
according to the type and amount of work I was required
to perform for the Committee.

I I 5994-MV DA911260.024
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6. During the 1989-90 election cycle, the Committee
refocussed its fundraising program in a major effort to
increase the number of small contributors to the
Committee.

7. Over 17,000 small contributions had to be reviewed and
cleared for deposit and reporting, requiring
substantially more of my time than in previous campaigns.

8. All of the money I have received from the Committee has
constituted compensation for services I have rendered for
the Committee or reimbursement for campaign-related
expenses.

9. The rate of my compensation from the Committee for the
above-referenced services is less than consulting fees I
have received from other clients. In 1989, I worked on a
quarter time basis for the Lauder Foundation for which I
was paid $24,000 on an annual basis. By way of
comparison, in 1989 and 1990 I worked an average of 20
hours per week for the Committee.

Further Affiant sayeth not.

// 'itrna Lantos-Swett

Subscribed and sworn to before me this l __day of Nay, 1991.

DINA rOWELL

NOWic Wangto% D.C.

Notary

WC"Oh" lihI a Ocleb. 31d IM9
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1981-1982 Election Cycle:

December 31, 1981

February 31, 1983
April 11, 1983
June 30, 1983

Total for Cycle

$18,000
Debt of $10,000 reported to FEC

2,500
4,000
3,500

$28,000

None

1985-1986 Election ycle:

April 27, 1987

Total for Cycle

1987-1988 Election Cycle:

November 10, 1988

Total for Cycle

$10,000

$10,000

$ 7,500

$ 7,500

1989-1990 Election Cycle:

March 16, 1989
May 17, 1989
June 26, 1989
September 1, 1989
October 3, 1989
November 22, 1989
December 12, 1989
January 20, 1990
January 25, 1990
March 1, 1990
April 1, 1990
April 26, 1990
June 6, 1990
July 1, 1990
August 27, 1990
September 9, 1990
October 2, 1990
October 26, 1990
October 30, 1990
December 5, 1990

Total for Cycle

$ 2,000
2,000
1,500
1,000
1,200
1,200
2,500
1,500

750
1,800
2,000
2,200
3,600
2,200
2,200
2,300
2,200
2,200
2,200
5,000

$41,550

I5""W F DA9I 1260.021



BEFORE THE
FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

IN THE MATTER OF
Congressman Thomas Lantos

__ MUR 3241

AFFIDAVIT OF TIMBER DICK

I, Timber Dick, under penalty of perjury pursuant to
Section 1746 of Title 28, declare as follows:

1. 1 have personal knowledge of the facts set forth herein and,
if called upon to testify in this matter, I would testify as
set forth herein.

2. I was a consultant for the Lantos for Congress Committee
("Lantos Committee") for the election campaigns of 1980, 1982,
and 1988.

3. I have extensive experience working on election campaigns,
having assisted in campaigns for State legislature, Lieutenant
Governor and United States Senate in Colorado.

4. During the period April 1988 through December 1988, in my
capacity as campaign manager, I performed the following
services for the Lantos Committee: (1) purchased and
supervised the set up of a new campaign computer, selected
appropriate software for campaign needs, supervised the
transfer of data from the previous campaign computer system
and supervised the development of unique software to suit the
campaign's needs; (2) supervised a major direct mail
fundraising effort which was handled completely by the
campaign organization; (3) served as a surrogate for
Congressman Lantos at campaign events which he was not able to
attend; (4) managed field operations and other get-out-the-
vote activities; and (5) assisted in the media effort of the
campaign.

5. I received $32,000 in compensation in 1988 for peiformance of
these services.

6. All of the funds that I received from the Lantos Committee
constituted compensation for the services rendered to the
Committee, or reimbursement for campaign-related expenditures.

Further Affiar t sayeth not.



Timber Dick

Subscribed and sworn to before me this _ 4 day of May, 1991.

my, .6. 22. IOV. 2 /Aa~
Notary
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October 16, 1990

Mr. Paul Tully
Political Director
Democratic National Committee
430 South Capitol Street, S.E.
Washington, DC 20003

Dear Paul:

This letter serves to confirm the contribution made to the
Democratic National Committee by the Lantos for Congress
Committee. The contribution, in the amount of $50,000, will
have been delivered today by hand.

The Congressman currently has meager opposition and a
substantial cash on hand which enables him to declare and
transfer to the DNC a surplus under Section 439a of the Federal
Election Campaign Act. He is aware that the Democrats have
been presented at this time with a significant opportunity in
Congressional and gubernatorial campaigns; the public appears
prepared to entertain a new traditional Democratic messages and
to question the direction of the country under Republican
policies.

The disposition of the funds is, in his view, a matter for
the discretion of the DNC. The Congressman would like to note
certain campaigns in which he holds special interest, and to
ask your consideration of any use of the funds helpful to those
campaigns. These are the gubernatorial campaign in California;
the reelection effort of Congressman Bates in the same state;
the House candidacy of his son-in-law, Dick Swett, which
presents also with the Durkin Senate candidacy rare
opportunities in New Hampshire; and the House candidacy of Tim
Roemer in Indiana. Any support provided directly to those
candidates, or to the efforts of the entire Democratic ticket
in those states, would appeal to the Congressman as additional
options for you to consider along with others you may have
separately mind.

I am glad that the Congressman can be of help to the
efforts of the DNC at this crucial moment in the cycle. Should
you have any questions, please do not hesitate to let me know.

Very truly yours,

obert F. Bauer

TELix 44-2-co '&F -,~i~(0)23ZD
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~~YwEXHIBIT

BEFORE THE
FMERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

IN THE MATTR OF

Congressman Thomas Lantos
Congressman Richard Swett, the MUR 3241
New Hampshire Democratic State
Committee

AFFIDAVIT OF MICHAEL ROWAN

I, Michael Rowan, under penalty of perjury pursuant to
section 1746 of Title 28, declare as follows:

I) 1. In 1990, I worked for both the Tom Lantos for Congress
Committee and the Dick Swett for Congress Committee.
Invoices to each Committee were for services provided

(N. to each, as duly recorded on reports to the Federal
Election Commission ("FEC"), by Katrina Lantos-Swett,N-9 treasurer of both campaigns. You have all of theh M' facts in the FEC reports from both campaigns.

2. Since 1968, I have worked in over 100 political
0 campaigns in almost all states of the union and PuertoRico. Political polling and strategy have been a

normal part of my business for over 20 years.

3. The comparison of the amount paid to me by the Lantos
and Swett campaigns and those paid to pollsters
working for other New Hampshire candidates shows
absolutely nothing and means even less. Over the
course of my polling career, including founding
membership in the American and International
Association of Political Consultants (the latter of
which I also served as President), I have believed and
have stated publicly that some pollsters overcharge
for reasons of waste and inefficiency, these services
that they provide. I pride myself on handling a
limited number of campaigns, rendering full and
competent service and charging a fee which I believe
is warranted but not excessive.

115994-=F ODA9I 1290.09Q 3/17191



4. The FEC reports of my fees from the campaign of
Conqressmn Ike Skelton will show charges similar to
those paid by Congressman Swett.

S. At no time did anyone suggest to me that I provide
polling services for the Dick Swett for Congress
Committee billed to or paid by the Tom Lantos for
Congress Committee, much less vice gs. I would
never have entertained any such suggestion.

Further Affiant sayeth not.

Michael Rowan

Signed on this day of May, 1991.
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4. The FEC reports of my fees from the campaign of
Congressman Ike Skelton will show charges similar to
those paid by Congressman Swett.

S. At no time did anyone suggest to me that I provide
polling services for the Dick Swett for Congress
Committee billed to or paid by the Tom Lantos for
Congress Committee, much less vice yersa. I would
never have entertained any such suggestion.

Further Affiant sayeth not.

/;

Michael Rowan

Signed on this p z day of May, 1991.

N,/
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N)- F4b witm. STREET N.W . WA%"v-*;(,T^ D C 2(0005-2011 -(202) 628-6M

May 10, 1991

Lawrence N. Noble, Esq.
General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, NW -<
Washington, DC 20463

Re: Response to Complaint - MUR 3241

Dear Mr. Noble: CD

The Swett for Congress Committee ("Swett Committee")"
files this response to the complaint filed by G. N. (Bill)
Quraishi [For a Better, Stronger & Prouder America], alleging
various violations of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended (the "FECA"), 2 U.S.C. SS 431 g&r. gm"., by
this Committee and others in connection with Dick SVett's
campaign for election to the United States House of
Representatives in 1990.

Many of the allegations in question directly concern
actions of Congressman Thomas Lantos and the Now Hampshire
State Democratic Party. Responses by these respondents have
been filed, along with supporting affidavits, and were made
available to the Swett Committee. In each and every instance
where these responses and supporting affidavits reflect
information known also to the Swett Committee, the Swett
Committee joins in those responses.

To the extent that an allegation is made that the Swett
Committee sought and received support from the State Party,
there is no question that it did; and in any future election
it will do so again. It is the Swett Committee's
understanding that political parties are organized for the
purpose of supporting their candidates. The relationship is
in many respects symbiotic; the candidates encourage support
for the state parties and the state parties, in turn, utilize

* The complaint asserts that Congressman Swett violated the FECA.

Because all of Congressman Swett's election activities were conducted
through his principal campaign Cotmittee, the Cosunittee responds to this
complaint.

f16994-OOOtADA1 1300.0211 TF; F, 4 Pt ',(, V1 0 F'k 'llii f (202) 434-16 )

A%( tiwk.(.F a Bf- i .i F . A ,,L Lw- & PORT1..D , SFA.TTLE 0 SPILWkNE



.. R .. ..C YE :c ,
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May 10, 1991

Lawrence N. Noble, Esq.
General Counsel -
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, NW -<
Washington, DC 20463

Re: Response to Complaint - MM 3241

Dear Mr. Noble: CD

The Swett for Congress Committee ("Swett Committee")•

files this response to the complaint filed by G. M. (Bill)
lQuraishi [For a Better, Stronger & Prouder America], alleging

various violations of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
lj 1971, as amended (the "FECA"), 2 U.S.C. SS 431 9. , by

this Committee and others in connection with Dick Swett's
(-J campaign for election to the United States House of

Representatives in 1990.

Many of the allegations in question directly concern
actions of Congressman Thomas Lantos and the New Hampshire
State Democratic Party. Responses by these respondents have
been filed, along with supporting affidavits, and were made
available to the Swett Committee. In each and every instance
where these responses and supporting affidavits reflect
information known also to the Swett Committee, the Swett
Committee joins in those responses.

To the extent that an allegation is made that the Swett
Committee sought and received support from the State Party,
there is no question that it did; and in any future election
it will do so again. It is the Swett Committee's
understanding that political parties are organized for the
purpose of supporting their candidates. The relationship is
in many respects symbiotic; the candidates encourage support
for the state parties and the state parties, in turn, utilize

0 The complaint asserts that Congressman Swett violated the FECA.

Because all of Congressman Swett's election activities were conducted
through his principal campaign Committee, the Committee responds to this
complaint.
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PERKJNS CCME
A Lw PAnTNitSHIP INCLUDiNG PROFESSIONAL COaPORATIONS

Nl' Fot RT1ENT11 STaitt NW * -IW.ftNT(^ DC 2000i.2011#*(202) 62-66M

may 10, 1991

Lawrence N. Noble, Esq.
General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, NW -<

Washington, DC 20463

-o
Re: Response to Complaint - M 3241

Dear Mr. Noble: CD

The Swett for Congress Committee ("Swett Comittee")"
files this response to the complaint filed by G. N. (Bill)
Quraishi (For a Better, Stronger & Prouder America], alleging
various violations of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended (the "FECA"), 2 U.S.C. SS 431 sa. MM.2., by
this Committee and others in connection with Dick Svett's
campaign for election to the United States House of
Representatives in 1990.

Many of the allegations in question directly concern
actions of Congressman Thomas Lantos and the New Hamsphire
State Democratic Party. Responses by these resp- ets have
been filed, along with supporting affidavits, and were made
available to the Swett Committee. In each and every instance
where these responses and supporting affidavits reflect
information known also to the Swett Committee, the Svett
Committee joins in those responses.

To the extent that an allegation is made that the Swett
Committee sought and received support from the State Party,
there is no question that it did; and in any future election
it will do so again. It is the Swett Committee's
understanding that political parties are organized for the
purpose of supporting their candidates. The relationship is
in many respects symbiotic; the candidates encourage support
for the state parties and the state parties, in turn, utilize

a The complaint asserts that Congressman Swett violated the FECA.
Because all of Congressman Swett's election activities were conducted

through his principal campaign Committee, the Committee responds to this
complaint.
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Lawrence M. Noble, Esq.
May 10, 1991
Page 2

the support received to promote the election of those
candidates. Parties rely on incumbent officeholders and
prominent candidates to assist them with fundraising; and they
offer traditional forms of support for candidates, ranging
from ticket-wide support to candidate specific expenditures
allocated to limits under the coordinated expenditure
provision of the statute.

On balance, Mr. Quraishi's complaint appears to be that
the New Hampshire State Democratic Party, galvanized by this
and other races, conducted an aggressive and effective
campaign in support of Mr. Swett's election to the Congress.
This is not a violation of the FECA. In fact, it is entirely
consistent with the statute's goals and is the very role for
political parties envisioned by the drafters of the statute.

The complaint should be dismissed.

Very truly yours,

Robert F. Bauer
Counsel to the Swett for
Congress Committee

BHS:mah
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Nay 13, 1991

Lois G. Lerner
Associate General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
999 3 Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: 3241

Dear Ms. Lerner:

As counsel to S. Daniel Abraham and Tamy Abraham, we
have reviewed the coplaint filed by G. M. Quaraishi dated April
2, 1991, together with the additional material received by the
Commission on April 29, 1991.

As we understand the complaint, Mr. Quaraishi alleges
that the $10,000 contributed to the New Hampshire State
Democratic Committee were specifically earmarked for the campaign
of Dick Swett. There was no such earmarking. Although the funds
were contributed as a result of Congressman Lantos' solicitation,
they were contributed without any restrictions, directions or
limitations on their use by the state committee. For that
reason, we respectfully submit that the charge is unfounded.

Sincerely,

Mark H. O'Donoghue

cc: Jeffrey D. Long, Esq.

r4%) :c
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WVASH1,%CTON DC 0~4b4

May 14, 1991

CERTIFIED RAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Henry E. Berman Treasurer
Feinstein for Governor
164 Marco Way South
San Francisco, California 94080

RE: MUR 3241

Dear Mr. Berman:

The Federal Election Commission received a complaint that

alleges that you may have violated the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). On April 2,
1991, the Commission mailed a copy of the complaint to your
address at 164 Marco Way in San Francisco. You have not
responded to the complaint; therefore, another copy is
enclosed. We have numbered this matter MUR 3241. 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.



Henry E. Berman
Page 2

If you have any questions, please contact Jeffrey Long,

the staff member assigned to this matter at (202) 376-5690.

For your information, we have attached a brief description of

the Cosission0's procedures for handling complaints.

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble

General Counsel

BY: George 1ishel
Assistant General Counsel

Enclosures
1. Complaint
2. Procedures
3. Designation of Counsel Statement
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
'WASHINCT0, D C V0463

May 14, 1991

CeRTIFIED RAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Barney J. and Rachel Gottstein
1400 E Street
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

RE: MUR 3241

Dear Mr. & Mrs. Gottstein:

The Federal Election Commission received a complaint that

alleges that you may have violated the Federal Election

Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). On April 2,

1991, the Commission mailed copies of the complaint to your

address at 1400 E Street in Anchorage. You have not responded

to the complaint; therefore, another copy is enclosed. We have

numbered this matter MUR 3241. 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

!f) 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.
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Barney and Rachel Gottstein
Page 2

If you have any questions, please contact Jeffrey Long,
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: George ishel
Assistant General Counsel

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



+4

it3Qs MEYZASy~&-

POSLRAT A SACK US t
.JON MCyKtpe a sox of*
STCVEN A SOLOMON M .5I'atR, N. H. *seos
MICHAEL I ,PAVEC t@o .- ol "WO
a .J BRAN4CH '~ta~m.
.JENtIFER ROOD *

May 14, 1991

Mr. Lawrence Noble
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, N.V.
Washington, DC 20463

2

RE: RM 3241

Dear Mr. Noble:

This letter constitutes the response of the new HaMmqhire state
Democratic Committee (t) to Your notifetion ofApril
2, 1991 that Mr. G.M. Quraisbi filed a complaint ('Jpat-)
against Respondent and oter paties alA ions
of the Federal Election Camagn Act of 1971, as - ine .,(the
"Act-), 2 U.S.C. JS 431 -

The Complaint raises several r Jotim a alet, lsme which
are already the subject of -m- ot s to 0e0116Mt bthe
Federal Election CommitioS ('P ) Rspxrt* A s Divison.
Respondent is currently preperinq 2 re ---ge to the Zq t and
amended reports, and Will forrd this documtatLon uner
separate cover as soon as it is completed.

The New Hampshire party has gone through many recent change,
including the election of a new chairman. The Rxecutive Director
was also recently appointed. As reflected in Respondent's FEC
reports the staff is small -- during the peak period of an
election year, its staff was only two and it currently includes
only two individuals. The treasurer volunteers his time, as do I.
The change of leadership, combined with extremely limited
resources (cash-on-hand of $3633 as of our last report), have
delayed the preparation of our responses to the FEC.

Respondent now addresses below each count of the Complaint andwill promptly submit the clarification requested by the FEC.



Kr. Lawrence Noble
Page 2
Nay 15, 1991

1. Lantos Transfer of Excess Funds

The Lantos for Congress Committee transferred $10,000 in excess
funds to Respondent. This transfer was reported on Respondent's
FEC report. 1

2. Democratic National Comittee tDNCI Transfer

Respondent also received $39,000 from the DNC.2 With no factual
evidence whatsoever, Mr. Quraishi alleges that the monies received
from the DNC were used by Respondent "for postage, polling, phone
banks and other services for Mr. Swett, and not the entire federal
ticket." Complaint 12. While Respondent will provide amended
reports to specifically address how these funds, as well as others
received by Respondent, were expended, in summary Mr. Quraishi 's
allegation is incorrect, as discussed below.

Respondent actively supported its federal and nonfederal
candidates in 1990. For the first time in almost a decade, the
Democratic Party fielded competitive candidates in all three
federal races. A comparison of election results since 1982
demonstrate the more competitive character of the 1990 elections.

L2 CD 1 D'Amours 55%
B. Smith 44%

CD 2 Gregg 71%
Dupay 29%

Senate Humphrey 59%
I) D'Amours 41%

1Respondent is amending the report to clarify that these funds
constituted transfer from a principal campaign committee.2Mr. Quraishi incorrectly concludes that the contribution of
$1,000 made to the Granite State Coalition was used by Respondent
to conduct activities for Mr. Swett. The Granite State Coalition
is an independent state political committee organized to assist
state-level candidates and is not part of, nor affiliated with,
Respondent.



-~Lawrence Moable
Pae 3

tay 15, 1991

CD I Bob Smith 60%
Dudley 40%

CD 2 Converse 23%
Judd Gregq 76%

191 Senate Rudman 66%
Peabody 34%

CD 1 Bob Smith 56%
Demers 44%

CD 2 Gregg 74%
Craig-Green 26

223 CD 1 Smith 60%
Keefe 40%

CD 2 Donchess 43%
Douglas 57%

120 Senate Smith 67%
Durkin 33%

CD 1 Zeliff 55%
Keefe 45%

CD 2 Swett 53%
Douglas 47%

(In 1990, all three races were competitive through Election Day.
For a party with a small staff and perpetually short on funds, the
opportunity to launch an effort in these, and the state races,
strained the Party's limited resources. But it also posed a
challenge, and the party tried to rise to that challenge by
helping the entire ticket. Moreover, in the 1988 elections, when
New Hampshire had two "marginal" federal races, which were not
believed to be nearly as competitive as those in 1990, the Party
spent a total of $93,197.603 to assist the federal ticket, only
$36,240.16 less than in 1990.

In 1990, New Hampshire also had a hotly contested gubernatorial
race, as well as over 400 state legislative campaigns which would
determine the make-up of the legislature for the 1992
redistricting process. After decades of Republican dominance, the
State Senate came within one seat of changing party control.]

3Figure from 30-day Report after General Election.



Mr. Lavrence Noble
Page 4
Nay 15, 1991

Generic Voter Identification

In addition to mailing to a list of registered Democrats regarding
absentee ballot procedures, Respondent conducted an extensive
voter identification and get-out-the-vote phone bank and mail
campaign (see itemized report entries for Share Systems, Inc.,
Mail America and United States Postal Service).4 These
activities were not directed to assist candidate Swett alone, but
rather Democratic candidates in general. These coordinated
campaign activities reflected a major effort to identify, contact
and mail to "pro-choice" voters throughout the state.

"Lazy Voter Identification and

Respondent also attempted to contact "lazy" Democrats, those who
vote in Presidential elections but not in non-presidential years,
to encourage them to vote in 1990.5

Respondent did what it is charged to do, assist in the election of
Democratic candidates. In fact, the FEC itself has encouraged a
strong and central role for state parties. (FEC Annual Report,
1978, at 43, "Political parties have a central role to play in the
political system. Campaign finance legislation must be carefully
drafted to bolster the role of political parties in campaign
financing. .0. . one of the major failures of campaign financing
legislation in the 1976 election was the limited role which it
delegated to state and local parties.") The Congress also has
reflected its intent to strengthen the state parties in the
electoral process. (H.R. Rep. No. 422, 96th Cong. 1st Sess. 1,
"The bill would amend the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 by
* . . increasing the role of state and local political parties.")
It seems, however, that Mr. Quraishi suggests that parties like
ours are objects of suspicion, mere tools for evading the law.

4Amended reports will allocate these expenditures.
5The Complaint states "that the DNC contribution was aimed at

the Swett campaign" is obvious because far larger states got very
little more than New Hampshire. Complaint 1 20. But as compared
to the races in our neighboring states of Maine, Vermont and
Massachusetts, three federal races in New Hampshire were
competitive -- two o seats in the Second District race. Mr.
Quraishi suggests that Massachusetts should have received more
because it had 11 congressional races, but he fails to point out
that only 2Mlj, District 5, was even remotely marginal. ("Five of
the state's (Massachusett's ten Democratic House members had no
Republican opponent and four of the other five Democrats faced
little more than perfunctory opposition." Congressional Quarterly
(October 13, 1990) at 3317.)
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This is not how parties are properly viewed, historically under
this statute. Parties SbmLIA support their candidates. They
s work with theirs and other members and elected officials
toward a common goal.

The law puts parties in a commanding position in their state's
federal elections, and it encourages strong relations with
candidates. This encourages the anxiety of the uninformed like
Mr. Quraishi -- only because he misapprehends the fundamental
point. The party can make "in-kinds" in the form of coordinated
expenditures well beyond the $5,000 multi-candidate limit -- and
direct contributions of $5,000 as well. It can receive
contributions without limit from candidates with surpluses. 2
U.S.C. § 439a. Other authority to spend or receive is provided by
special exemption, ranging from "building funds" to "slate cards"
and Nvolunteer campaign materials and mail."

To whom should a developing party such as ours in New Hampshire
turn? It worked closely with the campaign of Dick Swett and with
all those who were supporting it. This included Congressman
Lantos, Mr. Swett's father-in-law and supporter. There were other
campaigns as well, including that of Senate candidate Durkin, to
whom Respondent turned for fundraising support and this, too,

0stood to reason. Respondent is a small party, and it has not
always had a large role to play or many competitive electionm on
which to hone its organizing and fundraising skills. Until last
year, times were hard for New Hambhire Democrats. Beginning with
the defeat (unexpected) of Senator Thomas McIntyre in 1978 and
that of Senator John Durkin in 1980, the last ten years, until
this last election cycle, brought on a period of substantial
Republican predominance. Over this period, party resources were
scarce and its experience and party building organizing and
fundraising very limited.

Circumstances changed in 1990, but Respondent was in a poor
position to make an appeal in its own name solely on the authority
of the personnel, titled and authorized by charter to carry on its
business. Successful party politics here, as elsewhere in the
country, are candidate centered. Voters are committed by
candidate loyalties or even by loyalty to personality to
participate in elections and to distribute funds. The political
parties are considerably less powerful.

In any event the law does not require a party to dispense with the
assistance of elected officials or candidates. It stands to
reason that candidates who benefit from an active state party will
devote time and resources to equipping it to do the job. Any
attempt to drive a wedge between the party and its candidates by
the construction of legal barriers, without support in the
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statute, could not survive constitutional scrutiny.6 Mr.
3. AbrahaM and Gottatein Contribution

Mr. Quraishi contends that the Abra contribution was
"laundered" through the state account. Similarly, Mr. Quraishi
alleges that the Gottatein contributions "were expenditures that
legally must be earmarked on his [Dick Swett's] account."
Complaint 1 15. Neither allegation is accurate. First,
Respondent deposited the Abraham and Gottstein contributions in
the state (nonfederal) account.

Both were given to Respondent to use at its discretion. This does
not mean, and the law does not require, that a contribution may
not be made with the hope that it would benefit a candidate. AU
generic activities by a political party, and theoretically all
party activities generally, benefit the party's candidates on the
ticket. Otherwise, to what purposes are these party activities
aimed? Congressman Lantos solicited the contribution of the
Gottsteins, also the Abraham contribution, on the accurate
understanding that the party's activities would be directed in one
way or another for the benefit of Dick Swett -- either through
generic activities which would motivate a Democratic vote across-
the-board or for more specific activities promoting the election
of Dick Swett by name.7

Earmarkina and Allocation Violations

As stated above, Respondent is preparing amended reports which
allocate disbursements and clarify its 1990 expenditures. The
allegations of Mr. Quraishi, however, are unfounded. In

6a" Matter Under Review 377 (1977) where the Commission
addressed this issue, committing itself to review the question of
candidate support for parties Section 441a(d) fundraising by the
promulgation of regulations. Those regulations have never been
developed. In the meantime, NUR 377 stands for the proposition
that a candidate expecting support under Section 441a(d) may
encourage contributions to a party for precisely these purposes.
There are no doubt restrictions which have to be observed,
applicable under Sections 110.1(h) and 110.6 but in the main, this
is permissible activity by a candidate in cooperation with his or
her political party.

"The law allows parties to provide candidates with specific
support in the form of coordinated expenditures or "volunteer
campaign materials", activities which are not subject to
coordinated expenditure limitations. Amended reports to be filed
shortly by the party will reflect the nature of the activities
conducted on behalf of Dick Swett.
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particular, as described above, the voter identification and get-
out-the-vote expenditures were conducted for the entire federal
ticket and not specifically for candidate Swett. The facts
implied do not support the allegation that Respondent was "running
an illegal money laundry." Complaint 1 17. It is true that
Respondent received fundraising assistance from its candidates,
federal and state, as well as their supporters. A small party
cannot afford to hire a professional fundraiser or conduct
expensive direct mail or telemarketing campaigns to raise money.
It must depend on its candidates, their supporters and others to
assist. Candidates including Messrs. Durkin, Grandmaison and
other Democratic leaders helped raise funds for the Respondent's
accounts. Respondent has relied in the past on its candidates,
including presidential candidates, and will continue to do so in
the future.

Mr. Quraishi uses as an example of this "laundering" the payment
of $4,000 to Mr. Michael Rowan. Respondent agreed to pay part of
the cost of a poll conducted by Mr. Rowan. No one, and no entity,
gave Respondent funds for the purpose of paying Mr. Rowan. The
statute in no way prohibits cost sharing by a political party and
a candidate. FEC regulations treat the financing of public
opinion polling very differently from the financing of other
campaign-related assets. 11 C.F.R. 9 106.4. For example, a
political party financing a poll is authorized to provide the
results in full to any number of candidates and to allocate to
each only a fraction of the cost of the polls. ji C.F.R. §
106.4; gf. 11 C.F.R. § 100.7(a)(1)(ii).

This is very different in character from other "sharing"
arrangements addressed by the Commission where the FEC has
fundamentally held that the value of an in-kind contribution to a
candidate is the full cost to the purchaser. In this instance,
Respondent and the Swett campaign each received all of the results
of the poll, in other words, its full value and in each case, one-
half of the total cost. For Respondent, the advantage was
obvious: for 50 percent of the cost, it received the results of
a poll which explored voter attitudes towards the ticket and, in
particular, to the only Congressional challenger, Dick Swett,
pitted against a Republican incumbent. This in turn, assisted
Respondent in allocating resources for the balance of the
campaign.

It is unclear what Mr. Quraishi is attempting to suggest in
paragraph 21, by stating that Respondent's federal receipts "are
actually higher, at $60,000" -- (he later asserts, in paragraph
22, that the figure is actually $65,000 "spent by DNC or its
affiliated groups") -- higher than what? The other entities
listed in the Complaint as contributors to Respondent are no=
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leqjay affiliated with the DUC. Over the last se cycles,

Despoent haa periodically received funds from A.SO.C.
(|--sotion of State Democratic Chairs) from its 80ollars for
eclart proqrau.

12-01-86 $1,649.04
07-15-87 550.23
07-15-87 1,400.00
11-12-87 1,025.00
08-16-88 4,900.00
08-16-88 1,200.00
09-18-88 1,547.00
09-18-88 2,913.66
09-26-88 1,000.00
10-21-88 1,350.00

The receipts from ASDC in the 1990 cycle were certaluly not
s , nor do they represent a contribution or transfer from the

DEC. The Fund for a Dtic Majority is an inde-endent
political comittee associated with Senator Edwar eed and in
no way legally affiliated with the DIC. Similarly, the Demoatic

!"IgFsonal Fund is an independent political -omt--
assoolated Vith Congrsamua Joe Noakley, again vit n-o loga"
atflation to DIC. Smspondent has received ontbtiom fromt
federal political onaittes in past eleotion cycles" will

aWa. None of these receipts are correctly attributed to the
DImC, or its affiliated groups.

Although Mr. Quraishi concludes that the Democratic Congressional
Campaign Committee ("DCCCO) contribution must be for federal
purposes, the DCCC contributed specifically to Respondent's
nonfederal account.

As the amended reports will set out in detail, Respondent used its
federal funds for a variety of activities to help all of its
federal candidates, including Mr. Swett.8 The " last-minute

8ffr. Quraishi states that Respondent paid for expenses to evade
the spending limit Swett agreed to observe. Complaint 1 23. The
FEC ruled specifically that states may not impose voluntary limits
which interfere with a political party's ability to make
contributions and expenditures to its federal candidates as
permitted by the Act. Advisory Opinion 1989-25. Respondent was
permitted, therefore, to spend the maximum amount for the Swett
campaign and any other federal candidate.
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media blitz" and mailings which Mr. Quraishi cites, primarily
consisted of the voter identification and get-out-the-vote phone
banks and mailings conducted for the entire ticket, discussed
above. The majority of these expenditures were not made "on
behalf of the Swett campaign", as Mr. Quraishi suggests, but
rather to fulfill Respondent's role as a state party -- to assist
the Democratic ticket and each of its candidates in all of the
various ways permitted under the Act.

Respondent recognizes the need to address the FEC's inquiries
about its 1990 reports, and will do so immediately and to the best
of its ability. But, Respondent requests that the Commissioners
dismiss the Complaint with no further action as to the allegations
asserted by Mr. Quraishi.

Vy

Robert A. Backus

RAB:jsr

cc: G.M. Quraishi

TELEFAX AND REGuLAR NALT
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Lawrence N. Noble, Esq.
General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Attn: Jeff Long

Re: NUR 3241 (Barnard J. Gottstein and
Rachel L. GottStein)

C)
Dear Nr. Noble:

This office has just been retained to represent Barnard
J. and Rachel L. Gottstein (Respondentsu) in Matter Under
Review ("NUR") 3241. An executed Statement of Designation of
Counsel form is attached hereto. As diuMed Vith Mr. Long
of your office, we would like to obtain a complete copy of
the complaint and its attachments in this matter in order to
facilitate our review of this matter.

On May 20, 1991, Respondents received Mr. Noblefs letter
dated May 14, 1991, notifying them that a complaint had been
filed against them. In order to fully confer with our
clients and to obtain whatever information and documentation
which may prove necessary, Respondents respectfully request a
twenty-day extension of time to and including June 24, 1991,
to respond to this matter.

Your favorable consideration of this request will be
appreciated.

Sincerely,

5Jan Witold Baran

Enclosure
cc: Barnard J. Gottstein

Rachel L. Gottstein
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MUR 3241

Mor O AE5: Jan Witold Baran

ADS3S8: Wiley. Rein & Fieldil

1776 K gtrjet. NW_

Washington, D.C. 20006

L n: (202) 429-7330

The above-named individual is hereby designated as my

counsel and is authorized to receive any notifications and other

communications from the Commission and to act on my behalf before

the Commission.

5/21/91
Date Aianature11

RRIMPOIIn 'W* S RM:

ADDUS_:

Barnard J. Gottstein
Rachel L. Gottstein

1341 Fairbanks St.

Anchorage, Alaska 99501

HONE PHOW:

BUSINESS PH(=:



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D C 0463

June 3, 1991

Jan Witold Baran, Esquire
Wiley, Rein & Fielding
1776 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006

RE: MUR 3241
Barnard J. and Rachel L.
Gottstein

Dear Mr. Baran:

This is in response to your letter dated May 28, 1991,
which we received on Nay 29, 1991, requesting an extension of
20 days to respond to the complaint in the above-referencd
matter. After considering the circumstances presented in your
letter, I have granted the requested extension. Accordingly,
your response is due by the close of business on June 24,
1991.

If you have any questions, please contact Jeffrey Long,

the staff member assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-5690.

Sincerely,

Lawrence N. Noble
General Counsel

BY: Lois G. Lerner
Associate General Counsel
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The Gemeral Counsel
Federal Election Commission
9" E Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463. tJC

Reference MUR 3241
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for Congrss committee
P.O. Box 1937

Bow, New Hamphire 03304

March 15, 1991 ='

The Honorable William Gardner 04,AR i 1991

Secretary of State 1i ' .
State of New Hampshire SEZ6RETAY OF STATE
Room 204 - The State House
Concord, New Hampshire 03301

Dear 'Mr. Gardner,

This letter constitm a sua ntie. by de Dick Swet for Conress
Committee of expenditure made during the course of the 1989-1990 election cycle.
While it is possible that additional bills and rfunds related to last fall's campaign
may be received, we are now able to ovi a cae euve account of the
campaign expenditures touh December 1990.

We are pleased to repw to you that dhe Swemt Comuaie maintajined its
expenditures within the state's volutary camag li of $400,000 for the
primary and general elections combined. ldeed, overall speding by the Swett
Committee was less than $394,0. This fig. inacldes .a a and ena
election expenditures beginning on the dame that Congressnan Swet formally
declared his candidacy' and running through the year-d repo filed on January 31,
1991. and offset by recent refumds and rebwes received by the Sweat Committee.
(See Aacwh int 1. Sunmwy of Swet Cme Ezp mu a d Refunds.)

This record speaks for itself, in contras to the partisan political charges made
against Congressman Swett beginning on election night and continuing to the present
time.

We would like to take this opportunity to respond to the various charges
made by our opponent, Mr. Douglas, and his surrogate, Ms. Flanagan, and to
address several issues raised by New Hampshire's new statute governing voluntary

See Section 664:5-a III. Congressman Swett filed his formal declaration of
candidacy on June 6, 1990.
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campaign expenditure limits, Chapter 664 of the New Hampshire Revised Statutes
Annotated (RSA 664), its underlying purposes, and the Swett Committee's successful
management of its responsibilities under its provisions.

The 1989-1990 campaign cycle presented the first opportunity for candidates
to manage their campaigns within the statutory framework of RSA 664. The statute
adopted by the New Hampshire General Court was considered to be on the frontier
of campaign finance reform, and there were few, if any, models which could be
used as a guide in drafting the statute. So, not surprisingly, there remain
ambiguities and questions about the statute's application. Realistically we believe
that precise implementation of the statute's intent is not feasible since more than
half of the election cycle had passed before the adoption of the legislation. We
hope that this letter assists in the collective effort to address these details for future
candidates and elections.

In addition, because the Douglas/Flanagan submission attempts to contive a
pattern of activity which is wholly at variance with what, in fact, happened in the
Swett campaign, we also take the opportunity to address these groundless claims and
unwarranted conclusions. A review of the record, which we present in some detail
here, simply does not support their hypotheses.

The Purne or RSA 664

The purposes of the voluntary campaign expenditure limits were to rein in
campaign spending and to endeavor to "level the playing field" so that both
candidates in a particular election contest would compete with comparable resources.
We believe in the case of the Second Congressional District race that the law was
generally successful in achieving these basic objectives. While our opponent, Mr.
Douglas, expended considerably more during the election cycle than the Swett
Committee spent (including his front-loaded primary expenditures detailed in his
FEC reports filed for the 1989-1990 campaign cycle), we were, nevertheless, able to
remain competitive even against an incumbent congressman.

A recent article in the newspaper Roll Call is headlined "Money Isn't
Everything Figures Show." The article discusses the significance of money in
political campaigns, and focuses on those 1990 congressional races where challengers
defeated or nearly defeated incumbents, although the challenger was significantly
outspent. The Douglas/Swett race is cited as one of the examples where the
incumbent, Mr. Douglas, outspent his challenger, but was nonetheless defeated.
Drawing on each campaign's reports to the Federal Election Commission, the article
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shows that Mr. Douglas spent over $540,000 on his campaign, compared to
$465,000 spent by ConreUma Swett on his campaign. In other words, Mr.
Douglas' campaign outspent Congressman Swett's campaign by $75,000 over the
campaign cycle. Furthemoe., the discrepancy in spending is even grea if post-
election winding down expenditurs are considered. Taking this into account, the
Douglas campaign actually outspent Congressman Swett's campaign by over
$100,000. (See attachment 2. Douglas FEC Report Suxwm Sheeu; Recent
Article in Rol Call)

Accountlf for Primary and General Flection Exndlures

The Douglas/Flanagan submission ( 8-15) alleged that some spending by the
Swett Committee during the primary election should be charged to general election
expenditue limits. This notion is fundamentally flawed, highlighting some of the
unaddressed issues and ambiguities in the statute.

The statute itself provides that total expenditures by a candidate who
voluntarily agrees to limit campagn expeditures shall be $200,000 in a
election and $200,000 in a gen election. (RSA 664:5-b.) The sto does not
define what constitutes a primary versus a general election expenumu
Furthermore, a candidate has no guidance in the form of clarifying regulatio or
rules, or even past expeence, to which to refer.

The legislative history provides few clues as to how to address this iss of
allocation. In your testimony before the Senate Public Affairs Conintee at the
time the legislation was under consideration, you suggested that pinmwy dollars may
be used to purchase goods and servic that may not be used until the general
election, but the actual unspent dollars may not be carried over to the general
election period:

"... a question about a person who has a primary contest
and one who doesn't, the $200,000 is for the primary. If
you only spend S150,000, you can't carry that S50,000 to
the general . . . You can buy whatever things you would
be using in the general during the primary, but once the
primary is over you're limited either to $250,000, as this
bill says, or $400,000 as the House bill says or
somewhere in between depending on how you feel."
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Secretary of State Bill Gardner. Testimony before Senate
Comminee on Public Affairs, January 30, 1989. (See
Attachment 3. Bill Gardner Tesimony.)

Your statement refers to a situation in which one candidate has a prinmary
contest and the other does not. Nowhere in the legislation or the legislative history,
however, is the circumstance of the Second Congressional District race addressed --
specifically, where neithr party's candidate faces any primary opposition. In these
circumstances, the entire strategy and nature of the campaign is affected. Where
there is no contested pfimary, only the outcome of the general election is influenced
by the expenditure of can funds. Tb fore, aft expenditures have the sole
ultimate purpose of affecting the outcome of the general election.

Not only is one's own participation in the general election assured, one also
knows months before the prinmary the identity and natmu of one's general election
opponent. The consequence of such a unique situation is that, for all practical
-purposes, tere is only one ekeon. In the case of a contested primry on one or
both sides, differentiation between primary and general election expenditures is both
appropriate and necessary in order to achieve the sttutory objectives. In the
circumstances faced by the Swet and Douglas cam gns, such a diffeeniaion is
matningless. All campaign expenditue are part of a single unified cmpaign and
are inextricably linked together.

In an analogous sitaion, the Federal Eltion Campaign Act limits individual
contributions to $1,000 in the primary and $1,000 in the general election, but the
Federal Election Commission has allowed these limits to be effectively combined
into one where a candidate has no pimary. Thus, it has ruled that andates
without opponents in a primary may still accept "phiary" contributions and devote
them to a general election purpose. So an individual contrbutor gives in name
$1,000 to both "primary" and "general" elections, but for all practical purposes gives
S2,000 in support of the only election taking place in this situation, the general
election. There is still a limit for the election cycl, the law, however, recognizes
the reality that only one election is, in fact, being held.

A similarly flexible approach is called for here in order to achieve the
objectives of the New Hampshire statute, as well as reflect the political realities of
particular election contests. A limit of $400,000 is imposed for the cycle and it
operates as intended to "level the playing field" between two candidates without
primary opposition.
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The is nothing in the statutory language or legislative history of RSA 664
to suggest that, in a case where there is no contested primary but rather one unified
general election, the candidates are not each entitled to spend the full 400,000.
[ndeed, had there been any such suggestion, it is unlikely that either candidate
would have agreed to the spending limits. On the contrary, the law indicates that
every primary and general election candidate is entided to spend the full $400,000.

The statutory language supports this unitary approach to the overall spending
limits. The penalty provision of the Act (RSA 664:21), states:

"Any person who voluntarily agrees to limit campaign
expenditures as provided in RSA 664:5a and who exceeds the
totd political expenditure limitation as provided in RSA 664:5a
and 5b in running for any office in either a state Primary or a
General election ot both shall be subject to a fine schedule
which is based on the percentage by which the candidate exceeds
permitted campaign expenditures... "

While this language leaves many unanswered questions, we believe it lends
itef to the inrm on that for a candidate who runs in both the p*may and
general election, the fine shall be imposed for exceeding "the total political
expenditure lirmitations as provided in RSA 664:5a and 5b," in other words, for
excemding the $400,000 limit. Indeed, within the $400,000 spending cap for
Congressional races, a primary limit of $200,000 is reevt only wke there is a
co; 0ted primary to create a "Level playing field' among the przmwy contenders in
the primary election.

It is likely that the legislation will be substantially modified before the 1992
election. We strongly urge that you, and others concerned with the enforcement of
the statute, as well as members of the legislature, view the law with the flexibility
and sensitivity required to address the real and varied circumstances presented by
particular election contests, while, at the same time, ensuring that the statutory
objectives are achieved. Certainly in the unusual circumstances presented in the
Second Congressional District race, with no contested primary, the imposition of one
overall limit represents the only logical and fair approach.

State Party Expenditures

The Douglas/Flanagan submission ( 29-30) argues that the monies spent by
the State Democratic Party to promote Democratic candidates should be charged to
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the Swett campaign's limits. As you know, in November 1989, the Federal Election
Commission ruled that the portion of RSA 664 that attempts to limit party
expenditures, expressly permitted under the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971,
as amended, ("FECA"), is superseded and preempted by federal law. Therefore,
application of the statute to a party's § 441a (d) expenditures, or payments made
pursuant to 2 U.S.C. §431 (a) in support of federal candidates is not enforceable.
As applied to a party's spending for federal candidates, such limits chill legitimate
and federally protected party activity.'

For these reasons, the portion of RSA 664 which attempts to limit party
spending is in all likelihood unconstitutional under the supremacy clause of the
United States Constitution. Thus, we do not believe that there is any legaly
sustainable basis for charing to the Swett campdgn's limits monies spent by the
state Democratic Parry to do its job -- namely to elect Democratic candidares.

Having said this, however, there are more than purely legal considerations
involved here. There is the additional goal of encouraging campaign finance reform.
When Congressman Swett agreed to abide by the voluntary spending cap, be did so
in part because he felt that this law repremented an importnt, if imperfect, firt step
in the direction of significant campaign finance reform at both the state and federal
level. As the record denmnsrates, the Swett campaign adhered to the spending cap.
Having voluntarily supported the law in the 1993 election, the Swett campaign does
not now wish to challenge that same law and have it overuned in court. While we
are convinced that the portion of RSA 664 which attempts to limit party spending is
legally unenforceable., the Swett campaign will not file a legal challenge to the law
at this time. We wish to support reasonable efforts at campaign finance reform and
in this spirit, and for this reason only, we are prepared to have state party spending
done exclusively on our behalf counted toward the Swett Committee spending limits.

The question then becomes what state party expenditures were made
exclusively to benefit the Swett campaign. The Douglas/Flanagan submission's
argument that everything spent by the State Democratic Party during the election
season should count against the Swett campaign's limits is so absurd as to barely
merit comment. If such an approach were to prevail, it would be more
problematical for Mr. Douglas than for the Swett campaign. His party's well-
heeled apparatus spent more than $200,000 promoting the Republican ticket --

2 The FECA and pursuant regulations "supersede and preempt provisions of state

law with respect to election to Federal office." 2 U.S.C. § ,53; 11 C.F.R.
§ 108.7(a) and (b).
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almost twice as much as the more modest Democratic effort (See attachmen 4:
Areile from the Union Leanr.)

In determining which party expenditures are properly be applied to the Swen
campaign limit, the correspodece between the tn Chair of the state Democratic
Party, Mr. Ned Helms, and you offers some guidance. Mr. Helms has kindly
provided us with a copy of the correspondence which memorializes a meeting he
had with you to discuss precisely this question. (See astchment 5: Letter from
Ned Helms to Bill Gnevlr.) The relevant paragraph reads as follows:

"If a political party undertakes a specific activity directed to
benefit a single campaign (e.g., a mailing solely on behalf of the
canidate, a media ad concerning only that campaign) then the
expenditures would be counted against that individual campaign's
spending limit. If, however, the party expends money on what
has taditionally been its own activities (e.g., GOTV, polling.
headqurtes, voter contact, sample ballow, promotion of all
membe of the ticket, as opposed to a single candidacy), then it
is not the inent of the law to cap the Puty's activity or toartificially cuail ti activity by percentages of cost to
individual can pa.

Taking this a h, which we detand reflects your own view of the
law, and in consultion with the State Democratic Party, we have identified three
printed brochures which were done by the prty exclusively for the Swett campaign.

We have been advised that the a ximate cost of printing these three pieces
was $14,000. The red brochure was sent to roughly 30,000 households, the blue
brochure to roughly 75,000 househlds, and the senior piece to approximately 10,000
senior households. These pieces were sent out at the party's carrier-route-presort
postal rate of 5.3 cents each. Thus the postage for these mailings was
approximately $6,095. We have been advised that the cost for processing these
pieces at a mailhouse was about $1,800. Additionally, the state party paid the
postage for a more widely distributed primary mailing. The postage for that mailing
was $4,600. The total cost of these mailings was approximately $26,495.

As for the balance of the state party expenditures, not only were they not for
the exclusive benefit of Mr. Sweu, in fact they probably benefitted Mr. Swett less
than other candidates on the Democratic ticket. For example, in its 1990
coordinated effort, the party undertook a major campaign to identify, contact, and
mail to "pro-choice" voters. This massive undertaking was of questionable value to
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Mr. Swett's campaign since the choice issue was not one with which he was
identified, nor was it a key issue in his campaign.

Under the guidelines set forth in the correspondence between Mr. Ned Helms
and yourself, only those expenditures itemized above are attributable to the Swett
campaign's expenditure limits.

ConsulftinE Payments to Katrina Lantos.Swett

The suggestion that consulting fees to Ms. Lantos-Swett in some fashion
constituted a subsidy to the Swet campaign is absolutely contrary to the facts
(Douglas/Flanagan submission, 17-18). Ms. Lantos-Swen has served as
Congressman Tom Lantos' Campaign Treasurer for nearly a decade. Throughout
this period she has received codipensation for her services. She has been
responsible for all FEC reporting, maintaining campaign receipts and expenditures,
and other related functions, as well as fund-raising and consulting on general
campaign strategy. The increase in consulting payments to her during the 1990
election was a direct function of the substantial increase i tine that she spent on
Ton Lantos' campaign.

(1) During 1989-1990, Congressman Lantos raised substantial funds for his
campgn. A major effort was made to increase the number of small
contributors, and this successful program required extensive effort by Ms.
Lantos-Swet to review and clear over 17,000 small contributions, in addition
to substantial other financial and legal responsibilities.

(2) Unlike previous campaigns, in 1990 Tom Lantos did not have a full-time
campaign manager to handle many of the mechanical and administrative
aspects of his campaign, and much of the burden of these responsibilities fell
on Ms. Lantos-Swet.

The Douglas/Fanagan claim that polling expenses also be counted toward our
limit also has no merit, infringing on protected relationships between a candidate and
his or her party. The poll in question was undertaken jointly by the party and the
Swett campaign, and both the costs and the results were shared. To interpret the
statute so as to restrict such joint undertakings would chill interactions between parties
and candidates -- an undesirable outcome which Federal law would not permit, nor
would state law properly seek.



The Honorable William Gardner -- Page 9

She was paid for work she performed. those payrents were income to her.
and they were reported as such to the Intenal Revenue Service. If the modest
amount earned by Ms. Lantos-Swett for her services to the Tom Lantos for
Congress Campaign is considered a subsidy to her husband's campaign, then the
nearly $100,000 received by Mr. Douglas from the Federal Government for his
services as a Member of Congress would likewise have to be considered a subsidy
to his campaign.

Individlual Contributors to the Swett Committee

A number of specific questions were raised in the Douglas/Flanagan
submission about particular contributors to the Swett campaign. The facts
surrounding each of these contributors leave no doubt that the Douglas/Flanagan
allegations are totally without f6undation.

Poltical Contribuft s of Members of the Ah am Famil
(Douglas/Flaagan submission, 21): The Abrahams are politically active
individuals who have contributed to a number of political campaigns through e
years in a number of different states. They have consibutle to campagns of Tom
Lantos in the past, but they have also contributed to a number of other candidates
and political committees. (See attachment 6: FEC m m of conributons by
mentbr of the Abrahm family.) The suggestion that contributions of the
Abrahams "were his (Tom Lantos'] to direct to New Hampshi in 1990" misjudges
the political sophistication and independent political judgment of the Abrahams.
Their decision to contribute to Dick Swett's c gn and to the New
Democratic Party was altogether proper and l reported. Mo r, Tom
Lantos may propose a cewnbnton to any c - , Dick Swe# or to
any party organixzaton ad this is protected poft speeck and activity which can
in no way be treated as a violation of any law, isgo or federaL

Political Contributions of Members of The Gasein Famill
(Douglas/Flanagan submission, 22): Again, Mr. Douglas' allegations about the
Gottstein family are based on lack of accurate information. Although the Gottsteins
come from "far away Anchorage, Alaska," they have had a long and intimate family
friendship with Tom Lantos and Ms. Lantos-Swett. Mr. Gottstein has known Ms.
Lantos-Swett since she was born. The Gonsteins have contributed to Tom Lantos'
campaigns in the past, but they have also contributed to a large number of other
political committees and candidates throughout the country. (See attachment 7:
FEC summary of contributions by members of the Gottstein family.) Again. the
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suggestion that contributions from the Gottstemn family were "directed" by Tom
Lantos is entirely inaccurate.

The Rowan GrouD (Douglas/Flanagan submission, 23): Again with regard
to the Douglas/Flanagan submission's conclusions about the relationship between Mr.
Michael Rowan and the Swen Campaign. Mr. Douglas has his facts wrong again.
The submission states, "A review of expenditures by Congressman Lantos shows that
at no time in the period before 1990 has he used the Rowan Group." If Mr.
Douglas had checked the facts, he would have learned that Michael Rowan was
actively involved in Tom Lantos' early campaigns. His consulting services were not
used in the 1984, 1986, and 1988 campaign in which Tom Lantos did not face
serious opposition. Because of the significant anti-incumbent sentiment evident
before the 1990 campaign and the upcoming redistricting process, Congressman
Lantos asked Michael Rowan to work on his campaign in California to assist in
addressing these issues. Mr. Rowan provided significant services to the Lantos
campaign, and the payments to him were for these services.

The Feinstein "Trinle Play" (Douglas/Flanagan submission, 25): What
the Douglas/Flanagan submision lacks in factual accuracy, it attempts to compensate
for with sloganeeing. The so-caled Feinswin Triple Play" is a classic example. It
suggests a sinister conspiracy by Tom Lantos to benefit the Swett Committee. The
facts clearly indicate that these contributions were a series of independent, unrelated
events.

(1) In October 1989 Tom Lantos held a fund raising event in California with
Tom Foley, the new Speaker of the House of Representatives. Former Mayor
Diane Feinstein and her husband were invited to that event, and they gave a
contribution of $1,000 to Congressman Lantos. That fund raising event
occurred well before Dick Swett even considered running for Congress.

(2) Congressman Lantos made a contribution of $1,000 to Mayor Feinstein on
July 12, 1990. Congressman Lantos was a supporter of Mayor Feinstein from
the beginning of her campaign for Governor of California. He was one of
the three or four Members of Congress to endorse her in the Democratic
Primary which took place in early June. Furthermore, after she won the
Democratic Primary in June, Democratic Members of Congress from
California each pledged to make a $1.000 contribution to Mayor Feinstein's
campaign. Tom Lantos joined his colleagues in doing so.

(3) On November 2, 1990, Mayor Feinstein made a totally unrelated contribution
to Dick Swett's congressional campaign. Such a contribution is hardly
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unusual. Karmna Lantos-Swett and Dick Swett were well-known to Mayor
Feinstein, and they had represented Congressman Lantos at events in San
Francisco when the Congressman was unable to attend.

Coneressman Lantos' Contribution to the Democratic Natioal Committee

The Douglas/Flanagan submission ( 26) also labors to create an issue out of
contributions made by Congressman Lantos to the Democratic National Committee
(DNC) and subsequent contributions by the DNC to the State Party of New
Hampshire. The facts simply do not bear out the suggestion of anything
inappropriate here. On the contrary, what is in evidence is perfectly lawful party
activity conducted entirely within the discretion of the DNC with an unrestricted
contribution from Congressman Lantos.

As election cycles draw to the close, Members of Congress with substantial
surpluses are under some pressure to consider sharing their resources with the
political parties and candidates in more need. Congressman Lantos was one of
them. On October 16, 1990, Congressman Lantos forwarded through his counsel a
letter to the political director of the Democratic National Committee, a copy of
which is attached. (See attachment 8: Letter of Robert F. Bauer to Paul Tuily.)

This letter noted that the Congressman had *substantial cash on hand,"
enabling him to declare under provisions of the Federal Election Campaign Act a
"surplus" and to donate any portion of that surplus without limit to a national party
committee. The provision and federal law in question (2 U.S.C. § 439(a)) was
designed precisely to permit Members of Congress or candidates in Congressman
Lantos' position to share resources with party committees without application of any
contribution limitation.

Nor did the Congressman intend in any way to restrict the use by the DNC
of these funds. He states specifically in his counsel's letter of October 16: "the
disposition of the funds is, in his view, a matter for the discretion of the DNC."
The letter proceeds to identify "certain campaigns in which [Congressman Lantos]
holds special interest," including but not limited to "the House candidacy of his son-
in-law, Dick SwetL." But other campaigns of interest to the Congressman are also
named, including the gubernatorial campaign in California; and the letter emphasizes
specifically that these are merely cited as "options for you to consider along with
others you may have separately in mind.'
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The DNC, in turn, made a substantial disposition of these funds to the New
Hampshire Democratic Party. This should not be surprising. By late October of
1990, the Democratic ticket from top to bottom presented significant opportunities.
There were active races for governor, senator, and for two seats in the House of
Representatives. The DNC is specifically authorized by federal law to share
resources without limitation with state parties. precisely so that it can advance party
efforts at times like these to benefit its entire ticket.'

The Democratic National Committee places a tremendous emphasis, and has
since the tenure of Chairman Kirk, on support of the state party committees. It
raises funds jointly with them and distributes its substantial resources in cash and in-
kind in support of their activities. Congressman Lantos' contribution was pooled
along with many others and made it possible for the DNC to provide significant
support to state parties in New Hampshire and elsewhere.

Nothing in these circumstances, other than in the distorted manner of its
telling in the Douglas/Flanagan submission, could lead to any conclusion other than
that all these activities were both appropriate and proper. Rather, the record reflects
punctilious regard by Congressman Lantos to the letter of the law and an entirely
supportable judgment by the Democratic National Committee that its resources could
be effectively shared in substantial part with the New Hampshire Democratic Party.

Post-Lection Windini-Down Exenses

The Douglas/Flanagan submission ( 1 31) questions the post-election winding-
down expenses of the Swett Committee, and suggests that "it is beyond belief that
such a huge sum of money would be used to close files and offices." Consultant
fees paid to campaign workers who continued after the election were to help them
until they assumed paid positions on the staff of Congressman Swett after January 3,
1991. The Douglas/Flanagan submission rails about the amounts paid to Ms.
Shireen Tilley and Mr. Jeff Woodburn during the %inding-dovn period. In fact the
amounts paid to them during this time were less than half the monthly salary they
receive as members of Congressman Swett's staff. Further, a bonus payment to
campaign staff after winning an election is a common practice. The comparison
with other New Hampshire congressional candidates is invalid. Mr. Keefe and Mr.

' It is also noted here that the Federal Election Commission has made it
abundantly clear in Advisory Opinion 1989-25 that states may not, by imposing
voluntary limits or in any other way, interfere with the federal statute to make certain
allowances for political party spending with regard to federal campaigns.
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Douglas lost the election and there was little need to maintain personnel or prepare
for additional activity.

¢ mndMn
We believe the Swett Committee has gone to great lengths to be fair and

forthcoming in its adherece to the expenditure limits and support of the purposes of
RSA 664.

Enclosed with this letter is a check in the amount of S6,443.06, which is the
amount the Swett Committee has concluded is the balance due the State of New
Hampshire. (See atchmnt 9: Calulation of Balance Owed the State of New
Hampshr.) Again, it should be emphasized that the expenditures of the Swett
Committee were within the voluntary limit, but we have permitted State Democratic
Party expnditope on our behalf to be counted against our limit in keeping with our
wish to observe the spirit of RSA 664. We are doing this as a good faith effort to
show support for campgn expenditure reform, although. as explained above, the
Federal Eection io has raised serious quesins about the enforceability
and consu ioiity of the legislatio

Having rsponded exhaustively to the groundless claims and unwarranted
conclusions of the Douga/Flanagan submission regarding the Swett Committee's
compliance with RSA 664, it would be useful for a moment to step back from the
individual trees and consider the entire forest of campaign spending in the 1990
Second Congressional District race.

As was noted above, during the 1989-1990 campaign cycle, Mr. Douglas
spent over $540,00 on his campaign, while Congress m Swett spent $465,000 --
an excess in spending by Mr. Douglas over Congressman Swett of $75,000.
Furthermoe, if the post-election winding-down expenditures are excluded, Mr.
Douglas spent $100.000 more than Congressman Swett. It would seem appropriate,
in view of the level of expenditures which .Mr. Douglas has reported to the Federal
Election Commission, that the office of the Secretary of State should also carefully
scrutinize Mr. Douglas' expenditures and the expenditures of the State Republican
Party that may have benefited him to determine his compliance with provisions of
RSA 664.

Perhaps the most disturbing aspect of the Douglas/Flanagan submission is its
blatant attempt to turn a well-intentioned legislative reform effort into a partisan
political weapon wielded by poor loosers. This must not be permitted to happen.
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There is no more effective way to kili meangfu finance reform than to
permit its first effort to be twimd and misused for paisan political revenge. We
are confident, Mr. Gardner, that you find such a prospect as ring and
undesirable as we do. We hope that revision of RSA 664 in this session of the
General Court will include some mechanism to gard against future political abuse
of the law such as that here being done by Mr. Douglas and Ms. lanagan.

Sincerely,
/

Katrina Lantos-Swett
Treasurer
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ADDITIONAL EXPENDITURES BY THE SWETF COMMITTEE
ATTRIBUTABLE TO THE PRIMARY AND GENERAL ELECTION CAMPAIGNS

(Expenditures Repoted In Year End Report
Filed with the Fderal Election Committee January 31, 1991)

Alpha Press $9,565.54
American Express 750.00
Bassin Associates 584.06
City of Concord, N.I. 50.00
Amy Huckins 107.00
Images and Ideas 516.35
Ramsay McLauchlan 325.00
Miriam Graves 20.00
Quick William 100.00
Randall Press 485.00
Jeanne Shaheen 1,897.42
Rowan Group 586.78
John Wackman 170.00
Westn Markeing 5,000.00
Western Union 67.00
New England Telephone 1,225.67

1,200.00

TOTAL ADDITIONAL EXEDIURES $22,649.82

REFUNDS TO THE SWE COMMITEE
PREVIOUSLY ATTRIBUTED TO THE PRIMARY

AND GENERAL ELECTION CAMPAIGN

Weste-n Marketing $3.647.35
63.75

115.77
New England Telephone 1,349.12

363.29
Western Union 156.70

TOTAL REFUNDS $S,69S.98
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June 13. 1990

Mr. William Gardner
Secretary of State
State House
Concord, NH 03301

Dear Bill,

Thanks for taking time to meet with us on the 4th. Let me

review my sense of our conversation regarding the spendinq
limits outlined by the new law.

If a political party undertakes a specific activity directed 
to

benefit a sinqle campaign (e.g., a mailinq solely on behalf of

the candidate, a media add concerning only that campaiqn), then

the expenditures would be counted against that individual

C% campaign's spending limit. If however, the party expends money

on what has traditionally been its own activities (e.q., GOTV,

polling, headquarters, voter contact, sample bellots, promotion

of all members of the ticket, as opposed to a sinqle candidacy),

then it is not the intent of the law to cap the Party's

activity, or to artificially curtail that 
activity by assigning

percentages of cost to individual campaiqns.

I appreciate your clarification on this point and will be in

touch with you as other questions arise.
tn

Sincerely,

Ned Helms, Chairman
N.H. Democratic Party
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October 16, 1990

Mr. Paul Tully
Political Director
Democratic National Committee
430 South Capitol Street, S.E.
Washington, DC 20003

Dear Paul:

This letter serves to confirm the contribution made to the
Democratic National Committee by the Lantos for Congress
Committee. The contribution, in the amount of $50,000, will
have been delivered today by hand.

The Congressman currently has meager opposition and a
substantial cash on hand which enables him to declare and
transfer to the DNC a surplus under Section 439a of the Federal
Election Campaign Act. He is aware that the Democrats have
been presented at this time with a significant opportunity in
Congressional and gubernatorial campaigns; the public appears
prepared to entertain a new traditional Democratic.messages and
to question the direction of the country under Republican
policies.

The disposition of the funds is, in his view, a matter for
the discretion of the DNC. The Congressman would like to note
certain campaigns in which he holds special interest, and to
ask your consideration of any use of the funds helpful to those
campaigns. These are the gubernatorial campaign in California;
the reelection effort of Congressman sates in the same state;
the House candidacy of his son-in-law, Dick Swett, which
presents also with the Durkin Senate candidacy rare
opportunities in New Hampshire; and the House candidacy of Tim
Roemer in Indiana. Any support provided directly to those
candidates, or to the efforts of the entire Democratic ticket
in those states, would appeal to the Congressman as additional
options for you to consider along with others you may have
separately mind.

I am glad that the Congressman can be of help to the
efforts of the DNC at this crucial moment in the cycle. Shou d
you have any questions, please do not hesitate to let me know.

Very truly yours,

obert F. Bauer

0J - . '* ', Z0-..~. 2) 2 '
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SWETT COMMITTEE
SUMMARY OF BALANCE DUE ON CAMPAIGN OVERAGE

Swett Committee Campaign Expenditures from
June 6, 1990 (formal Declaration of Candidacy)
through December 31. 1990 (Year End FEC Repor) $399,466.11

Refunds to the Swett Committee 5,695.98

Total Swett Committee Campaign Spending

State Democratic Party Spending on behalf of Swett Campaign

TOTAL AGGREGATE SPENDING

$393,770.13

$26,495.00

$420,265.13

CALCULATION OF BALANCE
OWED TO STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE

Total Overage -- $20,265.13

$1 to $5,000 (10%)

$5,000 to $10,000 (25%)

Over $10,000 (50%) [$10,265.13]

Subtotal

Less amount previously paid

Total Due

$500.00

I,250.00

5,132.56

$6v2.56

943 9.06

$6,443.06
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON D( 204k61

June 24, 1991

G.M. (Bill) Quraishi
416 St. Joseph Avenue
Half Moon Bay, California 94019

RE: MUR 3241

Dear Mr. Quraishi:

This letter acknowledges receipt on June 17, 1991, of thesupplement to the complaint you filed on March 26, 1991, against
Richard Swett, Thomas Lantos, Richard Swett for Congress
Committee, Thomas Lantos for Congress Committee, Katrina-- Lantos-Swett, Phil Swett, Democratic National Committee, New
Hampshire Democratic State Committee, S. Daniel and TammyAbraham, Barnard J. and Rachel L. Gottstein, Feinstein for
Governor, and Michael Rowan. The respondents will be sent copiesof the supplement. You will be notified as soon as the Federal
Election Commission takes final action on your complaint.

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

BY: Lois G. Lerner
Associate General Counsel



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON DC Vfti,

lip June 24, 1991

Robert F. Sauer, Esquire
Perkins Coie
607 Fourteenth Street, N.w.; Suite 800
Washington, D.C. 20005-2011

RE: MUR 3241
Honorable Richard Swett;
Honorable Thomas Lantos;
Tom Lantos for Congress
Committee and Katrina
Lantos-Swett, as treasurer;
Dick Swett for Congress
Committee and Katrina

,NJ Lantos-Swett, as treasurer;
Ms. Katrina Lantos-Swett

Dear Mr. Bauer:

On April 2, 1991, your clients were notified that the
Federal Election C omi ssion received a complaint from G.M. (Bill)N. Quraishi alleging violations of certain sections of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended. At that time, yourclients 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.

On June 17, 1991, the Commission received additional
information from the complainant pertaining to the allegations in
the complaint. Enclosed is a copy of this additional
information.

if you have any questions, please contact John Canfield,
the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-8200.

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble

General Counsel

BY: Lois G. Lerner
Associate General Counsel

Enclosure



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON, 0 C AMO*

June 24, 1991

Christine A. Varney, Esquire
Hogan & Hartson
555 13th Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20004

RE: MUR 3241
Democratic National Committee
and Robert A. Farmer, as
treasurer

Dear Ms. Varney:

On April 2, 1991, your client was notified that the FederalElection Commission received a complaint from G.H. (Bill)Quraishi alleging violations of certain sections of the Federal\Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended. At that time, yourclient was given a copy of the complaint and informed that aresponse to the complaint should be submitted within 15 days ofreceipt of the notification.

On June 17, 1991, the Commission received additionalinformation from the complainant pertaining to the allegations inthe complaint. Enclosed is a copy of this additional
information.

C"
If you have any questions, please contact John Canfield,the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-8200.

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

BY: Lois G. Lerner
Associate General Counsel

Enclosure



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D C 20461

June 24, 1991

Robert A. Backuas, Require
Backus, Meyer and Salomon
P.O. Box 516
Manchester, Now Hampshire 03105

RE: MUR 3241
New Hampshire Democratic
State Committee and Robert mt.
Walsh, as treasurer

Dear Mr. Backus:

on April 2, 1991, your client was notified that the FederalElection Commission received a complaint from G.M. (Bill)
Quraishi alleging Violations of certain sections of the FederalElection Campaign Act of 1971, as amended. At that time, yourclient was given a copy of the complaint and informed that aresponse to the complaint should be submitted within 15 days ofreceipt of th. notification.

On June 17, 1991s the Commission received additionalinformation from the complainant pertaining to the allegations inthe complaint. Enclosed is a copy of this additional
information.

If you have any questions, please contact John Canfield,the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-8200.

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

BY: Lois G. Lerner
Associate General Counsel

Enclosure



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON D C Z046

June 24, 1991

Jan Witold Baran, Esquire
Wiley, Rein & Fielding
1776 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006

RE: NUR 3241
Barnard J. and Rachel L.
Gottstein

Dear Mr. Baran:

On April 2, 1991, your clients were notified that theFederal Election Commission received a complaint from G.M. (Bill)Quraishi alleging violations of certain sections of the FederalElection Campaign Act of 1971, as amended. At that time, your
clients were given a copy of the complaint and informed that aresponse to the complaint should be submitted within 15 days of
receipt of the notification.

On June 17, 1991, the Commission received additional
information from the complainant pertaining to the allegations inthe complaint. Enclosed is a copy of this additional
information.

If you have any questions, please contact John Canfield,
the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-8200.

Sincerely,

Lawrence X. Noble
General Counsel

BY: Lois G. Lerner

Associate General Counsel

Enclosure



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCtON, DC 2046

June 24, 1991

Mark H. O'Donoghue, Esquire
Curtis, mallet-Prevost, Colt & Nosle
1735 Eye Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006

RE: MUR 3241
S. Danial and Tammy Abraham

Dear Mr. O'Donoghue:

On April 2, 1991, your clients were notified that the
Federal Election Commission received a complaint from G.1. (Bill)
Quraishi alleging violations of certain sections of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended. At that time, your
clients 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.

On June 17, 1991, the Commission received additional
information from the complainant pertaining to the allegations in
the complaint. Enclosed is a copy of this additional
information.

If you have any questions, please contact John Canfield,
the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-8200.

Sincerely,

Lawrence N. Noble
General Counsel

BY: Lois G. Lerner

Associate General Counsel

Enclosure



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON DC 20463

June 24, 1991

Harry E. Berman, Treasurer
Feinstein for Governor
164 Marco Way South
San Francisco, California 94080

RE: MUR 3241
Feinstein for Governor and
Harry E. Berman, as treasurer

Dear Mr. Berman:

On April 2, 1991, you were notified that the FederalElection Commission received a complaint from G.M. (Bill)Quraishi alleging violations of certain sections of the FederalElection Campign Act of 1971, as amended. At that time, youwere given a copy of the complaint and informed that a responseto the complaint should be submitted within 15 days of receipt of
the notification.

On June 17, 1991, the Commission received additionalinformation from the complainant pertaining to the allegations inthe complaint. Enclosed is a copy of this additional
information.

If you have any questions, please contact John Canfield,the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-8200.

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

BY: Lois G. Lerner

Associate General Counsel

Enclosure



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON. D C 2O-%

June 24, 1991

Michael Rowan
Michael Rowan Group
420 Lexington Avenue, Suite 643
Now York, NY 10017

RE: MUR 3241
Michael Rowan Group

Dear Mr. Rowan:

On April 2, 1991, you were notified that the FederalElection Commission received a complaint from G.M. (Bill)Quraishi alleging violations of certain sections of the FederalElection Campaign Act of 1971, as amended. At that time, youwere given a copy of the complaint and informed that a responseto the complaint should be submitted within 15 days of receipt of
the notification.

On June 17, 1991, the Commission received additionalinformation from the complainant pertaining to the allegations inthe complaint. Enclosed is a copy of this additional
information.

If you have any questions, please contact John Canfield,the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-8200.

Sincerely,

Lawrence N. Noble
General Counsel

BY: Lois G. L rner
Associate General Counsel

Enclosure



* FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINC TON. D C 20461

June 24, 1991

Phil Swett, Jr.
The Woolen Hill
20 Canal Street; Apt. 101
Winooski, Vermont 05407

RE: MUR 3241
Phil Swett, Jr.

Dear Mr. Swett:

On April 2, 1991, you were notified that the Federal
Election Commission received a complaint from G.M. (Bill)
Quraishi 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.

On June 17. 1991, the Commission received additional
information from the complainant pertaining to the allegations in
the complaint. Enclosed is a copy of this additional
information.

if you have any questions, please contact John Canfield,
the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-8200.

Sincerely,

Lawrence K. Noble

General Counsel

BY: Lois G. Lerner
Associate General Counsel

Enclosure



WILEY, REIN & FIELDING

77 K lITEEl'r. NW.

WA4HINOTON, 0. C. 8000

(M0 430-7000

June 24, 1991 FACSIMLE
JAN WITOLD BARAN (20s) 4*9-7040

(202) 429-7330 TELEX &48349 WYRN uR

Lawrence H. Noble, Esq.
General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Attn: John Canfield, Esq.

Re: MUR 3241 (Barnard J. and Rachel L. Gottatein_

Dear Mr. Noble:

This Response, including the attached affidavit,, is submitted

on behalf of Barnard J. and Rachel L. Gottstein ("Respondents") in

reply to a complaint filed by G. M. Quraishi and designated Matter

Under Review ("MUR") 3241. For the reasons set forth herein, the

Federal Election Commission ("FEC" or "Commission") should find no

reason to believe that Respondents violated any provisions of the

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

THE COMPLAINT

The Complaint in this Matter was filed against Richard Swett,

Thomas Lantos, the New Hampshire Democratic State Committee and the

National Democratic Committee regarding the campaign of Richard

Swett for Congress in 1990. Mr. and Mrs. Gottstein have been

mentioned in this Complaint as contributors to that campaign and to

the New Hampshire Democratic Party.



Lavrence N. Noble, Req.
Jure 24, 1991
Page 2

The Complaint states that Mr. and Mrs. Gottstein made

contributions of $1,000 each to the primary election campaign of

Dick Swett. In addition, complainant states that Mr. and Mrs.

Gottstein each contributed $5,000 to the Non-Federal Account of the

New Hampshire Democratic State Committee. Complainant contends

that these contributions to the Non-Federal account of the New

Hampshire Democratic State Committee *were expenditures that

legally must be earmarked on (Dick Swett's] account." Complaint at 7.

Each of the contributions alleged to have been made by Mr. and

Mrs. Gottstein are legal on their face. First, the Complaint

correctly states that Mr. and Mrs. Gottstein each contributed

$1,000 to Dick Swett's camaign committee for use in connection

with now Congressman Swett's primary election. Each of these

contributions was within the limits allowed by 2 U.S.C.

S 44la(a) (1), and was reported by Congressman Swett's campaign

committee as seen on the public record. Further, neither Mr. nor

Mrs. Gottstein made any contribution in connection with the general

election campaign of Dick Swett, even though they were each

permitted to make an additional $1,000 contribution to that

campaign pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a)(1).



Lawrence K. Noble, Esq.
JUne 24, 1991
Page 3

In addition, Mr. Gottstein, a former member of the Democratic

National Committee, continues "to be active in Democratic Party

politics at the federal and state level." Affidavit of Barnard J.

Gottstein Before the Federal Election Commission (hereinafter

"Gottstein Aff.") at 1 1, Attachment 1. Consistent with the

Gottsteins' "broad-based interest in and support of the Democratic

Party," the Gottsteins contributed $10,000 to the New Hampshire

Desmratic Party Non-Federal Account. Gottstein Aff. at 11 2-3.

Attached to Mr. Gottstein's Affidavit is a copy of the contribution

check which was written to the "New Hampshire Democratic Party -

Non-Federal A/C." Further, Mr. Gottstein attests that the

"contribution to the New Hampshire Democratic Party Non-Federal

Account was unencumbered. We did not direct or request that this

contribution be used for any particular purpose, nor in connection

with any particular candidate." Gottstein Aff. at 4.

Thus, contrary to the allegation in the Complaint, the

contribution to the New Hampshire State Party was not earmarked for

use in connection with the Dick Swett campaign or for any

particular candidate. Rather, the contribution was directed to the

Non-Federal Account for the Party's use as it wished pursuant to

applicable laws. Such a contribution to a non-federal account of a

state party is legal and appropriate, and is not subject to the

limitations of the Act. 11 C.F.R. S 102.5.



Lawrence N. Noble, aq.
JUM 24, 1991
Pae 4

Accordingly, the Commission should find no reason to believe

that Barnard J. or Rachel L. Gottstein violated the Act.

Sincerely,

Jan Witold Baran

Carol A. Laham

Counsel for Barnard J.
and Rachel L. Gottstein

cc: Mr. and Mrs. Barnard J. Gottstein



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COWIISSION

State of Alaska )
Matter Under Review 3241

borough of Anchorage )

AFFIDAVIT OF BARNARD J. GOTTSTEIN

BARNARD J. GOTTSTEIN, first being duly sworn, deposes

and says:

1. I am Barnard J. Gottstein. I am a former

member of the Democratic National Committee, a position which

I held from 1976 to 1980. I continue to be active in

Democratic Party politics at the federal and state level.

2. I have reviewed the complaint filed against

Richard Swett, Thomas Lantos, the New Hampshire Democratic

State Committee and the National Democratic Committee which

alleges that my wife, Rachel, and I made a contribution to

the New Hampshire Democratic State Committee. I attach

hereto a copy of the contribution to the New Hampshire

Democratic Party Non-Federal Account in the amount of

$10,000. It is my understanding that the New Hampshire

Democratic Party reported the receipt of this contribution on

its New Hampshire state reports.

3. I and my wife have for many years made

contributions to the non-federal accounts of various

Democratic Party committees consistent with my own broad-

based interest in and support of the Democratic Party.



2-

4. Our contribution to the New Hampshire

Democratic Party Non-Federal Account was unencumbered. We

did not direct or request that this contribution be used for

any particular purpose, nor in connection with any particular

candidate. This contribution was therefore not earmarked as

suggested by the complaint.

The above information is true and correct to the best of

my knowledge.

Anchorage, Alaska 
W

Subscribed to and sworn before me this _ -_ day of
June, 1991.

Notary Public

My Commission Expires:11 L-11
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Fox (415) 726-0230
Voice (4 IS) 726-2051

Post Offlce Box 1087
E1 Cmadei CA. 94018

July 8, 1991

The General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

R& 3241

N.o

Ot CitySn.I Mae

Mos bSch
So. S., Fracsco

Dear Counsel:

With regard to my complaint concerning the use of campaign funds to subsidizethe Swett family, I offer as prof the ethics form filed by Mr. Swett which inrelevant part (part 1) clearly shows that he earned no money whatsoever during1990. The only source of funds of any magnitude was, in fact, $25,791.81 paidby Tom Lantos to his daughter during 1990 for purposes of allegedly runninghis campaign 3,000 miles away. I offer this as further documentation to backup Count 1 of my complaint, and I also attach a copy of the Manchester UnionLeader for June 20, 1991 in which Mr. Swett confirmed that he earned no income.I think this clearly indicates that the campaign funds of Mr. Lantos were clearly
used as a subsidy to keep the Swett family in bread and water.

Simply yours,

E Pluribu Unum

G.M. (Bil) Quraishi

Encl: As above
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compensation for her services as Treasurer of her father's

campaign. Her total consulting fees for preparing her father's

reports are set forth as follows, as obtained from FEC filinget

LANTOS
Consulting & R ,xtbur ent to dauihter-- Katrina Lantos-sve-tt

CONSULTING REIMBURSEMENT TO

1985 -0- $763.17 $763.17

1986 -0- 1,277.75 1,277.75

1987 $10,000. 1,475.37 11,475.37

1988

(paid lump 4/27/87
1 month before closing on
her house in Bow)

7,500.00 885.04 8,385.04

1989 11, 40-1.00 1, 681.31 13,081.31

21,425.75 2,614.37 91-8

plus: 1,718.69 
- '

(combined consulting
& reimbursement)

5. The dramatic increase in her payment to almost two

thousand dollars a month during 1990 was in fact an excess campaign

contribution by Tom Lantos because the additional payment by her

father was unjustified based upon her full time commitment as

manager and treasur-er- of her husband's campaign. Lantos had

already made a maxiru7 contribution of $2,000 to Swett. (TAB 1).

6. This extra Lantos payment was, on information and belief,

a campaign subsidy *z mask the fact that Katrina's husband had

virtually ,. income, ha'ving been on leave from his father's company

and campaigning full -ime. (TAB 2).

7. Congressman Lantos has a pattern of using campaign funds

as a family> enter-r! e as can be seen by the $10,000 paid to

(
2



,_ 95f)436
UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

FINANCIAL DISCLOSURE STATEMENT FOR CALENDAR YEAM

[~1 1,0

72469

1 uFORM A
For use by Members, officers, and employees

(FLO NOu""

Filer Member of the U . State:__
Status House of Representatives h .strict: _____ ...
Report i
Type [~ Annual (May 1'5l j JAmendmnent

Officer or
Employee

Employing Office:

I Termination 
atio n Date

In all sections. please type or print clearly In black Ink.

PART I-EARNED INCOME, INCLUDING HONORARIA
List the source, type. and amount of earned income, including honoraria, from ay source (other than current employment by the U.S Governmeril)
aggregating $200 or more during the preceding calendar year, as welt as paymients mad or directed to charity in leu of honoraria. (A Separate con-
fidential list of charities receiving payments on or after January 1, 1991. must be te directly with the Commttee on Staards of Official Conduct )
For a spouse, list the source and an amount of any honorar. only the Source need be reported for other spouse earned income. For further information.
see Instructions, page 10.

Source (Include dafe of receipt for honoraria)
Examples: Association of American Associations, Wash., D.C (Feb. 2., 1990)

XYZMagazine Aug . 1990) _.

ABC Corporation
Fairfax County Board of Education

"s

(AaSrWA _DRAM 111111C"__M Ckj
A LP :5, L-A0 Ono- r:vu

LmDs cjwrpAi*r4

Type

Speech
Article

dors' Fee
66" .S . ..

4w~~ COA&trDA

54~MSE ~

*fbjse ~
a&a~aMa

.$iPo* e.oiwtere.IIbJC.&MO

8~ I ' : . ,
, Si." ;|

aW.

NEWK4P4R
~ETARY O a

PW(OffIce use Only)

NONE r =EJ

x

Amount

$500

$68000.............
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PART VIII- POSITIONS
I ReprtlndMdu0ts Name

12.Apa 0J. SWe~~r
Report the identity of all positions. compensated or uncompenhated, hehld on or bef the dat0e Of IN" drig the current clendw year as an offi1er, di1 rect. Ote. PlnW. pIeo.
representative, employee, or consultant of any corporation, firm pernwi. or adr busis enterprise, any nonprofit organization. any labor oganizalio or any educational or
institution other than the United States. For further Information ee Instructlo, page 22.

EXCLUSIONS: Positions held in ary religious, social, fraternal, Or political entities. and positions solely of an honorary nature

Positions Name of Organization

NONE

Mw -7o

PART IX- AGREEMENTS
Identify the date, parties to. and terms or any agreement or arrangement with respect to: future employment; a leave of absence during the period of government service: omnuation
of payments by a former employer other than tle U S Government; or continuing participation in an employee welfare or benefit plan maintained by a formor employer. For further inlormalion.
see Instructions, page 23 NONE

Date -1arlies To Terme of Agreement

PART X-ADDITIONAL INFORMATION AND CERTIFICATION
TRUSTS-Do you, your spouse or dependent child have a benefici al Inore In a trust or other financial arrangement whose holdings were
not reported because the trust is a "Qualified Blind Trust* or other excepled trust? A Qualified Blind Trust is a trust which has been specifically
approved by the Committee on Standards of Ofricial Conduct. (See Instructions, page 15.)

YesIF N~ NAD

EXEMPTION TEST-Have you omitted any assets or liabilities of a spouse or dependent child because they meet the three tests for exemption?
(See Instructions page 5.) Yet [I] o [nj NA nI

This Financial Disclosure Statement is required by the Ethics in Government Act of 1976, as amended (5 U.S.C, app. 6, 101 t o seq) The Statement wil be made available to any
requesting person upon written application and will be reviewed by the Committee on Standards of Official Conduct. Any individual who knowingly and willfully falsifs, or who knowinly
and willfully fails to file this report m!j,,wotjloct to civil and criminal sanctions (See S U.S.C. app 6, 1104 and t8 U.S.C. § 1001).

SIGNATURE OF REPI DATE (Month, Day. Year)

Financial Disclosure A-5

I

p

m I lllmII I I I II I J

(.P(I ''pit 3? 'i" fm)
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,,, the Dt.C chapter). 'S e.who had work'd % cry hard in the

various campaigns that year took offense at 
the timing."

"r-alled one source. "John hadn't exactly busted his behind

for the ticket." .,, *i

I LIGHTEN UP. Oin the other hand, some party regulars

say Spirou is making an uncomfortable situation infinitely

worse than necessary.
Former chairs Grandmaison and Ned Helms didn't love

the idea of Broderick's forum, but they joined in. viewing it,

as one insider said, "as anything which gets people involved

being good for the party " Grandmaison even arranged for

the forum's most famous speaker to date - Ohio Gov.

Richard Celeste.

TIIE QUIET LONER The lone opponent of the

.ell-publicized antil)t."r motion at last Thursday's executive

committee meeting was Rockingham County Chairman John

Libby. who said the party "should be conciliatory and seek

unity rather than cont'rontation We should not be so

paranoid as to mistakenly view the DLC as some phantom

rival for the party leadership."

NO JOE. Libby apparently spoke

Rockingham County Democrats'(u iser. A e ks ago.

U.S. Rep. Joe Kennedy. D-Mdklfk

speaker. Libby said y ptly canceled las k,

saying he end a b er's wedding that day. Libby

said K and the ev will be rescheduled.

HOW'D HE DO So how much did U.S. Rep. Dick

wett earn last year? The Union Leader published an

Associated Press report of our congressmen's net worth this

week, listing Swett's income as $96,000 in 1990. Yesterday. an

AP correction appeared. saying it was wrong, but not giving

the correct figure.
Which was, zero.
That's right. A Swett spokesman confirmed the congress-

man had no earned income in 1990. "He was busy running for

Congrss and that was. of course, a full-time job," she said.

Wift ravria Lauas-Swet earned income CoIsSUtng fbr,

among others, her dad, U.S. Rep. Tom Lasto, 1-Ca. Sweet

was not required to say how much his wif made and he

Meanwhile, U.S. Sen. Bo Smith read the i I' awh e a si t av ots.

s he a taid the jet in Wolfeboro

valued at between $250000 and bac000, 30 acres in

Tufonboro listed at between $15.000 and $5.000, 
and stocks,

mutual funds and other accounts with values between 
$i,000

and S15.000.

WHO'S HE? Kirke Van Orsdel? It's not a person. It's an

insurance company based in Des Moines, Iowa.

It's the company that furnished the jet that gave Joehn

Sununu his most recent free ride back to Washington.

Expenses were paid by the Iowa Republican Party.

It's also the company to which many New Hampshire

lavwers send their health insurance premiums. Kirke

recently took over administration of the state Bar Associa-

tion health plan, which is still covered by Blue Cros/Blue
Shield.

The firm also is negotiating for a broker's license in the

state. but is having trouble because it is based in a state
lacking a reciprocity agreement with New Hampshire.

AHH, HONESTY. Tickets for Friday night's Republican

fundraiser featuring U.S Housing and Urban Develpment
Secretary Jack Kemp are going slow - real slow - and state

GOP Chair Rhona Charbonawau is disappointed. She hoped

for about 500. but so far has ,old about 200 to 250.
Things are so bad. Charbonneau admitted, that the party

.rrapped plans to make the event the annual Norris Cotten

,,inrn,,r 'Well hold it in the tfaL ;ht, ai(t
, , ,,,, . ... I I : -Th'"t 4 th,,. ',fln mv. Charbon-

I

erfi
S eBoard

CAROL CARTER
U. M LO&OM SWa

Deerfield school oflI
unsuccessfully yesterC
vince the state Board
tion to extend their
school week for anoth,
give the district tin.
solve issues of teacher
budgets and programs

George Humphrey.
of the Deerfleld Scho
and Thomas HaileY.
supterintendent of SA
privately with three s
members prior to th
board meeting in Co:
terday morning

Humphrey called t;
session "kind of ar
meeting to discuss 0
some type of mutual.
beneficial to everybol

But in regular St
board unanimously c
Deerfield School B
quest to reconsider
txbard's decision notI
town's four-day schc

continue
Contacted at his 'v

dav afternKoon. Hurt
lei) thi huilding



06 #Vf

I1 JUL- PH 2'

Before the
FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

G.M. (BILL) QURAISHI, )
)

Complainant, )
)

v. )
)

RICHARD SWETT, )

)Respondents. )
)

MUR 3241

RESPONSE OF DEMOCRATIC NATIONAL COMITTEE
TO ADDITIONAL INFOfITION

The Democratic National Committee (ODNCO) submits this

response to the June 14, 1991 "supplementary material* provided

by complainant G.M. Quraishi (or Quriashi, as it appears under

his signature). This additional information confirms that the

role of the DNC in this controversy is tangential and, in any

event, legal and proper.

The supplemental material establishes, as have

previous filings before the Commission, that Congressman Lantos

made an unrestricted transfer of excess campaign funds to the

DNC (see Addit. Info. at 11), that there were several

competitive races in New Hampshire in 1990 (id. at 12), and

that legitimate transfers of funds were made to the New

Hampshire Democratic Party. Id.

The only "new" information relating to the DNC is a



tS

transmittal letter from the Lantos Committee's attorney

accompanying the transfer to the DNC. Attachment 8 to Addit.

Info. This attachment documents the understanding between the

contributing committee and the DNC. It wholly refutes contrary

speculation.

The letter recites Congressman Lantos' interest in a

number of different races, including the California

gubernatorial campaign, the reelection effort of Congressman

Bates, the Swett campaign, the Durkin for Senate race and the

House campaign of Congressman Roemer. These interests were

conveyed to the DNC was additional options . . . to consider

along with others* and the letter explicitly recognized that

C\1 the disposition of the transferred funds was solely "a matter

N" for the discretion of the DNC." This recognition that the

transferred funds would be disbursed according to the DNC's
r')

independent assessment of its political needs reflects the

contemporaneous understanding of the DNC and the requirements

of federal law, and explicitly negates any alleged agreement

C, between the Lantos Committee and the DNC that is the premise of

the complaint against the DNC.

For these reasons and those previously set forth, the

- 2 -



DUC requests that NUR 3241 be dismissed as against it.

Respectfully submitted,

Dated: July 5, 1991
John C. Keene, Jr.
L. Anthony S*tin
HOGAN & HARTSON
Columbia Square
555 Thirteenth Street, NW
Washington, DC 20004-1109
(202) 637-5600

Christine A. Varney
General Counsel
Democratic National Committee
430 South Capitol Street
Washington, DC 20003
(202) 637-6460

Attorneys for Respondent
Democratic National Committee
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
W.AHINCTO% DC 20461

July 17, 1991

G.M. (Bill) Quraishi
416 St. Joseph Avenue
Half Moon Bay, California 94019

RE: MUR 3241

Dear Mr. Quraishi:

This letter acknowledges receipt on July 11, 1991, of the
supplement to the complaint you filed on March 26, 1991, against
Richard Svett, Thomas Lantos, Richard Swett for Congress
Committee, Thomas Lantos for Congress Committee, Katrina
Lantos-Swett, Phil Swett, Democratic National Committee, NewHampshire Democratic State Committee, S. Daniel and Tammy
Abraham, Barnard J. and Rachel L. Gottstein, Feinstein for
Governor, and Michael Rowan. The respondents will be sent
copies of the supplement. You will be notified as soon as the
Federal Election Commission takes final action on your
complaint.

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

BY: Lois G. Lerner
Associate General Counsel



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHI%CTO% DC 20463

July 17, 1991

Phil Swett, Jr.
The Woolen Mill
20 Canal Street; Apt. 101
Winooski, Vermont 05407

RE: MUR 3241
Phil Swett, Jr.

Dear Mr. Swett:

On April 2, 1991, you were notified that the Federal
Election Commission received a complaint from G.M. (Bill)
Quraishi 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

CN of the notification.

On July 11, 1991, the Commission received additional
information from the complainant pertaining to the allegations
in the complaint. Enclosed is a copy of this additional
information.

if you have any questions, please contact Elizabeth
Campbell, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202)

C 376-5690.

Sincerely,

ZN Lawrence M. Noble

General Counsel

BY: Lois G. Lerner
Associate General Counsel

Enclosure



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
VASH INCTO % D C 2046bI

July 17, 1991

Michael Rowan
Michael Rowan Group
420 Lexington Avenue, Suite 643
New York, N.Y. 10017

RE: MUR 3241
Michael Rowan Group

Dear Mr. Rowan:

On April 2, 1991, you were notified that the Federal
Election Commission received a complaint from G.M. (Bill)
Quraishi 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.

On July 11, 1991, the Commission received additional
information from the complainant pertaining to the allegations
in the complaint. Enclosed is a copy of this additional
information.

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

Sincerely,

Lawrence H. Noble
General Counsel

BY: Lois G. Le'rner
Associate General Counsel

Enclosure



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON DC 1 b

July 17, 1991

Harry E. Berman, Treasurer
Feinstein for Governor
164 Marco Way South
San Francisco, California 94080

RE: MUR 3241
Feinstein for Governor a-nd
Harry E. Berman, as treasurer

Dear Mr. Berman:

O On April 2, 1991, you were notified that the Federal
Election Commission received a complaint from G.M. (Bill)
Quraishi 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.

On July 11, 1991, the Commission received additional
information from the complainant pertaining to the allegations
in the complaint. Enclosed is a copy of this additional
information.

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

L0"
Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

BY: Lois Lerner
Associate General Counsel

Enclosure



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHIN(T0% D C 204b)

July 17, 1991

Jan Witold Baran, Esquire
Wiley, Rein & Fielding
1776 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006

RE: MUR 3241
Barnard J. and Rachel L.
Gottstein

Dear Mr. Baran:

On April 2, 1991, your clients were notified that the
Federal Election Commission received a complaint from G.M.
(Bill) Quraishi alleging violations of certain sections of the
Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended. At that
time, your clients 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.

On July 11, 1991, the Commission received additional
information from the complainant pertaining to the allegations
in the complaint. Enclosed is a copy of this additional
information.

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

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

BY: Lois G.'Lerner
Associate General Counsel

Enclosure



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON D C '0U%3

July 17, 1991

Mark H. O'Donoghue, Esquire
Curtis, Mallet-Prevost, Colt & Mosle
1735 Eye Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006

RE: MUR 3241
S. Danial and Tammy Abraham

Dear Mr. O'Donoghue:

On April 2, 1991, your clients were notified that the
Federal Election Commission received a complaint from G.M.
(Bill) Quraishi alleging violations of certain sections of the
Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended. At that
time, your clients 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.

NOn July 11, 1991, the Commission received additional
information from the complainant pertaining to the allegations
in the complaint. Enclosed is a copy of this additional
information.

If you have any questions, please contact Elizabeth
Campbell, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202)

1 376-5690.

tf) Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

BY: LoiisG. erner
Associate General Counsel

Enclosure



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTO% 0 C V44,63

July 17, 1991

Christine A. Varney, Esquire
Hogan & Hartson
555 13th Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20004

RE: MUR 3241
Democratic National ComMittee
and Robert A. Farmer, as
treasurer

Dear Ms. Varney:

On April 2, 1991, your client was notified that the Federal
Election Commission received a complaint from G.M. (Bill)
Quraishi alleging violations of certain sections of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended. At that time, your

CN client was given a copy of the complaint and informed that a
response to the complaint should be submitted within 15 days of

N., receipt of the notification.

On July 11, 1991, the Commission received additional
information from the complainant pertaining to the allegations
in the complaint. Enclosed is a copy of this additional
information.

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

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

BY: Lo.s G. Lerner

Associate General Counsel

Enclosure



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTO% DC 2AM61

July 17, 1991

Robert A. Backus, Esquire
Backus, Meyer and Solomon
P.O. Box 516
Manchester, New Hampshire 03105

RE: MUR 3241
New Hampshire Democratic
State Committee and Robert N.
Walsh, as treasurer

Dear Mr. Backus:

On April 2, 1991, your client was notified that the Federal
Election Commission received a complaint from G.M. (Bill)
Quraishi alleging violations of certain sections of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended. At that time, your
client was 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.

On July 11, 1991, the Commission received additional
information from the complainant pertaining to the allegations
in the complaint. Enclosed is a copy of this additional
information.

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

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

BY: Lois G. Lerner
Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
% ASHICTO% DC U4.,6S

July 17, 1991

Robert F. Bauer, Esquire
Perkins Coie
607 Fourteenth Street, N.W.; Suite 800
Washington, D.C. 20005-2011

RE: MUR 3241
Honorable Richard Swett;
Honorable Thomas Lantos;
Tom Lantos for Congress-
Committee and Katrina
Lantos-Swett, as treasurer;
Dick Swett for Congress
Committee and Katrina
Lantos-Swett, as treasurer;
Ms. Katrina Lantos-Swett

Dear Mr. Bauer:

On April 2, 1991, your clients were notified that theFederal Election Commission received a complaint from G.M.(Bill) Quraishi alleging violations of certain sections of the0Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended. At thattime, your clients were given a copy of the complaint and
j informed that a response to the complaint should be submittedwithin 15 days of receipt of the notification.

On July 11, 1991, the Commission received additionalinformation from the complainant pertaining to the allegations'if in the complaint. Enclosed is a copy of this additional
information.

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

3:incerely,

lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

BY: Lois G. Lerner
Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
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July 31, 1991

Mr. Lawrence M. Noble
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463.

Dear Mr. Noble:

RE: 3241

Attached is some additional information, in particular Mr. William Gardner's
testimony, which might help you evaluating the above case.

Simply yours,

R Puribm Unum

d. M. (B) Quraishi

008/I

CONG-'
Fox (4 15) 72-0230

Vice (415S) ?26-20"
Post OMf Box in7

El GrCaw CA. 94918
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Date 1/30/89

The Senate Committee on

held its hearing in Room

Bill No. 178

Public Affairs

104 Legislative Office Building, Concord, N.H.

Title: - relative to campaign financing.

Members of co=ittee present: Senator Charbonneau, Senator Johnson, Senator Heath,

Senator Bass, Senator King.

Those appearing in favor:

Name and Address

Susan Clay
Senator St. Jean
William Gardner

Those appearing in opposition:

Name and Address

Howard L. Wilson Jr.
David E. Ebuhr

Report of Committee:

Ought to pass

Ought to pass w/amendment

Inexpedient to legislate

Representing

Common Cause of New Hampshire
District 20
Secretary of State

Representing

self
self

Interim Study

Continued Hearing

Postponed Hearing
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TIME: 10:02*.
DATE: 1/ 30/
ROOM NUMBER: 104 LOB

The Senate Committee on Public Affairs held a hearing on the following:

SB 178 - relative to campaign financing.

Committee Members Present:

Senator Charbonneau
Senator Johnson
Senator Heath
Senator Bass
Senator King

Senator Charbonneau opened the haring by calling upon Senator St. Jean, one of
the sponsors of this bill.

Senator St. Jean: Thank you Madam Chairman. For the record, my name is Jim
St. Jean. I'm from Manchester District 20. This bill for those of you who
were around a couple sessions ago, is pretty much the same legislation that
Representative Flanagan and I co-sponsored with the Secretary of State. There
is another bill going through the House that is similiar in nature to this
legislation although the cap numbers are a little bit greater--they dap, for
instance, the governor's race at $400 and $400 and we are at $250 and $250.
The reason the Secretary of STate and I have brought in this legislation as with
the Majority Leader, Senator Hough, is that the spending in this state has
just gone through the ceiling. Candidates are spending more time raising
money than they are meeting voters. It seems in a fiscally conservative state
as New Hampshire, we are looking at over $1,000,000 in the latest gubernatorial
campaign. And if you look at the Presidential Primary, we spent a total of
a little over $4,000,000 and the reason we have the distinction of being the first in
the nation is that it forces presidential candidates into peoples living rooms.
Just the opposite is happening in New Hampshire. Our candidates are spending
more time raising money to get on Boston TV than going to the Lion's Club or a
factory. And that's why we brought in this legislation and made it voluntary.
If you don't want to agree to the revisions in this legislation, you do two
things, pay more money and you also go out and get some signatures to get on the
ballot, which is fair in that way, but the recent Supreme Court decison, I think
we can comply with that with this legislation.

Senator Charbonneau: Any Questions? Senator Heath.

Senator Heath: Yes, Senator St. Jean, do you have any opinion as to how it is
every time we try to reform, seems as how more problems, tax being the last great
reform, and other reforms, that they seem to push in in another are, you know why
it is when we're able to find solutions?

Senator St. Jean: I can understand what you're saying. What's happening here is
there's no reform on the smount of money being spent. And I think what occurs
is during the heat of political campaigns in regards to congressional districts
when Congressman Douglas wanted some time of cap put on, once individuals get
elected, I think the people forget that sort of thing, they're happy to hold
public office. We hear nothing else from it. I think that this legislation
has a potential to work because it's a voluntary piece of legislation. If
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someone doesn't want to agree with it, they don't have to.

Senator Heath: But isn't it always going to be the candidate with less resourceswill agree to it and the candidate with more resources, as it usually is, thecandidate with the least amount of resources calls for spending limits.

Senator St. Jean: Well, that's an ongoing battle, I think that the incumbent,those of us who hold public office certainly have an incentive because we havethe ability to garner as much or as little press as we want to. It give usan advantage. If you put some caps on, I think that we would be in just as good
a shape going in as an incumbent, as those who don't.

Senator Charbonneau: Senator Bass.

Senator Bass: Thank you very much Madam Chairman. My question for you SenatorSt. Jean and if you don't know the answer, feel free to defer to someone elsesucceeding you, they may know. I want to understand exactly what the bill does--it establishes capts, the Governor and U. S. Senate $250,000. Congress $130,000,Executive $15,000 and state senate $7,500. County Government $.25 per voter,and Rep the same thing. If you just override those and do not pay any part of thefee, you just sign an affidavid. But if you exceed that there's a percentage,and that is a maximum of $5,000 for Governor and U. S. Senate, $500 for executive,$100 for state senate, $100 for county offices and $25 for a Rep. Or in advance,you can get petitions and the numbers are 2,000, 1,000, 500, 500, 500 and 20. Isthat correct?

Senator St. Jean: If you don't want to submit to the caps, Senator Bass, you'dhave to pay the filing fee, for instance, the Governor is $5,000 and get 2000
signatures.

Senator Bass: So you could not just simply pay the $5,000, you have to have thesignatures and the $5,000. Suppose you signed the waiver, declared yourcandidacy, exceeded the limit, would you have to provide the signatures?

Senator St. Jean: No you wouldn't.

Senator Bass: DO you the cap limit of $.25 per voter is fair. Don't you thinkthat might create artificial differences in spending based upon the turnout orpopulation or wealth or whatever.

Senator S. Jean: Dealing with State Rep and County races, there's no other waywe could figure i, just because of the county races you're running in verydifferent areas. e wouldn't want to put a strick dollar amount on that. Wethought that that S.25 was the most equitable. But we certainly didn't write
this in stone.

Senator Bass: For the question earlier, the distriction between using the wordvoter rather than resident, whether or not resident is fairer as a standard ratherthan voter because resident more accurately reflect the size of the districtverses the voter that might represent more economic demographcs--Republcansmay register more per capita than Democrats. Do you see that as merit or not?

Senator St. Jean: No.
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Senator Bass: Lastly, is it my understanding that you're changing the limits
of personal donations from $5,000 to $1,000 per individual, in all of thesituations? And is that in line with the federal standards? And the maximuam
committee with the exception of the party organizations can be either raised,
lowered, a limit of $5,000.

Senator St. Jean: Yes to all.

Senator Bass: Is there any restriction on the individual contribution to his
or her own campaign?

Senator St. Jean: You could spend as much as you wanted to of your own money.

Senator Bass: That would not effect in any way any of the other sections of the
bill, the. caps or any of them.

Senator St. Jean: No.

Senator Bass: Thank you very much Madam Chairman.

Senator Charbonneau: Any further questions? I have just one. Do you feel thatwith a cap on the spending, that we will have more qualified people running foroffice that could not otherwise?

Senator St. Jean: I think, Senator Charbonneau, you'll see more poeple decidingto run. The average person that doesn't have the wherewithall to raise all kladsof money would be able to do that. But as Senator Bass got into, an individualwith the wherevithallcan contribute as little or as much as they personally want.Former Senator Chandler would be happy with this legislation.

Senator Charbonneau: Senator King.

Senator King: Thank you very much Madam Chairman. Senator St. Jean, in thesituation where you have a primary contest, do you think that we're creatinga problem in the general election for the person who had to spend that money
as opposed to---

Senator St. Jean: It's a combination, Senator King of up to that amount. Youcould spend, for instance, in the council race you would spend $2,000 in theprimary and then $2,800 in the general election.

Senator King: I guess that's what I'm getting at. Let's assume that you haveon one side a two person primary and the other side theres a person who is runningunopposed in the primary. That person who is running opposed can pretty muchnot spend any money, if they determine that they're just going to go around tofactory gates and all that. But the person on the other side, whoever is thevictor is going to have had to spend a considerable amount of money. So afterthe primary, you're in a situation where one of those people has say a $30,000campaign and the other one has $7,00o left that they can spend. Is there a way
that we could-

Senator King, as it's written down, you wouldn't beable to carry that money over. The example you used for the Governor race, as
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the bill is written now, as Senator St. Jean suggested, there might be some roomfor adjustment, but as it is written now, the general election would be $250,000
a piece.

Senator Charbonneau: Further questions? Thank you. Secretary of State,Gardner.

William Gardner: I'11 try not to repeat anything that Senator St. Jean hasmentioned already. I'd like to start out by having you look at this firstchart. As we see by looking at that chart, that the tradition in New Hampshirehas been for almont all of this century, having caps on how much candidates canspend. The very first election laws that had anything to do with campaignreceipts or expenditures was passed in 1911 and all it said was that a candidatemust report where the money came from. Camdidates who get the money from anysource, but the candidate would have to report, but only after the election,the citizens didn't even have a chance before the election to know where themoney was coming from. In 1915 the first caps were put on and you see in theprimaries, the candidate for Governor and U. S. Senate could not spend more than$1,000 and the elections, the same thing, not more than $1,000. In 1927 theprimary was increased to $8,000, the election only $1,000. You might say, whywould the primary be more than the election? That was because of the one-partydominance in New Hampshire that the primary winner, at least for the last 60+years, has won the election. In 1947, the $8,000 stayed in the primary, theelection was increased to $3,000. IN 1955, the primary you could spend $25,000and the elections, $20,000, then it was made $25,000 and $25,000 and then from1967 on it was just a plain $.15 per registered voter. Now how did we get into'this and Senator Heath raised a question, when you reform you end up creatingsometimes more problems than what you have before you reform. How did we getinto this? In 1976, a labor union representing workers at the Salem Racetractat Rockingham, decided that they wanted to contribute to certain DemocraticCandidates and they couldn't. They went to court, they wanted to exceed thelimits. They went to the first District Court here in Concord, the FederalCourt, and filed suit. and it was the labor union verses the state and theSecretary of State representing the state. The Federal Judge struck down ourelection caps that we had had for 70 years and said that no longer could NewHampshire have :1is law that determined hcw much could be spent in a campaign.And as a result of that, our caps were taken away from the state. And the capshave been ....??.... throughout our history during almost all of this century.That point in time began the escalation in campaign costs to the figures yousee today. That's how it started. It started by a labor union in New Hampshirethat wanted to exceed the amount that we had for a cap. An election law reformhas to be initiated by both parties because they don't succedd if one party takesthe lead over the other because it's always the feeling of the party that's notin the lead that maybe there is something in this that is going to benefit thatparty over the other. Republicans in the congress now are in the forefront ofthis effort that has been mentoned, the Republican leader in Congress, RobertMichael, the article that was sent out, Republicans in the Congress now arein the forefront of this effort to lead a reform movement and the limits asyou see, Senator St. Jean mentioned, with the limits, one interesting fact aboutthe spending limits is that if you look back over the major contests the last10 years, you'll see that the Democratic candidates in this state exceeded theexpenditures of the candidates half the time. Gallen exceeded Thompson, Dudleyexceeded Smith, Durkin exceeded Rudman, but you go over and you'll see theperception is the Republicans always spend more. The facts do not bear out in
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this state over the last decade. And as you can see the figures on this page
the campaign spending amounts have just skyrocketed--doubled almost every
election. In 1974-84 you can see the two candidates combined when from$250,000 to $2,500,000 and it's been increasing. In this last elections, we
exceeded all previous spending for other races and it just continues. There
has been a tradition in this state up until 25 years ago that once you were
elected to office you ceased raising money. You din't raise any money while
you held the office until you announced that you were running for re-election.
And so our Governors and other office holders, once they go elected, that was
it. And because they know that once they announced the re-election they could
raise encough money to meet the limits, so you didn't have to have this on-going
fund raising from the day ycu were elected. That system gradually eroded and
as you recall in 1978 when Hugh Gallen was elected Governor, from the time that
h.e was elected to the day he was sworn in, he raised more money than was raised
during his whole campaign and he didn't have to report any of that by law.None of that money that was raised had to be reported. And the legislaturethe very next session decided that candidates in the future and candidates thatwere successful shouldn't be allowed to do that, they should at least have tosay where the money comes from if they're paying off a deficit, or what they dowith the money if there's a surplus. And that's the law that we currectly havethat was passed in the 79 session as a result of what was done in the last monthof 1978 and early 1979 so that now candidates must continue to report if theyhave a deficit where the money has come from, even though they're no longercandidates, they're elected now, where the money has come from to pay off thedeficit or what they do with the surplus. And what has happend is becausemoney has become such an important part of the campaign, that it's a techniquethat all candidates feel once they're elected they have to continue raisingmoney, because the more money they raise, the fewer opponents they might have.And that's all elected officials. It's not one part or the other, they're alldoing this today. This is the type of thing that this legislation hopefullywill correct. It will put us back to the way New Hampshire used to be untilthese limits were taken off 12 years ago. I think if you asked any officeoffice holder in this state, the thing. they hate the most is raising money.And constantly raising money because they feel they have to just to stay
COMpetitive everybody else is doing it, I've got to do it. We've got intothis cycle now that everyone's doing it, they don't like it, they'll tell youtha, it's the worse part of the job, and it rally puts them in tough situationsto be raising money and then voting on issues, making appointments at the sametime, it was something office holders in the past never had to be confronted with.But now they o and hopefully this legislation will be one step to stopping thisescalating spendng race that we have, and letting the average citizen in thisstate have an idea, a belief, that they too could have an opportunity to run
ror office some h.en all they read in the newspaper is $600,000 andand "$i, , 000. The average person just puts running for office outof their reach and hopefully this type of legislation would being that reachback to the average citizen.

Senator Charbonneau: Senator Bass.

Senator Bass: Thank you very much, Madam Chairman. Mr. Secretary, I asked SenatorSt- Jean a question and I ask you the same thing. Under the proposal, if Iunderstad it, vc:, sign a waiver stating that you're not going to exceed theimitations as set forth in the bill, then you can go ahead and file without paying
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any fee at all and no petitions. Why would anybody pay the $5,000 fee. Why
would you not just sign the waiver and then at the last moment, exceed all
limitations and pay the fee and say, I'm sorry, but you would not have come up
with any petitions at all and there's no way to get them and you pay the
additional fee and you go about your way, can you see an inconsistency there?

William Gardner: Well, that is something that's unique to this legislation.
It was not the same as the legislation the passed the House but was defected
in the Senate by one vote a few years ago. The closest that previous legislation
has come to that was that if a person exceeded the receipts, not the expenditures,once there's a cap, that's it. Anything over that, half of that would go to
charity and the other half would be returned to the contributors. This section
you're talking about is a little different in this bill. If I could just mentionthere are two House bills that are coming in. This bill limits the spending to$250,000 in the pri=ary and $250,000 in the election for a major office. TheHouse bill, the highest goes up to $400,000 or $1.00 per voter and to me anywherein that range, S250,000 to $400,000, 1 would support anywhere in that range andthat's something for this committee to decide. The House bill has $400,000 forGovernor and U. S. Senate, half of that for Congress, so you could spend$250,000 in the primary, $250,000 in the general and a question about a personwho has a primary contest and one who doesn't, the $200,000 is for the primary.If you only spend $150,000 you can't carry that $50,000 to the general. Youcan buy your bumper stickers, you can buy whatever thingq that you would beusing in the general during the primary, but once the primary is over, you'relimited either to $250,000 as this bill says or $400,000 as the House bill says,or somewhere in between depending on how you feel.

Senator Bass: Is it my interpretation that the $5,000 cap on committee contributionswould apply, for example, to a union or a private or business, conducting an.independent effort on behalf of a candidate?

William Gardner: If it's a totally independent effort, then you can't placeany restrictions. In the legislation, when the candidate signs the waiver, thecandidate says that they will not support, will not encourage, and will opposeany type of independent effort taking place out there beyond the candidates
control.

Senator Bass: You have on page 4 her an exemption for candidates by reasonof indigency they avoid paying the fee but they still have to produce thepetitions. Is there a recognized standard for determining indegency and wouldit be your responsibility . ') N

William Gardner: That was put in because we had a Presidential candidate bythe name of Kay, I believe it was Richard Kay, who didn't want to pay the $1,000fee to run forpresident and filed suit ag'inst the state and based on that hearingin court, it was felt that to be constitutional, if someone could not afford topay the courts would allow that person to run if the person could prove they hadno money to pay. So that's put in there to cover a court challange that's been
made previously.

Senator Charbonneau: An, further questions. Senator Heath.

Senator Heath: There really is no limitation if peope either conspire and don'tget caught or theres a genuine independent support that's thrown in. There really
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is no control over that is there? If the candidate denies it, you may deny it
very quitely once or twice---

William Gardner: That exists right now, you can't stop it. If you had $500,000and you wanted to spend that money yourself independent of any other campaign andyou happen to support a certain issue or some policy you have the right to do itright now. This legislation will not prevent that.

Senator Heath: But doesn't it to a certain extent encourage it? So that youcan get the benefits of publicity and maybe limiting your opponent by agreeingto the limits and then watching the independent groups spontaneously springing
up and raising money for you.

William Gardner: That is the best arguement that can be made. You don't knowand when you think about that, is limiting going to encourage those kinds ofexpenditures being made, it might and I think that you have to consider thatthat it might, and then still weigh it even if it might, are the merits of this--when we had the limits for those 70 years, we didn't have a whole lot of theseindependent expenditures. It sort of become a new technique. Hopefully, itwouldn't. But I think if you weigh it, even if it does, this legislation sendsa message. Nothing is every going to be equal. There's going to be millionairesthat run, theres going to be people--it's never equal. Some are smarter thanothers some are better looking that others, theres always going to be a differentmixture. But this is one step that puts us back to the way we always had beenand it worked when we had it.

Senator Heath: Do you think this in some ways favors incumbents. Since theincumbents already have name recognition and any limitation, the person notin office acquiring that name recognition favors an incumbent.

William Gardner: That had been the arguement made in the past by Republicans.What's interesting to me is that that arguement is now being turned around bythe Republicans in the congress because they're saying that the system the wayit si now is 99.9* of the incumbents are getting elected. The only two in thecongress that didn't get re-elected were both indicted so if that's thesituation now, how can the arguement to change that current system--and joininga growing list of Republican critics, Mr. Michael, the Republican leader says,campaign reform is needed desperately, I want to lead the House Republicans towardit. Then he goes on and explains the reason. He's saying eliminate packscompletely. Newt Gingerich is one who favors radical change. I think clearly,
ou've got to overhaul the entire system. He's the leader of the new rightmfovement--

Senator Heath: Put didn't the packs come out of the MlcGovern reforms?

William Gardner: Packs came out of the effort that was made as a result of the
Watergate Affair to limit how much individuals can contribute to a campaign.Packs also came about because of the Supreme Court and because the case in NEwHanmpshire--when they said you can now take off all the limits, then Packs,like that labor union representing racetrack workers in Salem, came in and saidhere's our opportunity. n many instances, the effort to reform came from theDemocrats.
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Senator Heath: Packs were a network to reform. Were they not?

William Gardner: The real big spending in Packs came about because of the
Buckley VS. Valle.o Supreme Court decision. That is what opened the doors for
the Packs. Prior to that point in time the Packs were not much of a factor.
What's different, Madam Chairman, if I could add this, I see three areas in this
legislation. One is you pay the fee, you file the petitions, and third you take
limits off of contributions. This bill doesn't. The House bill does. It gives
a third incentive. It says that if you're willing to limit spending for these
caps, then we're willing to say you can get your money any place you want. This
legislation restricts it more than what the current law is, so you have three
steps. And whatever one you take whether you take this legislation or you want
to open it up, we feel that the caps are important. You have three areas here
that you can make a judgement on--what amounts, what limits.

Senator Heath: What convinces you that this will be constitutional and not
run as a back door attempt to----

William Gardner: The preamble to the legislation will be what the state will
use as a basis for defending or prove in court on this. And the preamble wasprepared by the Attorney General's office. They've reviewed the Supreme Courtsdecisions to see what was the maximum amount that the state could charge for afiling fee and we think that this will withstand a Supreme Court test. What'sunique about this, and I would wager this, New Hampshire passes this legislation,this will become a model for the rest of the country. Because what has happenedup to now, the only way that you can limit spending in a campaign, is if the statefunds the campaign, or a certain percentage of it--tax payer dollars going intothe campaign receipt account of candidates and that's specifically said by theSupreme Court. This bill is a unique way of accomplishing what you want to dowithout tax payers dollars. It's very unique, by increasing the fee and thensaying the state is actually giving you the $5,000 back that you would have paid,or if you paid it and then to give it back to you if you agree to these limits.It's no where else in the country and the big stumbling block has been, how doyou limit spending without public funding without using tax payers dollars
because those dozens of states that have limited spending have subsidizedthe campaigns. We're taking a unique New Hampshire approach--nothing will comefrom the tax payers dollars and we're going to accomplish the same end hopefullybecause most candidates, I would think, would abide by these amounts and would
be glad to have them.-

Senator Charbonneau: Further questions? Senator Bass.

Senator Bass: Thank you Madam Chairman. What happens if the candidate exceeds
the limitations having signed the waiver and in essence the campaign is broke,or in fact has a deficit after say a losing campaign, sorry I can pay, would
you enforce this fee provision under any other section of law or not?

William Gardner: Well, the most drastic approach to that would be that a
candidate could nit accept the offer.

Senator Bass: Suppose the candidate lost, though?
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William Gardner: And exceeds----

Senator Bass: And in effect owes what I perceive to be your office some fee
that is substantial. Would you have any power to collect that money under the
existine law!

William Gardner: In other legislation, not in this one because this one setsup a fee schedule---would face a severe penalty and the penalty would be eitherbe a--determined by a judge, but the Attorney General's office would prosecute.
! would think that that candidate not stand not much of a chance of running for
office--at least be accessable in the future--having signed a contract with thecitizens of this state saying that in return for waiving my fee and in returnfor waiving getting 2000 petitions which will take a substantial effort to dothat because these petitions must be signed by members of the party in thepresence of a notary, so there's going to be substantial effort to get thesepetitions. So by waiving that you're contracting with the citizens of this state,and if you break that agreement with the citizens of the state, there's a penalty
that you will pay for that.

Senator Charbonneau: Senator Johnson.

Senator Johnson: Mr. Secretary, I need you to help me with the very last commentthere, it really is going to be the weight of the public opinion that is likely
to enforce this legislation isn't it?

William Gardner: Yes, absolutely. And I think that's where public opinion andthe media representing the public with this particular piece of legislation. Ifthe public is going to demand this, it's going to happen.

Senator Johnson: Clever people are going to be able to find loop holes inthis legislation if they want to and then if they do then the weight of public
opinion will come down on them.

William Gardner: :t has always been tr e. You're never going to get the
absolute perfect system.

Senator Charbonnea: Are there any more questions? Thank you very much.r. Wilson.

noward L. Wilson: See attached testimony

Senator Charbonnea.;• Are there any ques-:i2ns? :hank you very much. Susan
Clay.

Susan Clay: My name is Susan Clay and I represent Common Cause in NewHampshire I'd like to begin by commending the sponsors of the bill to move
toward a better system of campaign financing here in New Hampshire. There are500,000 nationally who belong to common cause who support that idea and herein New Hampshire there are over members who support campaign financereform. I think that some of the bi.' might have build-in loop holes, butthat can never be stopped. Senator eaoth is worried about tax being created outOf the need to change campaign finance reform last time around. But Packs werehorn from the people who look for locop hzies. t wasn't a creation in the intent
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of the law. I think you'll always have that happen. For instance, under this
bill you can accept unlimited funds from your political party. Now if I as
an individual wanted to give lots of money to my political party or as a Pact,
then the money could then be funneled to a specific candidate. I think there
are always going to be that kind of loop hole, but as we create and correct
this system throughout, the need for these corrections would be fine tuned to
the point that it will be correct. As far as independent spending, in the
national model bill that's going to the congress right now, what they intend
to do is if someone gives independent funds and then you get free air time as
the person who is being spent against, in other words if Senator Heath signed
the volunteer system and I did as well, but somebody gave independent money
then I in turn would get free air time through the media and be able to have,
almost in a sense, the same kind of extra contribution that you have.

Senator Heath: 1Tho pays for that?

Susan Clay: It has to come donated through the media and that has to be a
working part that may not in fact work but in best of ideals that would be
the system that would take care of the independent spending. I think that
some of the problems that we see is that by creating or including the U. S.
Senate and the Congreee that if federal legislation goes through, and it looks
like it might in the future, then automatically this part of the bill, if itdid not meet those standards that had been passed federally, would become
null and void. And perhaps you would want to look at taking that section out,because federally mandated laws supercede whatever the state does. But generally,I would like to say that Common Cause supports the idea of campaign finance
reform. The other thing that we looked at was $.25 per voter--I think that wewould agree, Senator Bass, that perhaps the word resident would be a better
selection, because not everyone registers to vote but then you might want toreach everyone in your community. Plus the amount--if you say $.25, thatmeans all you can do is buy a stamp. What about the price of the paper, the
printing, the bumper stickers, signs, ma'be you want to look at that price.
TI's not Clear t2 us that vyou canspn -'with thsa spend the other money for those other things

Senator Charbonneau: Are there any questions. Senator Bass.

Senator Bass: Susan, ust because the potential exists that a section of thelaw that you pass may be in conflicts to be rendered null and void by a federal
statute, do vcu really think that's a reason to leave it out of the law completely?

Susan Clay. P I think that that's something certainly that the sponsors andthe Attorney General have to look at, but according to my national office, they
think that that would be the best course.

Senator Charbonneau: Something is going over in my mind as I was talking toSenator Johnson that on this $.25 per voter. In your town you represent sayor instance 2,IV$ vcters that you would -e allowed to spend around $3,000.For a Senator w represents 8-0, 000 and figure $7,500. The Representative
technically wul be tore ex; VsiVC to than it would be for the Senator.
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Senator Charbonneau: Mr. Ebuhr.

David Ebuhr: I'll just say briefly that I do ......... ??? .............
concerned with the loop holes and the fact that it's very easy to set up outside
funding and turn up 250,000 bumper stickers or several thousand posters or what
have you.
Senator Charbonneau: Is there anyone else who wished to speak for the first time?

Then I close this hearing.

Hearing Closed at 11:15 a.m.
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1. Aonalysis(On P.1,bil1 i SB-178)differs from text of bill and current law(655:19).
,.SubtextkP.1l,iten- -,:",Encloses and endorses hvpocrisv.First,bv stating-"protect theright of tne citizens ". to a fuliv representative,responsive form of self-governient."
Self--government is ":-1" art and oraztt:e of individuals of governing themselves,responsibly.

Not,as the text i ,:w an impoNsed .tvernment from above. Representation,as currently is
avaiiable,is toleratKe.and only then frt the oint of view of the voters whose candidate
%on.o-,ever, those c s whose cancida:e lost or -.ho did not vote,have no representative in
these bodies,deso,::e t sclaimers to the contrary.) Second (in line 2,the word discouraging
persons f.'m seekine offc2,-).Disc ouragement,is having to collect large numbers of nominat-

.............-tions,at o cost,:e al the ter candidates are out campaigning,and not
enriiven tie sa-= :7r?.?? shake hat nhe dem~ gop takes for granted.

:ter :: .aoomoellin~:.nterest" n encouraq ini"potential candidates" to run
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the lowest co. n.on ceno-.inator,while exact more taxes and compelling the citizenry to do/not
T. do those thinas they might like to do,that are non-violent and non-coercive.

(p.2)item iv.first line,accents and emphasises my point.Access to the ballot,now
' - is inpded,by discrininatory ballot access laws.This bill.while not changing the ballot pet-

ition requirements,does reduce,or eliminate the imposed filing fee,for which I thank the
sponsors.Line 2 and 3,again emphasise one thinp,freer access,while not endorsing the real
.an,1?3 that would be needed to bring this about.
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' •. ffiq= , ~"-" ,. t~e re-- p.irmar da' aothf S. l0 ay bd giveD after a pr ra/gonvet-

/ ; -Ye O.- - me a-r r1grvr

.. )Section 4:-c,I would seem to invalidate I and II of this sectionas well as
the conditions of tnew section)664:4-b,V and VT.(new section)664:5-a,IIalso seems to violate

x- this
5. (P.10)new seztion,664:5-c,1I.wou1" seen to be missing one member of this coziaitee.
Total number on co--.ittee is stated as 5.ho7evertext only lists 4.1 therefor suggest that

> the fiftn member of tnis commnittee be from one of the smaller(non-dem/gop)parties,to be found
in ?e state.

: r:- ': -l, O:3 :e context of O4"4-bV &VI,aisoto4:4-c,TV.7 ~iin"_ -t ' , =a -- aude ,vet the in-
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FEC Complaint Filed Against Lantos, Swett
Alleges Calif. Rep. Overspent in Helping Son-in-law Swett Win New Hampshire Race

3y TM Coran
Bll Qtuvis. R p. Toni Lamos's (i)-
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.clcaiOrs. filed a omalaint Jia week wiSh

K i~a ElsictioaCwumrs"nchargingws; u sm-in-law., fmsman Rep.
uwk Swes (D-NH), the New Hampshi
D)cfocratw imy. and the Democrauc
.aftio ('omwe wirh viohunia WCdc
ciCcim lmin uSweR's NUMMUVkkwy
ove fowr Rep. CWk Douglas (NH).
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Lhu ho bee filedinU the offlca ot the fkw
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So aift ea m ,,g Wuwy tina
%peedf link by $23.47& In. tm-
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Legislator Claims Swett
Vastly Overspent Limits

By Tim Curran
A New Hampsht¢ state Repre-

.ntative filed a lengthy com-
L~Monday with the state Al-

;itlieneral's office., charging
,a shman Rep. Dick Swett

D-NH), an upset winner over
,,)rn Rep. Chuck Douglas (R)
! %oveinber. exceeded spending
Snuts by $234,476 during the
.rnpaign.

I he state legislator. Natalie
ar.agan (R), also pointed to

Also cited in the
New Hampshire
complaint: heavy
participation by

" .Tom Lantos,
Ifreshman's
father-in-law.

large-scale financial involvement
in thcampig by Swelt'sfadia-
in-law. Rep. Tom Lantos (D-
Cali).

Swett has already paid a
$439.50 fine for exceeding volun-
&aiy speeding limits by $4395.

Under New Hampshire's
- symm. Houe cudidwu

spend only $200.000 in the pr-
mary and $20/O0 in dfe general

election. Flanagan is asking that
Sweu be fined $117,000.

The complaint alleges that the
Democratic National Committee
and the Nuw Hampshire Demo-
cratic party Itx)k in tens of thou-
sands of dollars, including
$40,000 contributed by Lantos.
and. in effect, "laundered" it --
directing the money for use in the
Sweu campaign.

Flanagan also charges that the
Swett campaign misreported the
timing of some expenditures s)
they would fall under the primary.
rather than the general. spending
cap. Lantos, who contributed the
maximum S2,000 to the Swett
campaign, is aLso accused in the
complaint of spending more than
$15,000 on a poll for Swett.

According to the complaint,
Lantos gave the DNC a $30,000
contribution on Oct. 3 and made a
$10,0(X) contribution to the state
Democratic party on Oct. 20. The
complaint charges that the DNC
then "funneled" $30,000 to the
state committee for use in Swett's
cmwpign.

Swett's wife, Katrina Lantos-
Swett, who served as her
husband's campaign tremwu, is
also named in the complaint.
Flawaganaccuss hero(accepting
payments from her fier as a
buuinss consultant while work-
ing full time for her husband's
campaign. The arrngement al-

lcgedly reduced Swcl's payroll
spending.

Other allegations center on a
New York couple who contrib-
uted to Lantos in 1986 and 1988.
Ihc man and woman each con-
tnbuted the maximum $2,000 to
Swett, and contributed $5.000
each to the New Hampshire party
in 1990. The complaint accuses
the party of "laundering" that
contribution as well. Similar
charges are lvclcd at an Alaska
family, which sent a total of
$16.000 to Swett and the state
party. State Democratic officials
say that contributions to the party
went to help all Democratic can-
didates, not just Swett.

An aide to Lantos discounted
allegations against the Congress-
man as strictly plisan politics.
Although Flanagan denies
Douglas's involvement in the
complaint, the Lantos aide and
many others have pointed to the
defeated Congressman as being a
catalyst for the accusations.

"At this point, because [the
complaaij is under ievesiugation
by the AMey Gener's office.
it would be haproprkft for m
to commemt." Douglas said fom
his Conxd law offices. Douglas
hac med to be a lud critic of
Swes i nm eletion, and ia
cmastaiog a rueW op his seot
back in IM.

Swenll's respns coe in the

P oeo by Mawreem Kealian
Rep. Swett: Did he violate voluntary limits by $234,476?

form of a statement issued yester-
day: "The recent charges of over-
spending in my election are not
only incorrect, but also clearly arc
politically motivated. It appears
to be another example of sour
grapes and poor sportsmanship
from my opponent, Chuck
Douglas.

"1 find it amusing that accord-
i to nthe FEC reports for the 1990
election cycle, Mr. Douglas, who
also agreed to spending limits,
actially reported spending over
$500,000, and our campaign
spet far les thm dat."

Plump., who was a co-author
of die new speeding laws. mdi-

cated that she is also considering
filing a complaint with the Fed-
erl Election Commission.

From her legislative office.
Flanagan said that she was hclped
by some Democrats while prepar-
ing the complaint, and that she
would have filed the complaint
against Swett if he were a"Rcpub-
lican, Democrat, Independent, or
Libertarian."

Douglas has also been accused
of "merging" funds for the pri-
mary and general elections to
evade the limits. When asked It
she had similarly investigated
Douglas, she said, "I have people
looking into that now."

() w -, / %J C



A receit study by the Environmen- $300,000, officials said.

wett - m m m m m m m m m m m - m

"nihreugst the waning days of
jCamp former U.S. Rep.onea zoade many of the
-m -rs aed in this com-

paint. After is deisat. Douglas told
1he Telegraph a lawsuit against
fwett wmul be filed but that he
kould net be iiiuuing it.
. Among the allgation made in theBompdainit an.

0 Sw tt's own campaign reports
icofirus he spe at least $17,464
above the spending limit.

* The Swett campaign bought
$36,500 of radio and televisio
adveutieft aM counted it as a
pimay expese when it was used
dAing the uW campaign asson.

Act Now!
" Rates are lower now

than in years!

" Convert credit card
debt into a Home
Equity loan and save
$$$'s In taxes.

e For fast service and
low fixed rates call
886-3305 Nashua
626-4448 M anChetcr
(Or, ol ffe: 800 228-32/8)

SSwetta's wife received a
1110.000 subsidy" from ber father in
excess pay as campaign treasurer to
"mask. the fact that Katrina's
husband (Swett) had virtually no
income" during 1990.

* O Oct. 4 last year, the Lantos
campaign committee gave $30,000
to the Democratic National Commit-
tee. The suit alleges that money was
then funneled to the New Hampshire
Democratic Party, which financed a
number of mailings for the Swett
campaign.

* The Lantos campaign commit-
tee spent $11,025 for a poll done in
New Hampshire which, the suit
claims, was obviously to benefit
Swett and was paid for in such a
way to evade the cap.
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Power problem shuts off Seabrook
SXM5WK (A"J - 11e Sea.

broek -dw pl t dt dom tS- & aftw an eeoca problem
dosed valves that supply steam to
the plant's turbine gemerator.

The reactor shut off automatically
and tocbliam were tracing the
caue of the problem, plant spokew
=a Ron Sher said.

"At 5,22 a.m. this morning,
Seabrook Station's generator discon-
nected m the new Engnd
electrical grid. and, " dedaigned.
the reactor automatically shut
down," Ser said.

The reactor had been running at
100 percent.

Sher said electricity that powers
valves that control the steam flow
was interupted, prompting the valves
to close. That caused the generator
to disconnect from the regional
power grid and the reactor to shut
down.

Sher said Seabrook had been
running at 100 percent power for the
last 80 days.

Today's shutdown was the plant's
fourth since Seabrook began com-
mercial operation in July. The first
lasted les than a day in August, the
second lasted about two days in
October and the third ran for about
two weeks in November.
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I hey te putting a Band Aid on it right now,"
Conservation Commmissjon Chairman Johanna Kaufman
Md of the School Board "They don't have enough

iormation right now to really know what the
repercusions are. They might find out in 10 years that
there is still a problem"

Recent retest* showed the electromagnetic fields are
me than three times stronger than previously thought."It was a queston of the person using the meter not

knowing how to use it," Schools Superintendent Richard
Lalley said before Monday's meeting "It was an honestmzistake."

Public Service of New Hampshire, which owns the
power lines, had done the measurements in April at the
request of the Souhegan Cooperative School Board.

Those tests found levels of 0 2 and 0.7 milligauss at
the site of the school.

ikeceat retesting indicated ranges from 1.2 to 4.2

Readings from 0.5 to 1.5 are considered low risk to
health according to school officials.
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CONCORD - U.S. Rep. Dick
S*Wtt. D-NiL., was accused Monday
df spenn 540.ooo during his
g4"ra election campaign - more
thn double the amount allowed
Under state law - by using money
Ae relatives and supporters fun-
ml through national and state-outical Committees.

Rep. Natalie Flanagan, R-Atkin-
Sos. coauthor of the state's cam-
PIAP epe limitation law. filed
the 14age complaint against Swett
wuth both Attorney General Jobn
ArWl and Secretary of State
Wmallm Gardner.

SpOksmen for both officials said
they have taken the matter under
adei mmot.
* The complaint contends that while
SWW agree to liut his geral
eleol epeses to $200.000. hi
ampalg. received of4.476 in

Na m~ne. moo Of it through

Student protest ." Sim DM W"

A handful of Nashua High School students protest proposed schoolcutbacks In front of City Hall on Monday. Story, Page 2.

W -3wett accused ot campaign violation
L M 9 ~q -mwmt

If there proves to be merit
to state Rep. Natalie Flanagan's
claim, U.S. Rep. Dick Swett,
right, would have to pay the
state about $117,000 in
penalties, or 50 percent of
expenses made above the limit.

"independent expenditures" made by
other political committees.

Katrina LantoeSwett, the con-
gresuan's wife and campaign trea.
surer, said she hadn't received the
complaint but called the overspend.
4.charge "preorous."

The Idea we overspent by more
than $230.000 is wild, it's preposter.
ous and just kind of off the wall,
frankly-. she sa

"She (Flanagan) em to be
complaining about practices which
are 100 percent legal and 100

percent fully reported on campaign
fance reports."

I there proves to be merit to
Flanagan's claim, the Swett cam,
pag would have to pay the state
about $117,000 in penalties, or 50

ent of expenses made above the

Swett already paid a penalty of
about $1.000 for spending roughly
$4.000 above the $200,000 limit.
but LantsSwett said that penalty
may be reducW somewhat once the

IDA. nre.q.q ,re

campaign is refunded for overbilling
by some creditors.

The complaint is accompanied by
114 pages of exhibits and campaign
expenditures tracing not only
Swett's campaign account but the
reports of the Democratic State
Committee, Democratic National
Committee and the Committee for
U.S. Rep. Thomas Lantos, D-Calif.,
Swett's father-in-law.

Specifically, the suit contends that
Lantos' committee gave S56,025 in
contributions to political party com-
mittees and labor groups that did
work on Swett's behalf.

The complaint also notes that
Katrina Lantot-Swett was campaign
treasurer of political committees for
both her husband and her father.

But Lantos-Swett noted that state
campaign finance law does not limit
how much political parties can spend
to benefit candidates, nor does it
restrict any other type of third-party
expenditure made on a candidate'sbehalf.
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I hey te putting a Band Aid on it right now,"
Conservation Commmission Chairman Johanna Kaufman
aid of the School Board "They don't have enough
information right now to really know what the

rspercussions are They might find out in 10 years that
ther. is s a problem"

Recent retesting showed the electromagnetic fields are
mre than three times stronger than previously thought."It was a queston of the person using the meter not
knowing how to use it," Schools Superintendent Richard
Laley said before Monday's meeting "It was an honest
mistake."

Public Service of New Hampshire, which owns the
power lines, had done the measurements in April at the
request of the Souhegan Cooperative School Board.

Those tests found levels of 0 2 and 0.7 milligauss at
the site of the school,

Recent retesting indicated ranges from 1.2 to 4.2

Rteadings from 0.5 to 1.5 are considered low risk to
health, according to school officials.
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CONCORD - U.S. Rep. Dick
S*Wt. D-NA., was accused Monday
d Wewing 43.000 during his
gopradectio campaign - more
tho double the amount allowed
under state law - by using money
Ae relatives and supporters fun-
meed through ntional and state
poi commiees.

1ep. Natale Flanagan, R-Atkin-
se coauthor of the state's cam-
POP e ns limitation law, filed
the 14page complaint against Swett
With both Attorney General John
Asal and Secretary of State
Wma.m Gardner.

Spokesmen for both officials said
they have taken the matter under
adih iewlt.
* The complaint contends that while
SWT. agreed to imit his general

lon evpenses to 200.000, his
.AMPAg rece 5434.476 m

Nauwaac most of it through

Student protest W"

A handful of Nashua High School students protest proposed schoolcutbacks In front of City Hall on Monday. Story, Page 2.

If there proves to be merit
to state Rep. Natalie Flanagan's
claim, U.S. Rep. Dick Swett,
right, would have to pay the
state about $117,000 in
penalties, or 50 percent of
expenses made above the limit.

"independent expendItures" made by
other politica committees.

Katrina Lanto&Swett, the con-
gressman's wife and campalp trea-
surer, said she hadn't received the
complaint but called the overspend.
iu. charges "prepoerou."

The idea we overspent by more
than $230.000 is wild, it's preposter.
ous and jt kind of off the wall,
frankly,." she said.

"She (Flanagan) seems to be
complaining about practices which
are 100 percent legal and 100

percent fully reported on campaign
an&"* reports."

If there proves to be merit to
Flanagan's claim, the Swett cam-
Pag would have to pay the state
about $117.000 in penalties, or 50
pent of expenses made above the

Swett already paid a penalty of
about $1.000 for spending roughly
54.000 above the $200,000 limit.
but LantwSwett said that penaltymy be reducd smwhat once the

may he reduced somewhat once the

IDA. nre..qiret4

campaign is refunded for overbilling
by some creditors.

The complaint is accompanied by
114 pages of exhibits and campaign
expenditures tracing not only
Swett's campaign account but the
reports of the Democratic State
Committee, Democratic National
Committee and the Committee for
U.S. Rep. Thomas Lantos, D-Calif.,
Swett's father-in-law.

Specifically, the suit contends that
Lantos' committee gave S56,025 in
contributions to political party com-
mittees and labor groups that did
work on Swett's behalf.

The complaint also notes that
Katrina Lantot-Swett was campaign
treasurer of political committees for
both her husband and her father.

But Lantos-Swett noted that state
campaign finance law does not limit
how much political parties can spend
to benefit candidates, nor does it
restrict any other type of third-party
expenditure made on a candidate'sbehalf.
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..G. Reviews Overspending Allegations Against Sweti

Col - OSm thMt Flansean said 64 im W69S eardlag to the complaint
5. 11W Dkk St1, D-N. . Lantos paid his drioter moe On OeL 4, Lanos cotrtlbted

- tie ~aWU whasy than twice what be Mb b hr insu to to Demeerae No-
lAiW * sw we We* my previous year -3571 I sulCemst whisk adfd

,ig reviewed by the Mate Flanagan's complaint states: 060m mad hvaeled It to th
ttorney Gemerals OGS8 ye- "The dramatic Increase In her Demnocratie State Committee.
rday. Deputy Attim w Goner- payment to almost two thousand 0 Lantos contributed $10,000 to

Da Bisbee mld not dollars a month during 1990 was the state Democratic Party on
& on bow lo" the in frct a campaign expenditure, Oct. 20.

P t take. or its parans- because additional payment by. Flanagan claims those expen-
r ; her father was (a) unjustifled ditures, plus another $1.000
State Rep. Natalie Flanagan, based upon her MI-Ume com- donated to the Granite State
Atkinson. filed the complaint mitment as manager and trea- Coaltion, should be attributed
onday. surer of her husband's campaign to expenditures on behalf of
Flanagan, who co-authored and (b) reduced Swett's report- Swet.
• law, says Swet overspent - ed expenditures by at least ten, it charles the National Coin-

,234.476.16 - a P 0,000 thousand dollars." mittee's contributions to New
nit on general election spend- Flanagan charged the extra Hampshire, higher than In pre-
g. payments served as a campaign vlous years and more than it
Swett's wife and campaign subsidy since Swett had virtual- gave to Massachusetts' Demo-
easurer, Katrina Lantos- ly no income during the cam- crats, was because Swett was
met, and a campaila aide. palgn, having been on leave running
amsy McLauchlan say the krom his fther's company." Democratic State Commit-
arges are politically motivat- Lantos-Swett said her pay tee Chairman Edgar "Ned"
Iand false. from her father was higher Helms as his offlie used all
Swet defeated former U.S. because her work produced "an contributions to boost the cam-
2-p. Chuck Dougla last No- unprecedented year in findras paigns of the entire Democratic
amber. Neither man bad pri- ing, and these thinp don't ticket. Tiere we occasions of

Lopposition happen by themselves." niallinis hbr specific candidates,
Flanagan's complaints Flanagan's complaint also sid Helms, but those, he said,

that Swet sup- charges Lantos contributed were filly documented in state
wters, including his htber-In- $5.700 to campaigns nationally eommittee flings, as required by
w. California U.S. Rep. Tho- in 190- 1990 0, 100 ofit in Now the Federal Election Commis-
s Lantes unable under hder- Hampshire. sin (FCC).
law to make direct eoatribu- Federal law limited Lantos to Mrs Lantos-Swett said there
no of more than SU each to a $P,000 contribution to his should be no surprise the party

*tt. made addiimd eoutr- son-in-law, so, according to helped thecandidate.
Ains to Nm tnbW the Flanagan, he contributed the Sbe sid the complaint "seems
mocrtc State Committee rmader to other political toempre arlemwith some-

d the Democratic National committes, mostmotably h th g I cosder a bacamd very
alateiaes Demora-t stab md natimal hedfk pert of our qoem:
Flanaga also erigpd that committees, which made mpen- nomely tha the Democratic
,rLi l er i hr ditures on behalf of the Sw a rtg is umpposed to mist
Ah w bdtes mit bi ' cm.paign, Flanag am tin iss is get-
=M ', W W% slved a Ulm IA Ti 411 a an

An bw ha w ee d Poor bsspea to mst
I oI ag " Mwrs om-

wepremntedaihidanL inevbt.7._

L

Republican candidates getting
elected."

Also, according to the com-
plaint:
* A New York coupe,, Mr. and
Mrs. Daniel Abraham, unal'- to
give more than $4,000 to Swett's
campaign, donated $5.04H) each
to the Democratic Saite ('orn
mittee, which "was latindrt'ud
through the state atcount of the
(state committee) for (Swett's)
benefit.
* An Alaskan couple, the (ott-
steins, gave $5,000 to Swett's
campaign, then gave $ I ,(MM) "on
his behalf' to the state' commit-
tee.
* A pollster hired and iaid by
Swett for work done betwee
July and October also was paie
by Lantos, and by the statt
committee, for work done durlnj
the same period.

The spending cap law fi
those who voluntarily agre,
limit campaign spending t.
on a formula. If Flanagan',
plaint is upheld. Swelt
fined 50 percent of thu .:i.

alleged to have been ov,.r,-.
o or altnut $1 17.00(X S.,,.

admitted overspending t,'
iii, , than $4,(Ot)

In agreeing to the spi'
cap law. Swett signed an all,
vit saying he would limit s.-
ingon his behalf"by my cutl
tee(s), my party and
immediate faintly" to $.,0u
in the primary election
$20000 in the gene*ral

* Swett's campaign listed as a
primary expense $36,5(9) for
media ads that didn't run until
after the primary.
* Swet attributed excess ex-
penditures incurred during the
campaign to "wind-down" ex-
penses, listed on a year end
report flied by Swett as biing
$61.645. Flanagan charges "at
least $50,000 of it" went to
consultant fees and bills in-
curred before the election.



CONCOI

ONITOR
Swett accused of overspending
Complaint puts excess at $234,476

may gmmdh hM at U o lr
D I*k mt 34,476 muor h
amgr i than the law

Swett mid the -haraft were pohti-
a* mot id nd wee the work ot

the kair a the race, former coo-
p= Mck Douglas.

" wl ,neue be surrised by any-
thifg after what I went through to ge:
elecled,* Sven said this morning. -it
comes me to be ever violtant
(Doglsm is a prst motivator for me
to walk te Muaight and narrow. I
can't be patefid enough for him-

The Complaint was fild by Re;
Natale Fboaan, of Atkinson, whc
dened that her motivation was poli

col. In an inter-
vim W ith the

Dcm sam Ye
..t the "corn-

Flnaa s copait ad

s i the authorof
the law and the
best one to know
its intent I ha-
ven't had a

Swett chance to read it
Douglas said in Decemnber that he

as fivestigating whether Swett sub-
stantialy ovenspent his campaign
Unit.

Flanagan's .complaint alleged
Swett's campaign laundered thou-
sands of dollar through national and
srate Democratic Party comnuttees.

.obi k I N60

andOwNk
ele tim sn aid OM q
abo the Do

ties from speding m Wmddates., but a said Wett
agreed to limit spendig by the party
and his family on his baff when he
agreed to the votuntm" I penMg law.
tiShe.sa d in sgn ang 6e ofctay
lmd at davit unar o M e Set
ed himself to a limit faeiue
as wel as to the pnalies of la

... because he had no linention of

m S" SWETT - Pr* A4

-'"OvOoncbrd "ew
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abiding by the limits."
The law says that regardless of

where the money comes from it
doesn't change the amount of the
voluntary spending cap.

Fanag contended the cam-
pain listed expenses for the pri-
mary that actually were for the
-- eectiom Me cited $3,oo

out a day before the Sept 11
p ary for radio and television
commercials intended to air after
theprmy.

toasia- noo-Swt, Swett'sm

wft aid the compia"Ointt aso oul
be hvel at Mas. Net was

-p-mdis the=or"In a rm f nwre have both
tye Rm a d 2,o0aoth

thu is in a racw and
thut ther -4 s Lan.-

Swelmy of ho WEa Gard-
mi tmai that Amer dntur
the lumuy I~ be pa
on Nusand capc g ad r te

dadl e ah m OW
flasm to the low bow-

eve. Lwn t's repe -ed and- by the $uia,.y alen.
ti~aarare sgood for

the -eneral
Flanagn also charged that

Lantowett reeived money fm
her father, US. Rep. Thomas LAn-
tos as a consultant in his cam-
pagn that actualiy was diverted to

"Tthe dramatic incease in her
payment to almost $2,00 a month
duing 199 was in fact a campaign
ee ur because the additional

pyent by her father was unjusti-
fle based upon her full-time corn-
mitrnent as manager and treasurer
of her husband's campaign and re-
duced swetts reported expendi-
tures by at least $10,000." Flan-
agan's complaint stated.

Lantos-Swett said her pay was
grea ter than in past years with her

fter's campaigns because her
work produced "an unprecedented
year in. fund raising& and these
things don't happen by them-
selves."

"The notion that the fairly mod-
est compensation that I received
..has anything to do with the

Swett campaign is just sour grapes
and kind of a petty and very per-
sonal and fundamentally irrelevant
issue to raise," she said.

Flanagan also complained that
the Democratic National Commit.
tee and Democratic State Commit-
tee accepted $113,000 In contribu-
tions from Lantos and atno to be
spent on Swetts behaN. Mwina
wasn't spent by Swett, and tu
didn't count toward his spening
cap.canto,,-Swet sad the wf was

st d its Job th t aft
of the law, and did -ok Mhat
was not repeated withi the.

She said the - "m- ms
to expss a p robleim r- "o-
thi ng I consider a besc m v y

ethat the MOedX ps i o

healto hy pu h compaint
date s in p ng da d t

Re~blianParty is Vqeadt
-tRapmubkn - wtf-

the 861,a0 hemrat Jpe to MW

"iet $f4r lwtI Ul an M

sum and oug , atleast $ Mfo

bills we paid
the election but had bn ad or
benefited the electin c es pVio
to Nov. 6." her complaint sated&

She said Swett reported -- " -
smal or no payments to can malp
staff before No m ibar esatia-
payments as part of the wind
down" expenses.

She said Democrat Joe Keefe
spent $749 closing up his cenampg
and Douglas spent $12,871.

L~Antos-Swett said wind-down

loser due to transitional expenses,
such as keeping a large stEf be-
tween the end of the campaip and
the beginning of the term of affice
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Swell Accused
Of Exceeding
Campaign Cap
By $234,476

CONCORD - Democratic
U.S. Rep. Dick Swett yesteday
was accsd In a complaint of
...o.....g the stats viin-
1K7 o spendifg Bait nW
SM4,46.1 - a charge a S
statfr called "abmurd on Its
hot" and politically nmom a

Rap. Natalie FlaaOM 3-
Atkso, who co-uthmd d
sat law, -m d ae -e&"
with the AttoMrey Gerd's
Office, and Attorney Geneal
John Arnold said it would be

Flanagan denied politics was
involved, but, asked if the man
Swett deftated last November,
Republican Chuck Douglas, was
behind it, she said, "I'm not
saying anything."

Douglas. asked the same ques-
tion, said, "The complaint
speaks for itself. She's the
author of the law and the best
one to know its intent. I
haven't had a chance to read
it.",

Flanagan said "quite a few
different people," some of them
Democrats, helped her prepare
the complaint.

The campaign spending limit
law fines those who voluntarily
agree to the spending cap and

WII CAMPAWU, Pop S

SWETT CAMPAIGN
-,W* From Ptes Oft)

then break It. For conressional
races, the limit Is $200)000 in the
priaW y electm sad 0000 in
the -enral dectio.

Swett has admitted to over-
spmding by K*&A3 and has
paid a nm of *4W. But
Flavna entIIeA- Swu owes
S117,2.U in pendties, halfthe
ismt a says he ev--rent,

In Ipls I to the cMp, Flanm-
ire amnwi, k Stt s sub-

Pited aimet to a lit of
PmlNditoMs as wall as to the

. t. ury... etme
heh -uintantion stab1ding by
its limits."

In a 14-page complaint -

accompanied by 114 poses of
copim of Federal Election Com-
mission-required Swett and
state party campaign finance
reports, Flanagan charges:

* Swett's campaign received
tens of thousands of dollars in
contributions "laundered"
through the Democratic Nation-
al Committee and Democratic
State Committee so it would not
be charged against the cap.

* $41,000 of the "laundered"
money came from Swett's fa-
ther-in-law, U.S. Rep. Thomas
Lantos, D-Calif The complaint
says Lantos contributed $10.000
to the state committee. $30,00
to the Democratic National

committee, "which, in turn,
fumled Tom's 30,O00 contri-
bution plus an additional
1,000" to the state committee.
An additional ,000 was given
the Grnite State ClWItlm"

* Two hubuamds ad wives
from Now York sod Alaska.
unable to give Swett mom thas
94i3 eauh O&00 per Pera).
made ceatributltos of $10,00
and $11AW to the stat Party.

.- e.h. FiN mpe iseuld be
cagdto Swett's -a-~

* Ad~ioalDNC Metrbu-
tosn to the state committee,
which Flanagan says sbumld be
charged to Swett total 2M6,0.

* More than $10,000 more
was not reported on time, while
$17.464 In expenditures were
noted on Swett campaign fi-
nance reports as being spent for
the general election but were
not counted by the Swett cam-
paign toward the cap.

* Swett campaign finance
documents say a major televi-
sion advertising buy was spend-
ing. for the primary campaign,
yet, Swett had no primary
opposition and, according to
Flanagan, Swett aid Shireen
Tilley admitted in a newspaper
report the ads were actually run
after the primary. The $36,500
expenditure was "as close to a

S
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primary expense as you can get
without being one." Tilley alleg-
edly said.

* Flanagan also charges that
Rep. Lantos and the Democratic
State Committee paid a pollster
$15.025 to poll New Hampshire
for Swett.

Rep. Lantos' personal contri-
bution -came from a congress-
man 3.000 miles away who.
under federal law. could (and
did) only give $2,000 to his
son-in-law directly." Flanagan
complained. "With the conve-
nience of the same treasurer for
both interlocking campaigns.
the $40.000 was received and
spent at the New Hampshire
Democratic Party for postage.
pong. -hmw banks and other
services Ibr Mr. SwetL"

Several attempts to reh
Swett yesterday were unmac-
ceeL His wilf rmpoded that
her htrhd eery right to
cntri to the state party.
Sh mid nither sM nor her
hm had ameb te complaInt

m of laft Yesterday afternoon,
but she said Flanaan -was
trying to create an issue where it
really doesn't exist. I do think
there is an element of sour
grapes, but I guess that's to be
expectedf"

Swett staffer Ramsay
McLauchlan called the com-
plaint "absurd on its face" and
claimed it "doesn't even mathe-
matically add up."

"She seems to be willing to
jump up and file against the
Democrats. but she never files
against Republicans," McLauch-
lan said of Flanagan.

Democratic Party Cairman
Edgar "Ned" Helms said his
omce did not earmark specifie
contributions - such as Rep.
Lantos' - for specific cam-
paigns, but used the bulk of all
contributions to the state com-
mittee for its "'coordinated cam-
paign" effort on behalf of the
entire ticket. Expenditures fr
specific candidates were made
"within the guidelines of the
state and the FEC." Helms said.

Helms said he had met with
Secretary or State William
Gardner on the party spending
before the campaign began and
understood the law and guide.
lines. "This law should not be am
attempt to put the Democaisc or
Republican State Committes
out of busines." Helms amid."Did the tepu-bcas ahair.
man -pen money on bar tik.
et?" asked Helm. "I certly
hope dedi&"

Despite the Democrats'
charges, Flamman demd the
move was poUtical metdvam
"It he had been a R I
would hae dome the -
thing" said thM akne4mm I-.
lator.

She said she may fie a
complaint with the FEC. "Fm
waiting to see what the attor-
ney general says on that." she
said.

Some copies of Flanagan's
complaint stated that Susan
Clay of Common Cause of New
Hampshire was a co-complain-
ant, but that was not the cm.
Flanagan said Clay's name was
added because "It was sassted
to me." She reftsed to say by
whom and said "it would be good
if she also filed. So I put
it on."

1 .
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A.G. Reviews Overspending Allegations Against Swet

- -MOWm that
;.s. Mwp DI&Samft D-N.H.,
11o141"d the ~111' volmatary
amp Ipendng cuW fwere
Peing reviewed by thke state
Vttorney eera's O1ice ye
erday. Depiuty Attorniq Gener-
~Dan& Bisbee could not

-A how load the
ight te, or its parame-

State Rep. Nataie Flanagan,
(-Atkinson, flied the complaint
4 unday.

Flanagan, who co-authored
ie law. says Swett overspent -
-y $23,476.16 - a $200.000
mit on general election spend-
'kg-

Swett's wife and campaign
reasurer. Katrina Lantos-
wett, and a campaign aide,
'amsay McLauchlan. say the
tharges are politically motivat-
d and false.
Swett defeated former U.S.

tep. Chuck Douglas last No-
e-mber. Neither man had pri-

ig Flanagan's conplaints
rharges that Swett sup
,orters. including his father-in-
4w. California U.S. Rep. Tho-
ias Lantos, unable under feder-

.1 law to make direct contrlbu-
tons of more than $2,009 each to
,wett, made addkite motri-
,utions to him ths th
)emocraUC State CommWttee
nd the Democra National
4)mmbttae
Flanagan sh that

.oth he bhue ad hend's
am's, roesly a salay
rm bin bhr W~ dw was

vorkiag m bw boos eam-
'a~, hisk e~d ahid-

it" V0111.irlbuhi.

Flanagan si 1W In 1s,
Lantos pai his dnwtme W
than twice what be paid her
any previous year- 0,791.

Flanagan's complaint states:
"The dramatic increase In her
payment to almost two thousand
dollars a month during 1990 was
in fact a campaign expenditure,
because additional payment by
her father was (a) unjustified
based upon her MIbl-time com-
mitment as manager and trea-
surer of her husband's campaign
and (b) reduced Swett's report-
ed expenditures by at least ten
thousand dollars."

Flanagan charged the extra
payments served as a campaign
subsidy since Swett had virtual-
ly no Income during the cam-
paign. having been on leave
from his father's company."

Lantos-Swett said her pay
fom her father was higbr
because her work produced "an
unprecedented year in fundrals-
lt, and thes things don't
happen by themselves."

Flanagan's complaint also
charges Lantos contributed
$56.700 to campaigns nationally
in INS- 1990, $5Ol00ofIt In Now
Hampshire.

Federal law limited Lantos to
a $2,000 contribution to his
son-in-law, so, according to
Flanagan, he contributed the
remainder to other political
committees, most notably the
Demoeratic state and nauoml

smmaittes, which made expem-
ditures on behalf the Sw"M
cmpaign, Flanagon charged.

According 11 the complaint:
* on OcL 4, LaMs cntrted
$PM0 to the Democrtic Na-

Itoul Cmmi , whih added
000 n&M baneled it to the

Dmocratic State Committee.
* Lantos contributed $10,000 to
the state Democratic Party on
Oct. 20.

Flanagan claims those expen-
ditures, plus another $1,000
donated to the Granite State
Coalition, should be attributed
to expenditures on behalf of
Swett.

It charges the National Com-
mittee's contributions to New
Hampshire, higher than in pre-
vious years and more than it
gave to Massachusetts' Demo-
crats, was because Swett was
running.

Democratic State Commit-
tee Chairman Edgar "Ned"
Hlms says his offce used all
contrlbutions to boost the cam-
paigna of the entire Democratic
ticket. There were occasions of
mailings for specific candidates,
said Helm, but those, he said,
were fUlly documented in state
committee filings, as required by
the Federal Election Commis-
sion (FEC).

Mrs. Lantos-Swett said there
should be no surprise the party
belped the candate.

Sh said the complaint "seems
to express a probIm with some-
thing I consder a boi and very
bealth part of our system:
inely that th Dneocratic
Pa"t insumpposed to assist

Demmr~~~~i midt s et-
ftefti d t*e Rqpublicn

ar in e to mit

Republican candidates getlig
elected."

Alio, according to the com-
plaint:
* A New York couple, Mr. and
Mrs. Daniel Abraham, unabie to
give more than $4,000 to Swett'
campaign, donated $5,0(it eih
to the I emo'rali" Slate Coln
mittee, whiich "was latindreu
through the state a(coutlit o the
(state corrinlittee) for (Swell' s
benefit.
* An Alaskan couple, the (;tit-
steins, gave $5,000 to Sweit's
campaign, then gave $1 1,(4)' "on
his behalf tlo Ihe state commit
tee.
4 A pollster hirud ant itId by

Swett for work done tetween
July and October also wit , paid
by Lantos, and by the state
committee, for work done durilig
the same period.

The spending cap law fl
those who voluntarily agret
limit campaign spending ,
on a formula. If Flanagan .
plaint is upheld, Swett c,.i,
fined 50 percent of the m'.,
alleged to have been oitr-,
- - or about $II17,( I S"'

more than $4.491)

in agreeing to the s;.-,'
cap law, Swett signed an all
vit saying he would limit sp,
ingon his behalf "by my ,m,
tee(s), my party ard
immediate family" to S.im,
in the primary electiur
$2(g0,0(00 in the genr ri
till

0 Swett's campaign lisled t s a
primary expense $3i.5(W) 14r
media ads that didn't ruti uill
after the primary.
* Swett attributed excess 4-x
penditur'N incurred mliitlig the
campaign to "wind doii" ex
penses, listed oln a year end
report filed by Swett as lwi.g
$61,645. Flanagan charges "at
least $50.000 of it" went to
consultant fees and bills in
curred before the election.

c? k.9 )
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON. C 2046

August 9, 1991

G.M. (Bill) Quraishi
416 St. Joseph Avenue
Half Moon Bay, California 94019

RE: MUR 3241

Dear Mr. Ouraishi:

This letter acknowledges receipt on August 5, 1991, of the
supplement to the complaint you filed on March 26, 1991, against
Richard Swett, Thomas Lantos, Richard Swett for Congress
Committee, Thomas Lantos for Congress Committee, Katrina
Lantos-Swett, Phil Swett, Democratic National Committee, New
Hampshire Democratic State Committee, S. Daniel and Tammy
Abraham, Barnard J. and Rachel L. Gottstein, Feinstein for
Governor, and Michael Rowan. The respondents will be sent
copies of the supplement. You will be notified as soon as the
Federal Election Commission takes final action on your
complaint.

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

BY: LoisG. me r
Associate General Counsel
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WALSHtNCTO% D( 44

August 9, 1991

Robert F. Bauer, Esquire
Perkins Cole
607 Fourteenth Street, N.W.; Suite 800
Washington, D.C. 20005-2011

RE: MUR 3241
Honorable Richard Swett;
Honorable Thomas Lantos;
Tom Lantos for Congress
Committee and Katrina
Lantos-Swett, as treasurer;
Dick Swett for Congress
Committee and Katrina
Lantos-Swett, as treasurer;
Ms. Katrina Lantos-Swett

Dear Mr. Bauer:

On April 2, 1991, your clients were notified that theNFederal Election Commission received a complaint from G.M.
(Bill) Quraishi alleging violations of certain sections of theFederal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended. At thatIetime, your clients were given a copy of the complaint andinformed that a response to the complaint should be submitted
within 15 days of receipt of the notification.

C On August 5, 1991, the Commission received additional
L0 information from the complainant pertaining to the allegations

in the complaint. Enclosed is a copy of this additional
information.

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

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

BY: L c .:erner
Associate General Counsel

Enclosure



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCION. DC 21)4*,

August 9, 1991

Christine A. Varney, Esquire
Hogan & Hartson
555 13th Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20004

RE: MUR 3241
Democratic National Committee
and Robert A. Farmer, as
treasurer

Dear Ms. Varney:

On April 2, 1991, your client was notified that the Federal
Election Commission received a complaint from G.N. (Bill)
Quraishi alleging violations of certain sections of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended. At that time, your
client was given a copy of the complaint and informed that aresponse to the complaint should be submitted within 15 days of
receipt of the notification.

On August 5, 1991, the Commission received additional
information from the complainant pertaining to the allegations
in the complaint. Enclosed is a copy of this additional
information.

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

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

BY: Lo rner
Associate General Counsel

Enclosure



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

August 9, 1991

Mark H. O'Donoghue. Esquire
Curtis, Mallet-Prevost, Colt & Mosle
1735 Eye Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006

RE: MUR 3241
S. Danial and Tammy Abraham

Dear Mr. O'Donoghue:

On April 2, 1991, your clients were notified that the
Federal Election Commission received a complaint from G.M.
(Bill) Quraishi alleging violations of certain sections of the
Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended. At that
time, your clients 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.

On August 5, 1991, the Commission received additional
information from the complainant pertaining to the allegations
in the complaint. Enclosed is a copy of this additional
information.

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

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

BY: Lois ne

Associate General Counsel

Enclosure



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
%ASHINCTON O( .1o4h,

August 9, 1991

Henry E. Berman, Treasurer
Feinstein for Governor
164 Marco Way South
San Francisco, California 94080

RE: MUR 3241
Feinstein for Governor and
Henry E. Berman, as treasurer

Dear Mr. Berman:

On April 2, 1991, you were notified that the FederalElection Commission received a complaint from G.M. (Bill)Quraishi alleging violations of certain sections of the FederalElection Campaign Act of 1971, as amended. At that time, youwere 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.

On August 5, 1991, the Commission received additionalinformation from the complainant pertaining to the allegations
in the complaint. Enclosed is a copy of this additional
information.

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

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

BY: Lois G. erner

Associate General Counsel

Enclosure



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASH1%CTO% DC l'i4h4

August 9, 1991

Michael Rowan
Michael Rowan Group
420 Lexington Avenue, Suite 643
New York, N.Y. 10017

RE: MUR 3241
Michael Rowan Group

Dear Mr. Rowan:

On April 2, 1991, you were notified that the Federal
Election Commission received a complaint from G.M. (Bill)
Quraishi 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.

On August 5, 1991, the Commission received additional
information from the complainant pertaining to the allegations
in the complaint. Enclosed is a copy of this additional
information.

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

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

BY: Loi~&G- Phe "

Associate General Counsel

Enclosure



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
A'ASHINCTON. DC .046

August 9, 1991

Phil Swett, Jr.
The Woolen Mill
20 Canal Street; Apt. 101
Winooski, Vermont 05407

RE: MUR 3241
Phil Swett, Jr.

Dear Mr. Swett:

On April 2, 1991, you were notified that the FederalElection Comission received a complaint from G.M. (Bill)
Quraishi alleging violations of certain sections of the FederalElection Campaign Act of 1971, as amended. At that time, youwere 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.

On August 5, 1991, the Commission received additional
information from the complainant pertaining to the allegations
in the complaint. Enclosed is a copy of this additional
information.

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

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

BY: Los G. erner
Associate General Counsel

Enclosure



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

August 9, 1991

Jan Witold Baran, Esquire
Wiley, Rein & Fielding
1776 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006

RE: MUR 3241
Barnard J. and Rachel L.
Gottstein

Dear Mr. Baran:

On April 2, 1991, your clients were notified that theFederal Election Commission received a complaint from G.M.
(Bill) Quraishi alleging violations of certain sections of the
Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended. At that
time, your clients 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.

On August 5, 1991, the Commission received additional
information from the complainant pertaining to the allegations
in the complaint. Enclosed is a copy of this additional
information.

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

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

BY:Lois G. Lerner
Associate General Counsel

Enclosure



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

August 9, 1991

Robert A. Backus, Esquire
Backus, Meyer and Solomon
P.O. Box 516
Manchester, New Hampshire 03105

RE: MUR 3241
New Hampshire Democratic
State Committee and Robert M.
Walsh, as treasurer

Dear Mr. Backus:

On April 2, 1991, your client was notified that the FederalElection Commission received a complaint from G.M. (Bill)Quraishi alleging violations of certain sections of the FederalElection Campaign Act of 1971, as amended. At that time, yourclient was given a copy of the complaint and informed that a
4response to the complaint sheuld be submitted within 15 days of

receipt of the notification.

On August 5, 1991, the Commission received additionalinformation from the complainant pertaining to the allegations
in the complaint. Enclosed is a copy of this additional
information.

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

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

BY: Lois G. Lerner

Associate General Counsel

Enclosure



WILEY, REIN & FIELDING

m77e K Irn=, ".w.

WASINI TON DC. a000

(CM 4"0-7000

September 9, 1991 FACSIMILE
JAN WITOLD BARAN (202)19 489-7040

(202) 429-7330 TELEX 244349 WYNN UR

Lawrence M. Noble, Esq.
General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, N.W. -0
Washington, D.C. 20463

Attn: Elizabeth Campbell

Re: MUR 3241

Dear Mr. Noble:

Enclosed please find a second Affidavit sworn to by Barnard J.
Gottstein which addresses a statement raised in a Roll Call article
regarding Congressman Tom Lantos and submitted to the Commission by
G.M. Quraishi in Matter Under Review (MUR") 3241. As stated in
the Affidavit, the article is unrelated to the subject of Mr.
Quraishi's Complaint, and, more specifically, has nothing to do
with the fact that Mr. and Mrs. Gottstein made a legal contribution
to the non-federal account of the Nev Hampshire Democratic Party.

Accordingly, we again request that the Commission find no
reason to believe that Barnard J. or Rachel L. Gottstein violated
the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended.

Sincerely,

/ 7/ Jan Witold Baran
C Counsel for Barnard J.

and Rachel L. Gottstein

cc: Barnard J. Gottstein
Rachel L. Gottstein
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State of Alaska )
) Matter Uder Review 3341

norough ofAnoae

AFIZAVfl ? OF 5 JAIN . OOT?5TS&

SARMARD.7. fOrst, z's being duly sworn, depoes

and says:

1. 1 an s r . Gottetein. I an the form

Chairman of the Bard of CarrG',ottatein S Compan, GInes I

have reviswed ta additional information filed by 0. .

Ograishi which was reeived by the Pedex I lection

Cinissi i on August 5, 1991 in Rtter er Review 3241.

hose matrials omitain a WU IU artiale Vhich states that

--- e--tative Lantos earned $,75O in ommlting fees from

the Carr-@ottatein co. of Anage, Alsa"Sa

2. While I do not belleve that the 3a1LbI1

article has any bearing on the Complaint, or on the fact that

my vife and I made legal oontributions to the Nev Hampshire

Diocratic Party, I wish to a es the statmat in this

article.

3. Prior to becoming a Member of Congress,

Congressman Lantos vas a professor of econamics. In that

capacity he had been an econsultant for Carr-ottstein

& Cqny, Inc. for at least 10 years prior to bec n a

Member of Cores My recollection is that his consulting

services began in 1969 or 1970. When conean Lantos



It 2

beme a Kebr of Congress in 1961 be contimued to provide

economic cornulting services to Carz-Gattstein A Company,

rn7. As of that tim, his consulting services and fee vere

cut back substantially such that he received $750 per month

for his services. Congressman Lantos continued to earn

consulting income until the rules regarding outside earned

Income for Nembers of Congress changed. By that time,

Congressman Lantos had earned $6,750 in consulting fees from

N, Carr-Gottstein & Company, Inc. in 1990. Deocause Congresman

Lantos is no longer permitted to receive outside earned

Income he no longer engages in consulttrng for Crr-Gtttein

. A Cmany, Inc.

'0
The above information is true and correct to the best of

my knovledge.

Anchorage, Alaska

Subscribed to and sworn beforn me this day of
September, 1991.

Co try Publi.c
MyComsso Epret- 11aq
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For Strnger, Pr=Aer & Better America
Btu Qaratalr P.F.
Mwiw & Electrical Eglneer
Natimal Defene Executtve Reervist
Nmnefor U. S. Congress 1986, 1988 & 1990

January 21, 1993

General Counsel
Federal Election Comission
999 3. Street, N. W.
Washington, DC 20463

Subject: NUR 3241

Dear Counsel:

Enclosed in a report from the Attomey General of the United States of new
Hampshire which was issued June 26. 1992. A numper of matters reqardinq my
allegations-to the FiC are contained in this ten-Oase report by the Attorney
General. As you can sm, the total 4ne pa #by Kr. Swett for violating the new
Hampshire law was $19,648. What is',ie lWooress of the matter with you folks?
I would appreciate anupdat* as the a44einant so I hove some idea that you have
not lost the file or fo en abovtt"his matterb

Sincerely yours,

G. M. Quraishi

Encl: As Above

Far (415) 726-0230
Voice (4IS) 726-2088
Post Office Bm 1087

El GrnMda, CA. 94018



REPORT OF THE ATT!ORNEY GENIERAL

IN--RE: D2 IL SWETT -FOR CONGRESS COMMITTEE

June 26, 1992

1. INTRODUCTION

This report concerns two complaints filed last year with
the office of the Attorney General alleging campaign
expenditures incurred by the Dick Swett for Congress Committee
("Committee") in excess of the voluntary spending limits
established by RSA 644:5-a and 5-b.

The first%- was filed on February 11, 1991 by Representative
Natalie Flanagan challenging the accuracy of expenditure totals
reported by the Committee, alleging a variety of violations of
the provisions of RSA 664:5-b relative to expenditure
limitation amounts. An investigation of that complaint was
undertaken, which consisted of a legal, factual and statistical
review of the allegations as well as a verification of
committee responses. The Committee was requested in
correspondence dated February 15, March 11, and March 14, 1991
to respond to the complaint in its entirety, as well as to a
series of questions regarding certain contributions and
expenditures challenged therein. By letter of March 26, 1991
further information was sought from the complainant, with
respect to particular allegations of indirect expenditures by
Congressman Tom Lantos and the New Hampshire Democratic State
Committee ("DSC") on behalf of Dick Swett. The Committee
Treasurer, Ms. Katrina Lantos-Swett, met with representatives
of the Attorney General's office on two occasions to present
requested information and explanations. Two written
submissions, one dated March 15, the other of April 9, 1991,
were also provided by the Committee. In addition, an affidavit
was submitted by Ms. Lantos-Swett.

The Republican State Committee of New Hampshire ("1RSC")
then filed an "Additional Complaint" against the Swett
Committee on September 4, 1991. That complaint, based upon the
Swett Committee's itemized disbursement submission to the
Federal Election Commission ("FEC") covering the first six
months of 1991, alleged further overspending by the Committee
in the 1990 campaign. At the request of this office, the Swett
Committee on October 1~0, 1991 provided a written response to
the RSC Complaint.
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sensitive to potential overlapping investigations by this
office and the Federal Elections Committee, this office
contacted representatives of the FEC to determine whether they
had or were presently looking into any matters relevant to
these two complaints, We understand that the FEC is not
inquiring into any concerns which might overlap with this
report.

II. RSA CHAPTER 664-IS NOT PREEMED BY FEDERAL LAW

As the Cormittee's December 27, 1991 letter indicated, its
initial response to the first complaint, on March 15, 1991,
raised the claim that RSA 664:5-a and 5-b were unenforcable
under state law because they are preempted by federal law. The
Committee's letter of December 27, 1991 cited - and argued at
length - an advisory opinion of the FEC. (Advisory Opinion
1991-22). That advisory opinion concerns a Minnesota statutory
scheme which provides for the payment by the State of Minnesota
from its general revenue fu~nds to Congressional candidates who
agree to voluntary limits on their campaign expenditures. The
FEC found that even though the Minnesota law imposes a
voluntary spending limitation, the large direct campaign
contribution from the State of Minnesota to Congressional
candidates violates the contribution limits in the FECA and is
thus preempted and superseded by the federal law, specifically
2 U.S.C. §453, and its implementing regulations.

We disagree with the Committee's view that federal law
invalidates New Hampshire's campaign spending limitations as
applied to Congressional campaigns. First, we do not share the
view of the FEC that this State's volnary campaign spending
limitation law runs afoul of the Federal Election Campaign
Act. Because the law by its own terms does not establish
mandatory expenditure limitations, there is no automatic
restriction on a candidate's spending. Its only requirement is

that a candidate choose - in order to be on the ballot -

whether or not to be restricted by the spending limitation.
Further, FEC regulations themselves, specifically have created
an exception to the preemption of state election laws for those
laws relative to the "manner of qualifying as a candidate or a

political party organization". ir C.F.R. 108.7(c). Thus, in

contrast with Minnesota's law, the New Hampshire voluntary
campaign expenditure law is one directed at ballot access,
which is specifically exempt from the preemption section of the
Federal Election Campaign Act.

The above rationale was argued to the Federal Election
Commission in the Comment of t-he State of New Hampshire dated
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October 26, 1989 in response to an advisory opinion request of
the New Hampshire Republican State Committee. The FEC
specifically did not address the issue of preemption of New
Hampshire's voluntary campaign expenditure law in federal
elections in that advisory opinion.

In sum, while the FEC advisory opinion concerning the
Minnesota law again raises the question of the enforcability of
New Hampshire's voluntary campaign expenditure law, we are
persuaded that the better reading of the Federal Election
Campaign Act's preemption section and its implementing
regulations does not preempt New Hampshire's law.

III. THE FLANAGAN COMPLAINT

The Flanagan complaint alleged three types of violations of
RSA 664:5-a and 5-b: (1) improper expenditure allocations, (2)
indirect contributions and expenditures, and (3) unreported
expenditures. These will each be addressed below with
reference to the applicable law. A summary of disposition

NO follows this discussion.

C\ A. Allocation of Committee Expenditures

i- The first set of complaints challenges the accuracy of or
the absence of allocations of expenditures between the primary
and general elections. The complaint alleged that certain

NI, expenditures allocated by the Committee to the primary election
were payments for services actually provided for or during the

'0 general election. See complaint at paragraphs 12, 13.
Additional allegations involved the extent of expenditures
designated as "wind down" or "post election" expenditures. I"
complaint at paragraph 31. Finally, certain expenditures were
challenged for having been allocated by the Committee to more

C than one election, or post election period. Se complaint at
paragraph 14.In

RSA 664:5-b, II establishes a voluntary campaign
expenditure limitation for federal congressional candidates of
$200,000 in the primary election, and $200,000 in the the
general election. In its entirety, the section provides:

664:5-b Political Expenditure Limitation Amounts. Total
expenditures by a candidate who voluntarily agrees to limit
campaign expenditures as provided in RSA 664:5-a shall be
as follows:
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1. For governor and United States Senator:

(a) $400, 000 in a state primary election
(b) $400,000 in a state general election.

II. For representative to Congress:

(a) $200,000 in a state primary election.

(b) $200,000 in a state general election.

III. For executive council:

(a) $35,000 in a state primary election.
(b) $35,000 in a state general election.

IV. For state senate:

(a) $15,000 in a state primary election.

(b) $15,000 in a state general election.

V. For representative to the general court and
all county offices, based upon the latest figures
filed with the secretary of state:

(a) $.25 per registered voter in the district
or the county in a state primary election.
(b) $.25 per registered voter in the district
or the county in a state general election.

Candidates electing to restrict their campaign spending to
the statutory limits must separately report expenditures for
the primary and general elections in order that permissible
spending levels be maintained. Therefore, consistent
allocations of all expenditures by a candidate (or a
candidate's committee), IC RSA 664:2, 11, must be made and
expenditure totals calculated thereon.

The Committee maintains that the tvo statutory limitation
amounts may be combined, in cases such as the instant one, when
neither of the general election opponents faced primary
opposition. The applicable expenditure limit, according to the
committee, is therefore $400,000 for the entire election
period. The Committee argues that in the absence of specific
prohibitionary language in the statute, such a combination
serves the legislative purpose of establishing a "level playing
field" for candidates. we disagree. Nothing in the express



language of RSA Ch. 664, nor in the legislative history of the
1989 amendments establishing the voluntary campaign expenditure
limitations, suggests that the election expenditure amounts may
be aggregated under any circumstances. Ch. 212:8, Laws of
1989. The Swett Committee was limited, as were any other
congressional candidates submitting to the limits, to
expenditures totalling $200,000 per election.

Although certain expenditure allocations between primary
and general elections were made by the Swett committee in its
Federal Election Commission reports, many expenditures were
multiply characterized. For example, some expenditures were
considered both primary and general election expenditures;
others as general and wind down expenditures. In response to
the complaint, however, the Committee maintains that every
expenditure was, as a practical matter, a general election
expense, due to the absence of a primary contest. Thus, to the
extent that the only cha-lenge faced by Dick Swett was
Republican Chuck Douglas, all Committee monies were devoted to
defeating the Republican candidate in the general election.
Notwithstanding the committee,'s contention in this regard, the
statute mandates single-election limits. Furthermore, the
committee did purport to allocate separately in numerous
instances in its FEC reports.

By assigning separate expenditure limits to each election,
the statute requires that each expenditure associated with, or
for the purpose of influencing, an election, be reported with
respect to that election. Thus, expenditures, as defined at
RSA 664:2, IX, which are "made for the purpose of promoting the
success ... of any ... candidate" must be allocated to the
election for which the candidate in fact made the expenditure.
See RSA 664:5.

Such interpretation is consistent with the chapter as a
whole, as well as the legislative history of the voluntary
expenditure limitation amendments. The legislative history of
the amendments demonstrates a desire to restrict campaign
spending to reasonable levels in a way so as not to confer any
unfair advantage or burden to a prQspective candidate. jtM

Senate Journal, February 14, 1989 at 391; see also SB 1765
Committee Reports, Senate Public Affairs Report of January 30,
1989, and House Constitution and Statutory Revision Report of
April 18, 1.989. Various discussions therein reveal an
assumpti4cn that expenditures made at the time of an election
are made for the purpose of i nfluencing that election. They
also indicate a further, related assumption that candidates
will expend money for election services at the t.,ime of the
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election for which the service is procured. See. e.. Senate

Public Affairs Report, Remarks of Senator King, (Lack of

primary opposition does not entitle candidate to "carry

(unspent) money over"); and Testimony of Secretary of State

William M. Gardner at (Unspent $50,000 in primary election may

not be carried forward to the general election.) Thus, the

legislative history supports a reading of the statute that

allocations of expenditures are to be made according to the

purpose of the expenditure.

While it is this office's determination that expenditures
must be allocated and totalled with respect to the election for

which they were made, we are not unmindful that this
requirement would benefit from a more direct statutory

expression. In this regard, we note that the legislature has

acted to clarify this precise point in two of its several

amendments to RSA ch. 664. Section 9 of Chapter 387, Laws of

1991, amends the previous definition of "expenditure" in

providing that an expenditure is one made "for the purpose of

influencing the nomination for election or election of any

candidate." In addition, Section 17 of Chapter 387 provides,

inter , that "each campaign expenditure limitation amount

shall apply solely and independently to either the state

primary election or the State general election." Chapter
387:17, Laws of 1991.

B. Indirect Contributions and Exenditures

The second category of allegations in the complaint

involves contributions and other payments to third persons

which allegedly constituted either indirect, unreported

contributions to the Swett Committee or unreported expenditures

made on behalf of the Committee. Each is alleged to have been

made with an ultimate objective of benefiting Swett's

candidacy. None of the cited contributions is claimed to be

illegal under RSA 664:4. Therefore, we have assessed these

allegations pursuant to the requirements of RSA 664:5-a, I, to

determine which of the "candidate's campaign expenditures and

those of his committee or committees, his party, and his

immediate family, made on his behalf" be counted toward the

applicable statutory amount. The six alleged indirect
contributions are discussed below.

A campaign management fee to Katrina Lantos-Swett from

her father, United States Representative Tom Lantos.

for services as campaign treasurer to his camvaign.

The compla'n- alleged that the substantial increase in Ms.

Lantos-Swett's 1990 fee ever that of previous campaign years

indicated an unreported campaign expenditure, "because the
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additional payment ... reduced Swett's reported expenditures by
at least ten thousand dollars." 51M complaint at paragraphs 17,
18. we inquired into the nature and extent of services provided
by Ms. Lantos-Swett to her father's campaign in 1990 and
previous campaigns, and based upon the Committee's written
response, letter to William M. Gardner of March 15 at 8, 9, and
Ms. Lantos-Swett's Affidavit of May 14, 1991, provided a
detailing of her duties, as well as an explanation of the
increase in her salary. We have determined that the fee paid to
Ms. Lantos-Swett in 1990 should not be considered as a Swett
Committee campaign expenditure.

This allegation raises certain questions with respect to
proof of expenditures by third persons. There is no reporting
requirement currently in place for relatives of candidates, or
political parties, specifically indicating such expenditures.
This issue should be addressed by the adoption of rules, or by
statutory clarification.

2. Contributions from Representative Tom Lantos to the
New Hampshire Democratic State Party Committee (DSC).

Representative Lantos contributed $10,000 to the Democratic
State Party Committee (DSC) on October 23, 1990. The complaint
alleges that this amount was later expended by the DSC for the
benefit of Dick Swett. U1 complaint at paragraph 20. No
allegation is made that Congressman Lantos conditioned his
contribution on a particular expenditure, or otherwise so
directed the DSC in any way, nor did we find any evidence to
support this contention.

The complaint provided certain documentation in support of
its contention that the DSC expended monies exclusively on
behalf of Dick Swett. Expenditures made by certain
statutorily-designated persons or entities for products or
services which exclusively benefit a candidate should be
reported and counted towards a candidate's limitations,
regardless of the initial source of the expended funds. Such an
attribution is mandated by RSA 664:5-a, I. A review of
expenditures made on behalf of the.Swett Committee by the DSC
follows, infra, Section III(C) at page 14.

3. Contributions to the Democratic State Committee by
individuals, each of whom had Dreviously aiven maximum
personal contributions to the Swett committee.

These several complaints allege that contributions were
made to the DSC with the expectation that the funds would be
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expended on behalf of Swett. 2ee complaint at paragraphs 21,
22. No such inference is supported by the complaint, and FEC

reports of personal contributions indicate that members of both
families gave substantial sums to many candidates and committees

in many states.

4. A contribution to Swett Committee from former San Francisco
Mayor Diane Feinstein.

The complaint cites a contribution which was made some five
months after a contribution of identical amount from
Representative Lantos to the Mayor. I" complaint at paragraph
25. This allegation is addressed by the Committee at pages 10,
11 of its March 15, 1991 submission and by affidavit of Ms.
Lantos-Swett. We have found no evidence to conclude that
Representative Lantos' contribution was made for the purpose of
inducing Mayor Feinstein to contribute that amount to the Swett
Committee. Therefore, no violation is found.

5. Payments by Representative Lantos to a firm also
retained by Swett. The Michael Rowan Group Associates.
for consulting services provided &o Lantos' campaian.

The complaint alleges that the retention of the Michael
Rowan Group Associates by Representative Lantos was for the
benefit of the Swett campaign. SeM complaint at paragraph 23.
The Swett Committee responded that the firm had been retained by
Congressman Lantos in his early campaigns and that its services
were once again sought due to the nature of Lantos' opposition
in the 1990 race. Our investigation confirmed that the firm had
in fact been retained by Congressman Lantos for his 1990
campaign. Rowan's services consisted of polling and political
consulting not specifically related to Swett. S Affidavit of
Michael Rowan dated May 9, 1991. Accordingly, no indirect
expenditure on behalf of the Swett Committee is found.

6. A $30.000 contribution by Representative Lantos to the
Democratic National Committee (MCI_.

The complaint alleges this amount was "funneled" through
the DNC to Swett, and should therefore be added to the latter's
expenditure totals. See complaint at paragraph 20. No evidence
was supplied that the contribution was conditioned or restricted
in any fashion. Rather, the Swett Committee provided a copy of
the accompanying cover letter to the DNC requesting
consideration of several candidates, including Dick Swett. See

Letter of March 15, 1991, Attachment 8. We find no violation of
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RSA Ch. 664 as to this allegation. Were sums expended by the
DNC for the benefit of Swett, however, they would be
attributable to his campaign.

C. Unreported Expenditures

Finally, the complaint contains several substantiated
allegations with respect to particular expenditures by the DSC
"on behalf of" Dick Swett that were not reported by him., IM
complaint at paragraphs 29, 30. The Committee concedes that
various postage, handling and printing costs for certain Swett
campaign mailings were paid for by the DSC. The then-Executive
Director of the Democratic State Committee confirmed these costs
and represented that no additional expenses were incurred by the
DSC on behalf of Swett. See Affidavit of Ramsay McLaughlin
dated June 22, 1991. RSA 664:5-a, I mandates that these amounts
be included in a candidate's expenditure total. Expenditure
amounts have therefore been adjusted to reflect those amounts
spent by the DSC on behalf of Swett. - -

The complaint additionally alleges that the DSC retained
Michael Rowan Associates to conduct a survey for the benefit of
Dick Swett. See complaint at paragraph 23. According to Rowan,

the DSC paid approximately 25% of the total cost of the survey.
Rowan provided a copy of that survey, which asks numerous
generic issue-oriented questions in addition to several
particular ones with respect to the Swett-Douglas race. Mr.
McLaughlin represented in his affidavit that the DSC utilized
the survey results in its work with several candidates.
Accordingly, the DSC payment to Rowan has not been attributed to
the Committee.

IV. THE REPUBLICATION STATE COMMITTEE COMPLAINT

The Republican State Committee filed its "Additional
Complaint" on September 4, 1991. In its complaint, the RSC
claimed that the Committee's FEC filing for the first six months
of 1991 showed certain expenses which should have been allocated
to the 1990 primary or general election.

Most of the expenditures disCussed in the "additional
complaint" are characterized as "primary" disbursements. The
Swett Committee in its response indicated that these items
relate to the 1992 primary election and do not, therefore,
concern spending limits for the 1990 electicn cycle. Because
the RSC complaint provides no basis for a contrary view, we
accept the Swett zormittee's position.
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Of the remaining expenditures, it appears that $2,177.11 is

attributable to the 1990 general election. This amount excludes
those items which the Committee has identified as pertaining to
wind-down of the 1990 general. election, but includes $1,178.12
in AT & T fax payments and $2,046.64 in AMEX charges which the
Committee cannot attribute to the wind-down. Adjusting this
amount by $1,047.65 which the Committee contends was received in
refunds produces an additional overexpenditure of $2,177.11.

V. CONCLUSION AND SUMMARY OF
DISPOSITION OF COMPLAINTS

RSA 664:5-a and 5-b as applied to New Hampshire's
Congressional elections is not preempted by the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, and is fully enforceable as to
Congressional candidates. In applying New Hampshire's voluntary
spending limitation statute to the two complaints filed against
the Swett Committee, the Committee contends that its spending
during the 1990 campaign cycle should be treated san - aggregate
amount. This aggregation, however, ignores the 'statutory
requirement of two separate $200,000 limits. A functional
allocation of each expenditure must therefore be undertaken.

In allocating campaign expenditures in this fashion, the
Committee's total expenditure was $169,786 for the primary
election, and $278. or the general election. The excess
expenditures of7it,5 * general election leads to a
penalty assessmenTlJ of which $6,882.56 has already
been paid. In view of the earlier statutory ambiguity on the
issue of how expenditures were to be allocated between the
general and primary elections (prior to the 1991 amendments to
RSA 664:5-a), we have agreed to compromise this penalty amount
by acceding to the total penalty payment by the Swett Committee
of $19,648.

John P. Arnold

Attorney General
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I. GENERATION OF MATTER

This matter was generated by a complaint filed by

G.M. (Bill) Quraishi ("Complainant") on March 26, 1991.

Supplemental information to the complaint was filed by

Complainant on June 17, 1991; June 26, 1991; July 11, 1991;

and August 5,, 1991.

Complainant alleges that a number of transactions which

occurred during the 1990 campaigns of Tom Lantos and Dick Swett

violated provisions of The Federal Election Campaign Act of

1971, as amended (*the Act").3 Complainant alleges that after
the Tom Lantos for Congress Committee ("Lantos Committee")

contributed the maximum amount permitted to the Dick Swett for

Congress Committee ("Swett Committee"), Rep. Lantos devised

other ways of providing funds and services to aid the Swett

campaign.

1. Reports for all four federal committees were checked:
Dick Swett for Congress Committee, Tom Lantos for Congress
Committee, Democratic National Committee, and New Hampshire
Democratic State Committee.

2. The New Hampshire Attorney General's Office received andinvestigated a complaint with similar allegations. See,
Attachment 10.

3. See, Attachment 1 for a chronology of the events relevant
to this matter.



A response was received from the Lantos Committee,

consisting of an argument set forth by Counsel; affidavits from

Thomas Lantos* Katrina Lantos-Swett, Michael Rowan, and

Timber Dick; and supporting documentation. Attachment 3. A

separate response from the Swett Committee consisted only of a

letter from Counsel stating that Rep. Swett and his committee

joined in the response given by the Lantos Committee.

Attachment 4.

Responses were also received from the Democratic National

Committee ('DNC')(Attachment 5), Daniel and Tammy Abraham

(Attachment 6), Barnard and Rachel Gottstein (Attachment 7), the

New Hampshire State Democratic Committee (*NH Committee")

(Attachment 8), and the Michael Rowan Group Inc. ("Rowan

Group') (Attachment 9). This office has not received responses

from the Feinstein for Governor Committee 5("Feinstein

Committee'), Phil Swett, Jr., nor Katrina Lantos-Swett,

individually and separate from her capacity as treasurer of the

Lantos and Swett Committees.

4. On August 27, 1991, the Commission authorized an audit of
the NH Committee. The interim Audit report, which was sent to
this office on June 1, 1992, for comment, indicates that the
audit overlaps issues in this matter. This Office understands
that Audit is prepared to refer its findings to OGC at this
t ime.

5. on July 23, 1991, Henry Berman, treasurer of the Feinstein
for Governor Committee, called regarding supplemental
information which we had sent to the Committee in care of him.
Mr. Berman indicated that he had forwarded the earlier materials
to the Committee. When we told him that we had not received a
response from the Committee, he stated that he would "check into
it." There has been no further communication with Mr. Berman,
nor has a response been received from the Committee.
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11I. DACKG3DN

Complainant was the Republican candidate for the llth

Congressional District in California in the 1990 election.

Complainant's Democratic opponent was Rep. Thomas Lantos, one of

the respondents in this matter.6 Elected in 1990 to the Second
7

District of New Hampshire (Democrat), Dick Swett is the

son-in-law of Rep. Lantos.

Dick Swett is married to Rep. Lantos' daughter,

Katrina Lantos-Swett. During the last ten years, including the

1989-90 election cycle, Ms. Lantos-Swett served as treasurer and

manager of fundraising of the Lantos Committee. Further,

Ms. Lantos-Svett has served as campaign director, advisor and

strategist for the Lantos Committee. Attachment 3, pp. 10 & 15.

Ms. Lantos-Swett also served as treasurer of the Swett Committee

during the 1989-90 election cycle.

The consulting payments made to Katrina Lantos-Swett by the

Lantos Committee are as follows:

1981-1982 cycle
12-31-81 $18,000
[Debt owed/reported to FEC $10,000)

1983-1984 cycle
[Repayment of 1981 debt)
[2-31-83 $2,500)
[4-11-83 $4,000)
(6-30-83 $3,500)

[$10,0o

6. Mr. Quraishi received 29% of the total vote and Mr. Lantos
won the election with 66% of the vote.

7. In his 1990 bid for office, Rep. Swett received 53% of the
vote.
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1985-1986 cycle
4-27-87 $10,000

1987-1988 cycle
11-10-88 $7,500

1989-1990 cycle
3-16-89 $2,000
5-17-89 $2,000
6-26-89 $1,500
9-1-89 $1,000
10-3-89 $1,200
11-22-89 $1,200
12-12-89 $2,500
1-20-90 $1,500
1-25-90 $ 750
3-1-90 $1,800
4-1-90 $2,000
4-26-90 $2,200
6-6-90 $3,600
7-1-90 $2,200
8-27-90 $2,200
9-9-90 $2,300
10-2-90 $2,200
10-26-90 $2,200
10-30-90 $2,200
12-5-90 $5,000

Total $

Timber Dick is Rep. Lantos' son-in-law, and Dick Swett's

brother-in-law. Mr. Dick was paid $32,000 in 1988 by the Lantos

Committee for managing the campaign. Payments were made by the

Lantos Committee to Mr. Dick, loosely on a monthly basis, from

April through November of 1988.

8. On April 27, 1987, the Lantos Committee paid Ms. Lantos-
Swett a lump sum payment of $10,000. The Lantos Committee
reported this disbursement as consulting fees; however, the
Committee did not indicate in its reports that the payment was
for anything other than for consulting within the reporting
period. The Committee did not report any outstanding debt toMs. Lantos-Swett for either 1985 or 1986, or any repayment of
such debt in 1987. This payment occurred one month prior to
Ms. Lantos-Swett's May 28th closing on the purchase of a home.



Phil Swett, Jr. is Dick Swett's brother. Phil Swett worked

for the 1990 Lantos campaign. Phil was paid $1,436.16 for his

work on the Lantos campaign. Phil also "was paid for his work

on [Lantos] campaign fundraising efforts in Washington, D.C.,

during 1984." Attachment 3, p. 12.

on February 23, 1990, the Lantos Committee made a $2,000

contribution to the Swett Committee. On October 1, 1990, the

Lantos Committee contributed $1,000 to the Granite State

Coalition.9 On October 4, 1990, the Lantos Committee

contributed $30,000 to the DNC.10 On October 20, 1990, the

Lantos Committee made a $10,000 contribution to the

NH Committee.

Meanwhile, on October 15, 1990 the DNC contributed $10,000

to the NH Committee. On October 26, 1990, the DNC contributed

another $39,000 to the NH Committee.

in 1989, the State of New Hampshire enacted a law which

allows candidates for office to waive the $5,000 filing fee and

requisite signed petitions by "voluntarily agreeing to limit his

expenditures and those ... on his behalf by his committee or

9. The New Hampshire Secretary of State's office lists this
organization as a non-profit corporation. It has no
corresponding political action committee, either state or
federal. The Complainant mentioned the contribution, but made
no specific allegation regarding it. This office is not certain
of what, if any, connection the contribution to the Granite
State Coalition had to the other contributions at issue, so we
will look into that matter. The Granite State Coalition was not
notified as a Respondent in this matter.

10. This amount was reported by the Lantos Committee; however,
documents provided to this office by the Committee indicate that
the Committee transferred $50,000 to the DNC.
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... party, and his immediate family." N.H. RSA 664:5-a. 1 1 The

statute provides that the total expenditures by a candidate who

voluntarily agrees to limit campaign expenditures shall be

$200,000 in a primary election and $200,000 in a general

election. N.H. RSA 664:5-b.

In his 1990 congressional race, Rep. Dick Swett agreed to

this voluntary spending limit. The reports filed by the Swett

Committee with the Commission indicate the following total

receipts and disbursements for 1990:

RECEIPTS DISBURSEMENTS
General Primary General

$ $2 3 $140r472 $324r681

Further, a March 15, 1991 letter to the N.H. Secretary of State

indicates that the NH Committee paid the costs of some Swett

mailings. In this letter, Rep. Swett stated that the total cost

of those mailings was $26,495.

The g index indicates that the only reported party support

for Rep. Swett for the 1989-90 cycle was by the Democratic

Congressional Campaign Committee in the amounts of $5,500 in

contributions and $2,148 in expenditures. The database shows no

contributions to or expenditures on behalf of Congressman Swett

for that period by the NH Committee, and the NH Committee

reported no Section 441a(d) expenditures. For the federal

reporting period October 18, 1990 to November 26, 1990, and the

non-federal reporting period October 15, 1990 to November 16,

11. Although the Commission has no jurisdiction over any
violation of the New Hampshire state law, attempts to evade thespirit of this law may have resulted in separate FECA
violations.
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1990, the NH Committee reported the following expenditures: 1 2

CAPAI GNI NG-TYPE EXPENDITURES

date
10/29
10/23
10/23
10/24
10/26
10/26
10/26
10/26
10/29
10/29
10/29
10/29
10/30
10/30
10/31
10/31
10/31
11/1
11/1
11/2
11/3
11/9
11/9
11/9
11/9
11/9
11/12
11/12
11/12
11/12
11/12

Paid to
Sheraton
Keystone Press
USPS
Share Systems
Share Systems
Keystone Press
USPS
Robert Coates
Mail America
N.H. Mailing
Keystone Press
USPS
USPS
USPS
Keystone Press
N.H. Mailing
USPS
USPS
Share Systems
USPS
N.E. Interview
Robert Coates
Robin Holske
Mike Rose
Mitch Epner
Share Systems
Brad Smith
Ray Gradual
Paul Beagle
George Dunston
Andrew Beede

for
Tu-nction rent
printing
postage
voter ID
voter ID
printing
postage
consulting
direct mail
direct mail
printing
postage
postage
postage
printing
direct mail
postage
postage
voter ID
postage
phone banks
consulting
consulting
consulting
consulting
voter ID
consulting
consulting
consulting
consulting
consulting

from account
non-fed fed

x
x
x
x
x
x
x

x
x
x
x
x
x

12. During this same time period the NH Committee received the
$5,000 contributions from Barnard Gottstein (11/3/90),
Rachel Gottstein (11/3/90), Daniel Abraham (10/31/90), and
Tammy Abraham (10/31/90), all solicited by Rep. Lantos. The
NH Committee also received a $5,000 contribution from Randolph
Updyke at this time (11/3/90). It is unknown whether
Mr. Updyke's contribution was solicited by Congressman Lantos.
These contributions were deposited in the non-federal account.

amount

4,888
4,250

12,000
15,000
5,000
5,000

500
4,945
2,758
8,085
4,000
2,000

500
1,614
1,473
6,900
5,000

10,000
1,000

10,000
500
250
250
600

11,000
375
250
425
250
300
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EXPENDITURES

Paid to
Morrill Everett
James Tenn
Bronco Realty
Off. Dimension
Conway Office
MCI
Fed. Express
P.S.N.H.
N.E. Telephone
N.E. Telephone
Randall Press
Molloy Sound
R. McLachlan
IRS

for
n-surance
rent
rent
office supplies
office supplies
phone
express mail
electric
telephone
telephone
stationery
sound equipment
salary
taxes

amount
500

990
418
162
315
646

96
674
628

1,049
185
724
186

from account13non-fed fed"

X
X
X
X
X
X
x
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

DIRECT CONTRIBUTIONS

Paid to
Granite State Coalition
Grandmaison for Governor
Grandmaison for Governor
Coma. to Elect House Democrats

amount

2,500
7,000

100

from account
non-fed fed

X

A review of the federal account and non-federal account

reports for 1990 reveal the following receipts and

disbursements:

NON-FEDERAL ACCOUNT

dates
01/01 - 08/22/90
08/23 - 09/05/90
09/06 - 10/15/90
10/16 - 11/16/90

TOTALS

0
11,239.45
41,541.00$ 10 1,3 60.60

disbursements$ 50,855.14_

979.62
8,664.36

41,991.96
$102,491.0M

* NO REPORTS WERE AVAILABLE FOR 11/17 - 12/31

13. A review of all federal reports for 1990 indicates that theNH Committee made no payments from the federal account for anyoverhead-type expenditures.

S

date
T72

10/22
11/12
11/12
11/12
11/12
11/12
11/12
11/12
11/12
11/12
11/12
11/12
11/15

date
11/12
10/17
11/9
11/12
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F1DEALt ACOUDT

dates
01/01 - 03/31/90
04/01 - 06/30/90
07/01 - 09/30/90
10/01 - 10/17/90
10/18 - 11/26/90
11/27 - 12/31/90

TOTALS

receipts

512.55
9,528.39

10,015.42
100,744.51

7,625.00$128,437.76

disbursements
$ 8.66

0
4,600.00

16,014.00
98,173.47
7,008.95$125,v805.0U

In addition to contributions made by the Lantos

certain contributions by others are relevant in this

Committee,

case. On

May 16, 1990, Barnard and Rachel Gottstein of Anchorage, Alaska,

each contributed $1,000 to the Swett Committee. 1 4 Another member

14. Our database indicates that Mr. and Mrs. Gottsteincontributed considerable sums of money to various campaigns andPACs during the 1989-90 cycle:

date
02/2 89
02/28/89
03/10/89
04/21/89
09/11/89
10/11/89
10/23/89
11/02/89
11/15/89
01/30/90
02/06/90
03/01/90
03/16/90
03/20/90
04/09/90
04/23/90
05/02/90
05/05/90
05/09/90
05/14/90
05/15/90
05/15/90
05/16/90
05/21/90
06/05/90
06/25/90
07/09/90

CONTRIEDUTIOCS 0F 5 (f ) GOTTSTRIN
anomunt contribution made -o.

0Wright Appreciation Fund
5,000 National PAC
1,000 McConnell Senate Committee
1,000* Congressman Wright Appreciation
1,000 Washington PAC
1,000 Friends of Senator Carl Levin
1,000 Kerry Committee
1,000 Effective Government Committee
1,000 Citizens for Harkin
1,000 Friends of Albert Gore Jr. Inc.1,000 Yates for Congress Committee
1,000 Reynolds for Congress 19901,000 Mike Kopetski for Congress Committee
1,000 Simon for Senate
1,000 Friends of Howell Heflin Committee
1,000 Friends of Max Baucus
1,000 Wolpe for Congress

500 Friends of Les Aspin
1,000 Friends of Larry Pressler

500 Keefe for Congress 1990
1,000 Re-elect Senator Pell Committee
1,000 Re-elect Exon for US Senate Committee1,000 Dick Swett for Congress Committee
1,000 Friends of Jeff Hutter for Congress1,000 Friends of Senator Rockefeller
1,000 Senate Committee for Twilegar
1,000 Daniel K Akaka for US Senate
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of the Gottstein family, David, made a $1,000 contribution to

the Swett Committee on September 6, 1990. Two more Gottoteins,

James and Robert Gottstein, each contributed $1,000 to the Swett

Committee on September 11, 1990. On October 25, 1990, James

Gottatein contributed $1,000 to the federal account of the NH

Committee. Barnard and Rachel Gottstein each contributed $5,000

to the NH Committee on November 3, 1990, which the Committee

reported in the disclosure of its State account. It is not

clear what, if any, relationship the Gottsteins are to one

another, except that Barnard and Rachel are married; however,

(Footnote
08/06/90
10/09/90
12/28/90

14 continued
1,000
1,000
1,000

from previous page)
Re-elect Exon for US Senate Committee
La Rocco for Congress
Citizens for Arlen Specter

* Filer's percentage of this contribution to joint fundraising.

date
10/11/89
11/15/89
03/01/90
03/18/90
03/20/90
05/11/90
05/15/90
o5/15/90
o5/16/90
o5/21/90
05/29/90
06/05/90
06/22/90
06/25/90
07/09/90
08/06/90
10/19/90
10/20/90
10/23/90
10/23/90
10/24/90
10/26/90
11/02/90

COWRIDUTIOUS OF 3ACN3L GOTTTRIN
amount

1,0001,000
1,000
1,000
1,000
1,000
1,000
1,000
1,000
1,000
1,000
1,000
1,000
1,000
1,000
1,000
1,000
1,000
1,000
1,000
1,000
1,000

contribution made to
Friends of Senator Carl Levin
Citizens for Harkin
Reynolds for Congress 1990
Engel for Congress
Simon for Senate
Re-elect Senator Pell Committee
Kostmayer 1990 Committee
Re-elect Exon for US Senate Committee
Dick Swett for Congress Committee
Friends of Jeff Hutter for Congress
Bilbray for Congress
Friends of Senator Rockefeller
Kerry Committee
Senate Committee for Twilegar
Daniel K Akaka for US Senate
Re-elect Exon for US Senate Committee
Jim Chapman for Congress Committee
Friends of Roy Dyson Committee
Mike Synar for Congress Committee
Friends of Butler Derrick
Coleman for Congress
Wise for Congress Committee
Hoyer for Congress
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all live in Anchorage, Alaska. Additionally, during 1990, Rep.

Lantos received $6,750 in consulting fees from Carr-Gottstein &

Company, Inc., an Alaska corporation in which Barnard Gottstein

was at that time the Chairman of the Board. See, footnote 27.

On June 27, 1990, S. Daniel Abraham of New York contributed

$2,000 to the Swett Committee, designating $1,000 to the primary

election and $1,000 to the general election. On October 16,

1990, Mr. Abraham's daughter, Tammy Abraham of New York,

contributed $1,000 to the Swett Committee. Daniel and Tammy

Abraham each made a $5,000 contribution to the NH Committee on

October 31, 1990, which the Committee reported in the disclosure

of its State account. 15

15. Our database shows no other contributions by Tammy Abraham
during the 1989-90 cycle, besides the contributions to the Smwtt
Committee. The following chart outlines other contributions
made by Daniel Abraham during the 1989-90 cycle:

date
02/9- 89
03/20/89
03/29/89
03/29/89
05/09/89
05/19/89
06/05/89
06/30/89
09/20/89
11/14/89
12/18/89
05/10/90
05/10/90
05/10/90
05/10/90
06/27/90
09/13/90
10/09/90
10/22/90

amount
5,000
1,000
1,000
1,000
1,000
1,000
1,000
1,000

1,000
500

1,000
1,000
1,000

100
1,000
1,000
1,000
1,000

contribution made to
National Republican Senatorial Committee
National PAC
Wyden for Congress (primary)
Wyden for Congress (general)
Bill Bradley for US Senate '90
Roundtable PAC
People for Boschwitz 1990
Fund for a Democratic Majority
Washington PAC
Campaign America
Citizens for Dave Grey Committee
Elect Kenley Brunsdale (primary)
Elect Kenley Brunsdale (primary)
Elect Kenley Brunsdale (general)
Elect Kenley Brunsdale (general)
Dick Swett for Congress Committee
Kerry Committee
Ted Muenster Works for South Dakota
National PAC
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On October 16, 1989, Diane Feinstein, personally,

contributed $1,000 to the Lantos Committee. The Lantos

Committee contributed $1,000 to the Feinstein Committee on

July 12, 1990. On November 2, 1990, the Feinstein Committee

made a $1,000 contribution to the Swett Committee.

Finally, payments made to a pollster, the Rowan Group, are

of concern in this matter. During the 1990 campaign the Swett

Committee hired the Rowan Group to perform certain polls and

recommend strategies. Additionally, the Lantos Committee and

the NH Committee also utilized the services of Michael Rovan

during this period. The following charts show the amounts paid

to the Rowan Group by all three committees:

SWETT CO~MMTE

7/27/90 $ 4,663.14
8/30/90 1,926.44
9/24/90 755.21
10/5/90 3e300.00

TOTAL: $10r644.79

LANTOS COMMITTEE

8/9/90 $ 2,500.00
8/30/90 4r125.00
10/24/90 4,400.00

TOTAL: $11,25.0

NB COMMITTEE-FEDERAL ACCOUNT 16

10/1/90 $ 4,000.00

16. The state reports filed by the NH Committee show no
payments to the Rowan Group from the non-federal account.
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III. EACTUAL AND LZGL ANhLYSIS

A. Alleged Personal Use by Lantos of Campaign Funds

Payments made to relatives of Rep. Lantos constitute the

basis of the first allegation of the complaint. The Complainant

alleges that Lantos used campaign funds for personal use

"turning the contributions into a 'jobs program' for children

and in-laws for the personal benefit of the Lantos and Swett

families." Complainant alleges that the actions by Rep. Lantos

and his Committee violated 2 U.S.C. S 439a and House Rule XLIII,

Clause 6.17

While acknowledging that Ms. Lantos-Swett "would be

entitled to reasonable compensation for her services as

Treasurer of her father's campaign," Complainant disputes that

the amounts paid during the 1989-90 election cycle were

reasonable, in light of past compensation. Complainant

questions the payments made by the Lantos Committee to

Ms. Lantos-Swett for "consulting fees" in 1990. Specifically,

Complainant points to "[tihe dramatic increase in her payment to

almost two thousand dollars a month during 1990." Complainant

argues that "the additional payment by her father [Rep. Lantos]

was unjustified based on her [Ms. Lantos-Swett] full time

commitment as manager and treasurer of her husband's

[Rep. Swett] campaign." Complainant alleges that the "extra

Lantos payment was ... a campaign subsidy to mask the fact that

17. Any violation of House Rule XLIII, Clause 6 does not fall
within the jurisdiction of the Commission. Therefore, this
Office makes no recommendation to the Commission regarding the
first allegation as it pertains to such rule.
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Ratrinas husband (Rep. Swettl had virtually no income, having

been on leave from his father's company and campaigning full

time."

Pursuant to 2 U.s.c. 5 439a, amounts received by a

candidate as contributions that are in excess of any amount

necessary to defray his expenditures, may be used by such

candidate to defray any ordinary and necessary expenses incurred

in connection with her duties as a holder of Federal office, may

be contributed to any charitable organization as described at

26 U.S.C. 5 170(c), or may be used for any other lawful purpose,

including transfers without limitation to any national, State,

or local committee of any political party; except that no such

amounts may be converted by any person to any personal use,

other than to defray any ordinary and necessary expenses

incurred in connection with his duties as a holder of Federal

offices 18

In response, Rep. Lantos and the other Respondents involved

in this issue deny all allegations against them. Rep. Lantos'

affidavit addressed the change in the amount of compensation to

Ms. Lantos-Swett by stating that "[tlhe level of service

provided by [Ms. Lantos-Swett) and the compensation paid to her

by the campaign varied with the character of the election

cycle." Attachment 3, p. 11.

18. Rep. Lantos was first elected to Congress in November of
1980, and thus is not covered by the grandfather provision of
Section 439a. Therefore, he cannot convert any of the funds ofhis principal campaign committee to personal use because he is
not a "qualified Member." See, 11 C.F.R. SS 113.1(f) and
113.2(e).
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Ms. Lantos-Swett stated, in her affidavit that she has
served as treasurer, campaign director and fundraiser for the

[Lantos Committee) since 1981. Attachment 3, p. 15. Although

she did not state to which election cycle she was referring,

Ms. Lantos-Swett listed her responsibilities to the Lantos

Committee as follows:

(1) filing all FEC reports, as well as responding to
related correspondence; (2) processing of campaign
receipts and expenditures; (3) oversight of the
Committeets computer operations; (4) filing campaign
tax returns; (5) management of the campaign
investment portfolio; (6) supervising the campaign
fundraising activities; (7) supervising campaign
media, including direct mail, television and radio
advertisement, campaign polling and surveys;
(8) advising on campaign strategy; and (9) serving
as Congressman Lantos? surrogate at speaking
engagements and other events.

id.

Both Rep. Lantos and Ms. Lantos-Swett indicate that the

reason for the increase in consulting fees to Ms. Lantos-Swett

during the 1989-90 election cycle was because of the Lantos

Committee's campaigning and fundraising efforts to increase the

number of small contributors. Ms. Lantos-Swett states in her

affidavit that "over 17,000 small contributions had to be

reviewed and cleared for deposit and reporting, requiring

substantially more of my time than in previous campaigns." Id.,

p. 15. Furthermore, Respondents state that Rep. Lanto~s did not

have a full time campaign manager for his 1990 campaign, which

put more responsibility on Ms. Lantos-Swett. Thus, Respondents

assert that the increase in consulting payments to

Ms. Lantos-Swett during the 1990 election was a direct function
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of the substantial increase in time that she spent working on

the Lantos campaign. Id., pp. 3-4.

The Committee argues that Ms. Lantos-Swett had added

responsibilities because of increased fundraising. The

Committee did have somewhat higher totals for both receipts and

disbursements in the 1982 and 1990 election cycles. The

following chart shows the total receipts and disbursements of

the Committee during each cycle:

receipts disbursements
1980 $18r9 $342I $1521 $40?5
1982 768,759 451,770 189,502 1,002,892
1984 537,088 101,252 187,310 102,251
1986 91,013 208,218 93,376 232,0591988 194,634 191,634 134,211 135,299
1990 259,735 611,087 174,803 465,099

Further, the Committee's argument concerning a great number

of small contributions is supported by the amount of unitemized

contributions reported by the Committee during the 1989-90

cycle. Of the total of $870,822 in receipts reported, $437,339

(50%) were reported as unitemized contributions:

Report Unitemized Contributions1989 Rid-year 715
1989 Year-End 3,080
1990 April Quarterly 353
1990 Pre-Primary 14,141
1990 July Quarterly 6,964
1990 October Quarterly 61,743
1990 Pre-General 57,846
1990 Post-General 131,274
1990 Year-End 161,217

TOTAL $437,339

Respondents further argue that the Complainant attempted to

strengthen his case by omitting crucial information about the

years preceding 1985. Id., p. 3. Rep. Lantos states that the
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"compensation paid to [Ms. Lantos-Swett] in 1988 and 1989 (was

comparable to what the campaign paid her in 1981 and 1982.*

Id, p. 11. Rep. Lantos contends that the political contests

for 1982 and 1990 were more difficult and required greater work

from Ms. Lantos-Swett, thus the greater compensation.

Contrary to the assertion of the Lantos Committee, the

numbers tend to indicate that the 1990 election was not a

considerably more difficult campaign. The following chart shows

the election results for all of Rep. Lantos' congressional

races:

year % Lantos opponent
0 47% Bill Royer (incumbent)1982 57% 39% Bill Royer

1984 71% 29% John Hickey
1986 74% 26% Bill Quraishi
1988 75% 25% Bill Quraishi
1990 66% 29% Bill Quraishi

Additionally, payments made to Ms. Lantos-Swett by the

Lantos Committee are questionable in light of the fact that the

1990 reports filed by the Swett Committee show no payments to

Ms. Lantos-Swett as salary or for consulting.1 9 The following

chart shows the only reported disbursements made to Ms. Lantos-

Swett by the Swett Committee in the 1990 election cycle:

19. This apparent questionable discrepancy was recently notedin Handbook of Campaign Spending, a book compiled and written byLos Angeles Times reporters. See, The Washington Post, Sept. 8,
1992, at A19,oIT. 3.
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date amount stated purpose
7I/90 U11741 "reib. p.o. box fee, photo.

camp. materials"

5/4/90 692.09 "reimb. bumperstrips, office
supplies, balloons"

10/26/90 177.30 "reimb. camp event milage [sic)
10/30/90 1,935.00 reimb./Globe ad./camp.

materials"

11/2/90 127.00 "reimb. meals, gas, supplies"

As has been asserted by Respondents, nothing in the Act or

regulations prohibit Ms. Lantos-Swett from simultaneously

serving as treasurer of two different committees. However,

questions still remain as to exactly what services

Ms. Lantos-Swett provided to the Lantos and Swett Committees,

and whether the compensation paid to her by the Lantos Committee

was, in fact, commensurate with the time spent on that campaign

or subsidized her work on the Swett campaign. Therefore,

further investigation is necessary in order to make such

determinations.
20

Complainant also specifically questions a $10,000 payment

to Ms. Lantos-Swett on April 27, 1987, just one month prior to

the closing on her house in New Hampshire. Complainant alleges

that "Congressman Lantos has a pattern of using campaign funds

as a family enterprise as can be seen by the $10,000 paid

to Katrina Lantos-Swett cn April 27, 1987."

Regarding this payment, Rep. Lantos stated in an affidavit:

20. In addition to the Section 439a issue, answers to suchquestions would also allow for a determination of whetherpayments to Ms. Lantos-Swett by the Lantos Committee constitutedan excessive contribution to the Swett Committee, as is alsoalleged by the Complainant. See, Section B of this report.
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*Never have I provided campaign funds to my daughter Katrina for

personal purposes, in connection with the closing on a home as

alleged by my Complainant or for any other personal purpose.*

Attachment 3, p. 12. The response appears to indicate that the

1987 payment was for services rendered by Ms. Lantos-Swett

during the 1985-86 election cycle. Id., p. 17. The response

from Congressman Lantos and the Lantos Committee indicates that

a $10,000 payment for consulting was made to Ms. Lantos-Swett on

April 27, 1987.

The Act requires that committees report "the amount and

nature of outstanding debts and obligations owed by or to such

political committee." 2 U.S.C. 5 434(b)(8). The regulations

require that (tdjebts and obligations owed by or to a political

coinittee which remain outstanding shall be continuously

reported until extinguished." 11 C.F.R. S 104.11(a).

The Lantos Committee reported no debt to Ms. Lantos-Swett

in its 1985-86 reports. Further, the Lantos Committee did not

report the payment made on April 27, 1987 as being made to

extinguish debt. Thus, Respondent's explanation of the payment

should be further investigated. Even if this Office accepts

Respondentfs explanation for the $10,000 payment in 1987, there

appears to be a reporting violation.

Therefore, this office recommends that the Commission find

reason to believe the Tom Lantos for Congress Committee and

Katrina Lantos-Swett, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C.

S 434(b)(8). This Office also recommends that the Commission

find reason to believe Thomas Lantos violated 2 U.S.c. 5 439a.
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The Complainant also alleges that Rep. Lantos used campaign

funds for personal use in regards to the compensation paid by

the Lantos Committee during the 1988 campaign to two other

family members, Timber Dick and Phil Swett, Jr. Those payments

totaled $32,000 for Timber Dick and $1,436 for Phil Swett, Jr.

Regarding the allegations concerning Timber Dick,

Rep. Lantos states that "[during] the 1988 campaign, Timber

devoted some nine months of almost full time work to (the)

campaign." Attachment 3. p. 12. According to the Lantos

response, Mr. Dickfs duties included: (1) purchase, set up and

development of computer equipment and software; (2) supervising

direct mail fundraising effort; (3) served as surrogate at

campaign events; (4) managed field operations; and

(5) supervised media efforts. Id. Rep. Lantos states that

OTiaber was paid by [the] campaign for the services he

provided." Id.

It appears that Timber Dick served full-time as campaign

manager of the Lantos Committee in the 1988 election, and was

compensated for his services in the amount of $32,000. This

figure does not appear to indicate that Mr. Dick was paid for

anything other than his services to the Lantos Committee in

1988, and thus does not suggest any misuse of funds by

Congressman Lantos or his committee.

Regarding the allegations concerning Phil Swett, Jr.,

Rep. Lantos states that Phil "was paid at a level that was

commensurate with the fees paid by (the Lantos] campaign to

other young people with the same background, age, and level of
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experience." Id., p. 13. According to the Lantos response,

Philts duties included running errands, data entry, preparing

mailings, putting up signs, answering telephones, telephone

canvassing and polling. Id. Lantos states that Phil, who was a

college student at the time, "Spent a couple of months in

California working on [the Lantos) congressional campaign in

July and August, 1988." Id., p. 12.

By means of comparison, the reports of the Lantos Committee

indicate that numerous individuals during both the 1988 and 1990

campaigns were compensated for personal services in amounts

ranging from $250 to $2,500. The reports state that these

individuals were paid for consulting; the reports do not

indicate whether these individuals were college students, like

Phil Swett, Jr., and whether they were paid for performing

duties similar to his. Furthermore, the minimal payments to

Phil Swett, Jr. during the 1988 campaign, totaling $1,436, do

not suggest any misuse of funds by Congressman Lantos or his

committee.

Therefore, this Office recommends that the Commission not

consider the payments made to Timber Dick, and Phil Swett, Jr.

in its finding of reason to believe that Thomas Lantos violated

2 U.S.C. S 439a. This Office recommends that the Commission

find no reason to believe that Timber Dick and Phil Swett, Jr.

violated any provision of the Act, and close the file as it

pertains to these Respondents.
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3. Excessive Contributions by the Lantos Committee

Complainant alleges that the Lantos Committee contributed

excessive contributions to the Swett Committee through services

provided by and payments made to Jill Hadaway and Katrina

Lantos-Swett. 21Complainant also alleges excessive contributions

by the Lantos Committee, in permitting the Swett Committee to

use, free of charge, the equipment and software belonging to the

Lantos Committee. The Complainant's allegations are based on

the fact that the two campaign committees had the identical

style of letterhead, and the letters attached to the two

committees' reports have Ms. Hadaway's initials as the typist

for Katrina Lantos-Swett.

Respondents state that during the 1990 campaign,

Jill Hadavay was employed as a consultant, full-time campaign

scheduler and general assistant for the Swett Committee, for

which she was compensated on a regular basis by the Swett

Committee. Attachment 3, p. 4. Respondents concede that '[ijn

a few instances, [Ms. HadawayJ performed several clerical tasks,

including typing letters and pages of FEC reports for the Lantos

Committee at the request of Katrina Lantos-Swett, for which

[Ms. Hadaway] was paid $125." Id., pp. 4-5. Ms. Hadaway is

currently employed in one of Rep. Swett's New Hampshire offices.

In regards to the payments made to Ms. Lantos-Swett, the

Respondents reiterate their argument that all payments made to

21. On February 23, 1990, the Lantos Committee contributed the
maximum $2,000 to the Swett Committee ($1,000 each to the
primary and general elections).
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Ms. Lantos-Swett by the Lantos Committee were legitimate

compensation for the services which she rendered for the

Committee. Attachment 3, pp. 3, 10, & 16.

As for the similarity of the letterhead of the Lantos and

Swett Committees, the Lantos Committee response is that

Dick Swett, who is a graphic artist and architect by profession,

designed the campaign letterhead for the Lantos Committee some

years ago. Because he liked the design so much, he decided to

use it for his own campaign in 1990. Id., p. 5. The response

also asserted that the "computers and typewriters used by the

Swett campaign were personal property of Dick Swett or

individuals working with the campaign." Id., p. 4.

The Act states that an individual or a political committee

other than a qualified multicandidate committee may not make a

contribution to a candidate for federal office, or his

authorized political committees, in excess of $1,000.00 per

election. 2 U.S.C. 5 441a(a). No individual shall make

contributions to candidates and political committees that

aggregate more than $25,000 in any calendar year. 2 U.S.C.

S 441a(a)(3); 11 C.F.R. 5 110.5.

The term "contribution" includes any gift, subscription,

loan, advance, or deposit of money or anything of value made by

any person for the purpose of influencing any election for

Federal office; or the payment by any person of compensation for

the personal services of another person which are rendered to a

political committee without charge for any purpose. 2 U.S.C.

5 431(8). The term "expenditure" includes any purchase,
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payment, distribution, loan, advance, deposit, or gift of money

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

influencing any election for Federal office. 2 U.S.C. 5 431(9).

The Act prohibits any candidate or political committee from

knowingly accepting any contribution or making any expenditure

in violation of the limits of 2 U.S.C. S 441a. 2 U.S.C.

§ 441a(f). The Act also sets out the reporting requirements for

such contributions and expenditures. 2 U.S.C. S 434(b).

Based on the responses and the supporting information

available to this Office, it appears that Ms. Hadaway actually

worked for and was paid by the Swett Committee rather than the

Lantos Committee. The following chart shows payments made,

during 1990, to Ms. Hadaway by the Swett Committee for

consulting and reimbursements, as reported to the Commission:

date amount

04/06/90 $ 570.00
04/20/90 448.00
05/04/90 425.00
05/18/90 500.00
05/31/90 460.00
06/15/90 500.00
07/02/90 520.00
07/13/90 525.00
07/19/90 225.00
08/03/90 583.03
08/22/90 455.50
08/30/90 625.00
09/11/90 636.60
09/28/90 600.00
10/11/90 600.00
10/26/90 600.00
11/28/90 1,363.00
11/29/90 600.00
12/07/90 600.00
12/21/90 600.00

Total $i1,436.n
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Respondent argues that Ms. Hadaway was compensated for the

tasks she performed for the Lantos Committee "in a few

instances." The reports filed by the Lantos Committee support

this statement, showing a one-time, $125 payment by the Lantos

Committee to Ms. Hadaway on October 18, 1990. Thus, there

appears to have been no excessive contribution by the

Lantos Committee involved in payments to Ms. Hadaway.

Further, the use by the Swett Committee of letterhead

similar to that of the Lantos Committee apparently does not

constitute a contribution on the part of the Lantos Committee.

In fact, it appears that the design for the letterhead was

actually created by Rep. Swett. The second basis for the

allegation of joint use of equipment by the Lantos and Swett

Committees derives from the appearance of Ms. Hadaway's initials

on a document. As discussed above, the Lantos Committee

acknowledges that Ms. Hadaway did a nominal amount of work for

its Committee and was paid accordingly.

Therefore, this Office recommends that the Commission not

consider the payments to and work performed by Jill Hadaway and

the use of similar letterhead 22 in any finding of reason to

believe that the Tom Lantos for Congress Committee and Katrina

Lantos-Swett, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. S 44la(a).

However, the allegation concerning payments by the Lantos

Committee to Ms. Lantos-Swett remains in question. Respondents

22. Note that this refers only to the specific allegation
regarding similar letterhead used by the two Committees.
Joint use of equipment by Ms. Lantos-Swett for both the Lantos
and Swett Committees is discussed below.
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claim that such compensation was for services performed by

Ms. Lantos-Swett for the Lantos Committee. However, it is not

clear what services she provided for each committee, and whether

payments made to her by the Lantos Committee compensated her for

work she performed for the Swett Committee, especially in light

of the fact that Ms. Lantos-Swett received no compensation from

the Swett Committee for her work on the Swett campaign. 23

As discussed in the previous section of this report, this

office believes that it is necessary to further inquire into the

work performed by Ms. Lantos-Swett for both the Lantos and Swett

Committees. This information will also allow the Commission to

assess whether payments to Ms. Lantos-Swett constituted an

excessive contribution to the Swett Committee by the Lantos

Committee. Additionally, until it has been established what

work Ms. Lantos-Swett performed for the two committees and where

and how such work was performed, it remains unclear as to

whether Ms. Lantos-Swett night have utilized equipment owned by

one committee for work performed for the other committee.

Therefore, this office recommends that the Commission find

reason to believe that the Ton Lantos for Congress Committee and

Katrina Lantos-Swett, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. 5 44la(a),

in regards to the payments to and work performed by

23. The office of the New Hampshire State's Attorney determined
that "the fee paid to Ms. Lantos-Swett in 1990 [by the Lantos
Committee] should not be considered as a Swett Committee
campaign expenditure." Attachment 10, p. 7. Nevertheless, it
is not clear from their report what, if any, evidence served as
the basis for their determination. Further, this office
believes that this issue should be investigated within the
scope of the other alleged violations.
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Ms. Lantos-Swett. This Office further recommends that the

Commission find reason to believe that the Dick Swett for

Congress Committee and Katrina Lantos-Swett, as treasurer,

violated 2 U.S.C. 5 441a(f), by receiving such excessive

contributions.

C. Alleged Earmarking/Laundering and Allocation Violations

Complainant makes several allegations involving money

laundering and earmarking of contributions for the benefit of

the Svett Committee, and subsequent improperly allocated

expenditures. it is the Complainant's contention that

Rep. Lantos orchestrated various funding schemes in order for

the campaign of his son-in-law, Dick Swett, to by-pass voluntary

state expenditure limits. The Commission has no jurisdiction

over matters concerning an attempt to avoid adherence to

voluntary state spending limitations; however, the allegations

here go beyond that to alleged violations of the Act, with the

state spending limitation serving merely as a motive.2 4

The Act limits the dollar amount of contributions made by a

person to any candidate and his authorized political committees

with respect to any election for Federal office to an aggregate

of $1,000. 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a)(1)(A). Section 441a(a)(8) of the

Act provides that for purposes of the contribution limitations

imposed by the Act, all contributions made by a person, either

directly or indirectly, on behalf of a particular candidate,

24. The investigation by the New Hampshire State's Attorney
Office concluded that the Swett Committee had exceeded the state
spending limit, and assessed an appropriate civil penalty. See,
Attachment 10, p. 10.
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including contributions which are in any way earmarked or

otherwise directed through an intermediary or conduit to such

candidate, shall be treated as contributions from such person to

such candidate. The intermediary or conduit shall report the

original source and the intended recipient of such contribution

to the Commission and to the intended recipient. 2 U.S.C.

S 441a(a)(8).

The term "earmarked" is defined in Commission regulations

as a designation, instruction, or encumbrance, whether direct or

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

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

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

candidate's authorized committee. 11 C.F.R. 5 l10.6(b)(1). The

intermediary or conduit of any earmarked contributions shall

disclose the original source and the recipient candidate on its

reports. 11 C.F.R. 5 110.6(c)(1). In addition, the recipient

candidate shall report each conduit or intermediary who forwards

one or more earmarked contributions which in the aggregate

exceed $200 in any calendar year. 11 C.F.R. 5 110.6(c)(2).

Additionally, the Act prohibits any candidate or political

committee from knowingly accepting any contribution or making

any expenditure in violation of the limits of 2 U.S.C. S 441a.

2 U.S.C. 5 441a(f). The Act also sets out the reporting

requirements for such contributions and expenditures. 2 U.S.C.

5 434(b).
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1. Contributions by the Lantos Committee

According to reports filed with the Commission, the Lantos

Committee contributed $30,000 to the Democratic National

Committee ("DNC") on October 4, 1990.25 On October 20, 1990, the

Lantos Committee made a $10,000 contribution to the NH

Committee. Finally, on October 26, 1990, the NH Committee

received a $39,000 contribution from the DNC.

Complainant states that the pattern of the Lantos

Committee's contributions to candidates and committees in the

State of New Hampshire in the last few election cycles2 6 shows

that Lantos laundered money through those committees for the

benefit of his son-in-law's campaign. Complainant alleges that

Wwith the convenience of the same treasurer for both

interlocking campaigns, the $40,000 [of Rep. Lantos'

contributions) was received and spent at the New Hampshire

Democratic Party for postage, polling, phone banks and other

services for Mr. Swett and not the entire federal ticket.*

Additionally, Complainant alleges that Lantos funneled money

through the DNC and DCCC to the NH Committee which was then

allegedly spent solely for the benefit of the Swett campaign.

Complainant alleges that the funds spent for a last-minute

media blitz by the NH Committee were funds contributed and

25. Other documentation states that the October contribution
was in the amount of $50,000. See, infra, at p. 33.

26. contributions to
cycle N.H. committees

9 86 $ F
1987-88 500
1989-90 50,100
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directed by Lantos through the party committees for the Swett

campaign and were not properly allocated to that candidate.

Complainant contends that "the action by the New Hampshire

Democratic Party in running an illegal money laundry for the

Lantos-directed funds that flowed to benefit Swett and not

proportionally the entire federal ticket of races in

New Hampshire" constitutes a violation of the Commissionts

allocation and earmarking regulations. Complainant maintains

that this money laundering was done in order for the Swett

Committee to evade the voluntary spending limit imposed by state

law.

In response, the Lantos Committee contends that his

committee's provision of funds to the DNC was "lawful" and

"authorized by Section 439a of FECA." Attachment 3, p. 5.
Rep. Lantos reasons that according to law he could have given

the money directly to the NH Committee and thus there was no

laundering of money through the DNC. Id., p. 6. Rep. Lantos

further asserts that a letter accompanying the contribution to

the DNC expressed "a strong interest in the race of his

son-in-law," and in other campaigns, but also "emphasized that

the final decision was the DNC's to make." Id. Rep. Lantos

asserts that "his own preferences on the expenditure of these

funds could certainly be communicated to the DNC without any

violation of law." Id.

The response by the DNC merely terms the allegation as

"simply nonsense," arguing that "the Complainant does not even

allege any oral or written agreement between the Lantos
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Committee and the DNC to make any particular use of the

contributed funds." Attachment 5, p. 2.

The NH Committee response states that the 'last-minute

media blitz' consisted of "voter identification and

get-out-the-vote expenditures [which) were conducted for the
entire federal ticket and not specifically for candidate Swett."
Attachment 8, pp. 7 & 9. The NH Committee concedes that it
"received fundraising assistance from its candidates, federal

and state, as well as their supporters"; however, they contend,

"the facts implied do not support the allegation that [the
Committee] was 'running an illegal money laundry.'" Id., p. 7.

The NH Committee disputes that any expenditures were

involved in an attempt to evade any spending limit to which

Swett agreed. They further point to the Commission's

determination that "states cannot impose voluntary limits which
interfere with a political party's ability to make contributions

and expenditures to its federal candidates as permitted by the
Act." Id., p. 8 n.8, citing Advisory Opinion 1989-25. The

NH Committee contends that they were permitted to "spend the

maximum amount for the Swett campaign and any other federal

candidate." Id. The NH Committee does, however, concede that
it needs to address FEC inquiries regarding the committee's 1990

reports. Id., p. 9.

Pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 439a, amounts received by a

candidate as contributions that are in excess of any amount

necessary to defray his expenditures, may be used by such

candidate to defray any ordinary and necessary expenses incurred
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in connection with her duties as a holder of Federal office, may

be contributed to any charitable organization as described at

26 U.S.C. 5 170(c), or may be used for any other lawful purpose,

including transfers without limitation to any national, State,

or local committee of any political party.

Commission regulations permit transfers without limitation

between political committees of the same political party whether

or not they are political committees under the Act. 11 C.F.R.

5 102.6(a)(1)(ii). The Act also permits the national committee

and the state committee of a political party to make certain

expenditures on behalf of their candidate for the Senate and

House. 2 U.S.C. 5 441a(d)(3). In 1990 the limitations on

expenditures by the New Hampshire state party and the national

party in New Hampshire were set at $25,140 each. FEC Record,

Vol. 16, No. 3, March 1990. The Commission has recognized that

national and state committees may authorize other committees to

make expenditures against their limitations and may transfer

funds to such committees for such purpose. FEC v. Democratic

Senatorial Campaign Committee, 434 U.S. 27 (1980).

While transfers are allowed by Section 439a, as is

contended by the Lantos Committee, such must be done within the

confines of the Act. The Lantos Committee reported a $30,000

contribution to the DNC, made on October 4, 1990. However, in

documentation provided by the Lantos Committee, a cover letter

to the Committee's contribution to the DNC, dated October 16,

1990, states that the amount of the contribution is $50,000.

Attachment 3, p. 20. This amount was not reported by the Lantos
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Committee. Thus, there is uncertainty regarding the actual

amount transferred from the Lantos Committee to the DNC.

Further, the letter which accompanied the transfer supports

the notion that the transfer may have been an implied, written

designation which resulted in all or part of the funds being

expended for the Swett Committee. The letter states:

The disposition of the funds is, in (Rep. Lantos?)
view, a matter for the discretion of the DNC. The
Congressman would like to note certain campaigns inwhich he holds special interest, and to ask your
consideration of any use of the funds helpful to
those campaigns.

id.

The letter goes on to specifically name the gubernatorial

campaign and Congressman Bates' campaign in California, the

Swett campaign, and House candidate Tim Roemer in Indiana. The

letter clearly stated the Lantos Committee's interest in the

Swett campaign, and it appears that at least part of the funds

were in fact spent on expenditures for the Swett Committee, even

if those expenditures were not reported as such.

On October 15, 1990, the DNC contributed $10,000 to the

NH Committee. On October 26, 1990, the DNC contributed another

$39,000 to the NH Committee. The NH Committee reported no

contributions to or expenditures on behalf of the Swett

Committee; nevertheless, it appears that the NH Committee may

have made expenditures on behalf of the Swett Committee .2 7

It appears that Lantos, through the Lantos Committee, may

have ensured that the NH Committee had funds to spend on behalf

27. See, infra, at pp. 46-47.
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of the Swett campaign, through transfer of funds to the DNC and

through direct contributions to the NH Committee. The transfer

made by the Lantos Committee to the DNC, and the letter

indicating the wishes of how such funds would be spent, appears

to fall within the definition of an earmarked contribution by

the Lantos Committee. Further, if the Lantos Committee's direct

contribution to the NH Committee was made with the intention

that the funds be spent on the Swett campaign, that contribution

would also have been earmarked. As intermediaries and conduits

of earmarked contributions, both the DNC and the NH Committee

would be in violation of 2 U.S.C. S 44la(a)(8) for having failed

to report the contributions as earmarked for the Swett campaign.

CBecause additional information is necessary to fully

Sunderstand the nature of the contributions made by the Lantos

ISO Committee to the DNC and the NH Committee, further investigation

is necessary. Therefore, this Office recommends that the

Commission find reason to believe that both the Democratic
C

National Committee and Robert T. Matsui, as treasurer, and thetr)
New Hampshire Democratic State Committee and Robert M. Walsh, as

treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a)(8) by serving as conduits

and not reporting earmarked contributions.

Even if no classic earmarking occurred, Lantos'

contributions may still constitute a Section 441a violation.

Pursuant to 11 C.F.R. 5 110.1(h), a person may contribute to a

candidate or his or her authorized committee with respect to a

particular election and also contribute to a political committee

which has supported, or anticipates supporting, the same
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candidate in the same election, as long as --

(1) The political committee is not the candidate's
principal campaign committee or other authorized
political committee or a single candidate committee;

(2) The contributor does not give with the knowledge that
a substantial portion will be contributed to, or
expended on behalf of, that candidate for the same
election; and

(3) The contributor does not retain control over the
funds.

11 C.F.R. S 110.1(h)

In Advisory Opinion 1976-20 the Commission cited the

legislative history of Section 441a which stated that:

The conferees also agree that the same
limitations on contributions that apply to a
candidate shall also apply to a committee making
expenditures solely on behalf of such candidate.

R.R. Rap. No. 1057, 94th Cong. 2d Sess. 58 (1976), reprinted in
IFac Lgsa~tve History of Federal 3lection Ca in ActAlmendments of a96t 15 U317)

In that Advisory Opinion, the Commission concluded that a

person could contribute $1,000 per election either (1) directly

to a federal candidate or the candidate's authorized committee,

or (2) to an unauthorized single candidate committee that makes

independent expenditures on behalf of the candidate, but not to

both. The Commission further stated that such person could

"contribute $5,000 during a calendar year to a political

committee other than the type described in (1) and (2) only if

the conditions of Section 110.1(h) of the (then] proposed

regulations are satisfied."

The Commission has also applied Section 110.1(h) in the

case of contributions to a candidate's committee and
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contributions to a multicandidate political committee for its

independent expenditure project on behalf of that candidate.

See Advisory Opinion 1984-2. Subsequently, in an unrelated

enforcement matter, the Commission applied Section 110.1(h) when

the wife of a candidate made contributions to the state party

that funded coordinated expenditures on behalf of the

contributor's spouse. See MUR 2335. There the Commission found

that the wife violated 2 U.S.C. 5 441a(a) and that the state

party and the candidate's committee violated 2 U.S.C. 5 441a(f).

The Lantos Committee contributed $2,000 to the Swett

Committee on February 23, 1990. Because the Lantos Committee

contributed the maximum amount to the Swett Committee, any

additional amounts involved in the contributions by the Lantos

Committee to the DNC and the NH Committee would constitute an

excessive contribution in violation of 2 U.S.C. 5 441a(a).

The NH Committee made expenditures on behalf of Swett, some

of which appear to have been coordinated expenditures. As

stated above, the letter accompanying the Lantos Committee's

contribution to the DNC clearly enunciated preferences for

disbursements of the funds. If the Lantos Committee's

contributions to these party committees were given with the

knowledge that a substantial portion would be contrihbln-1 t-r , ny

expended on behalf of the Swett Committee, then such

contributions go beyond the permissiveness of the regulation and

constitute an excessive contribution to the Swett campaign.

Further, the receipt of these prohibited, excessive

contributions by the DNC and the NH Committee constitutes
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violations of Section 441a(f).

Therefore, this Office recommends that the Commission find
reason to believe that the Tom Lantos for Congress Committee and
Katrina Lantos-Swett, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. 5 441a(a)
by making excessive contributions to the Swett campaign through
the DNC and NH Committee. Further, this Office recommends that
the Commission find reason to believe that the Democratic
National Committee and Robert T. Matsui, as treasurer; the New
Hampshire Committee and Robert N. Walsh, as treasurer; and, the
Dick Swett for Congress Committee and Katrina Lantos-Swett, as
treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. 5 441a(f) by accepting excessive

contributions.

2. Contributions solicited by Lantos for the MR Committee

As part of the funneling allegation, Complainant also
alleges that Congressman Lantos solicited his friends, the
Abrahams, the Gottsteins and the Committee of Diane Feinstein,
to make earmarked contributions through the NH Committee to the

Svett Campaign.

Daniel Abraham made a $2,000 contribution to the

Swett Committee on June 27, 1990; $1,000 designated for the

primary election 28 and $1,000 designated for the general

election. On October 16, 1990, his daughter Tammy Ahrh~m

contributed $1,000 to the Swett Committee. Then on Octobet 31,

1990, Daniel and Tammy Abraham each made a $5,000 contribution

to the New Hampshire Committee.

28. The New Hampshire primary was held on September 11, 1990.
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The complainant alleges that the $10,000 contribution to

the Now Hampshire Committee by Daniel and Tammy Abraham was

earmarked for the Swett Committee and was laundered through the

Now Hampshire Committee because the Abrahams had already

contributed the maximum legal limit. The complainant's

rationale for this illegal earmarking through an undisclosed

conduit is the fact that "the Abrahams had earlier been

contributors to Lantos in 1986 and 1988 and thus were his to

direct (sic] to New Hampshire in 1990."

In response, the Abrahams stated that the $10,000

contributed to the New Hampshire Committee was not earmarked.

They state that "although the funds were contributed as a result

of Congressman Lantos' solicitation, they were contributed

without any restrictions, directions or limitations on their use

by the state committee." Attachment 6, p. 1. Additionally, the

NH Committee stated that the Abraham contributions were

deposited in the state committee's non-federal account, and the

contributions were reported as such. Attachment 8, p. 6.

Complainant also alleges that members of the Gottstein

family made contributions earmarked for the Swett Committee.

The following $1,000 contributions were made directly to the

Swett Committee: Barnard and Rachel Gottstein on May 16, 1990;

David Gottstein on September 6, 1990; James and Robert Gottstein

on September 11, 1990. Additionally, on October 25, 1990,

James Gottstein made a $1,000 contribution to the Federal

account of the New Hampshire party, and Barnard and

Rachel Gottstein each contributed $5,000 to the non-federal
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account of the NH Committee. As with the Abrahams, the

Complainant alleges that the $10,000 contribution to the

New Hampshire Committee was made because the Gottsteins could

not contribute more to Swett directly and that this contribution

"legally must be earmarked on [Dick Swett's] account, and thus

violate federal law."
2 9

In an affidavit submitted to this Office in response to the

complaint, Hr. Gottstein stated: "Our contribution to the

New Hampshire Democratic Party Non-Federal account was

unencumbered. We did not direct or request that this

contribution be used for any particular purpose, nor in

connection with any particular candidate." Attachment 7, p. 6.

The Gottsteins submitted a copy of the $10,000 contribution they

made to the New Hampshire Committee. Id., p. 7. The $10,000

check was made payable to *New Hampshire Democratic Party -

Non-Federal A/C."3 0 Further, the NH Committee's response

indicates that the Gottsteins' contribution was deposited in the

non-federal account. Attachment 8, p. 6.

The responses of the Abrahams and Gottsteins tend to rebut

an allegation of earmarking (11 C.F.R. 5 110.6); however,

29. In supplemental information sent by Complainant, an
additional allegation arose involving consultation fees paid to
Rep. Lantos by Mr. Gottstein's company, Carr-Gottstein & Co.,
Inc., in 1990. Such allegations may concern possible violations
of 5 U.S.C. S 101 et seg., but would not fall within the
jurisdiction of the Commission. Therefore, this Office makes no
recommendation to the Commission regarding those allegations.

30. Although this contribution was written on the account of
Mr. Gottstein and signed only by him, the NH Committee
attributed only $5,000 to him, and attributed the other $5,000
to his wife.
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neither Respondent addressed the application of the provisions

of 11 C.F.R. S 110.1(h). 3 1 If the contributors gave their

contributions with knowledge that all or part of the

contribution would be contributed to, or expended on behalf of,

the candidate to whom they had previously contributed the

maximum amount, in contravention of Section 110.1(h), then such

contributions would be violative of 2 U.S.C. 5 441a. Further,

the receipt of these prohibited, excessive contributions by the

NH Committee constitutes a violation of Section 441a(f).

The circumstances suggest that the contributors and the NH

Committee were clearly aware of the purpose of the

contributions; the Gottsteins and Abrahams are not citizens of
New Hampshire, the contributions resulted from Rep. Lantos'

solicitation 32, and Rep. Lantos' interest in New Hampshire

clearly involved the campaign of his son-in-law.

The Gottsteins also argue that the contributions could not

have been designated for the Swett Committee because they were

made to the non-federal account. Attachment 7, p. 3. However,

whether the contributions were to the non-federal account should

not be controlling. Subsequent to the receipt of these

contributions, the NH Committee's non-federal account apparently

made $10,487 in expenditures for a mailing, and $10,000 for

31. See, discussion in the previous section of this reportregarding the language, history and application of 11 C.F.R.
S 110.1(h).

32. The Abrahams, response indicates that the contributions tothe NH Committee were made as a result of the solicitation by
Rep. Lantos. Attachment 6, p. 1.
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telephone banks. At present, this Office does not know if those
expenditures were allocable to the Swett Committee, but it
appears that they may have been. See, Section C, subsection 3,
of this report. If the Gottsteins and Abrahams both contributed
to the NH Committee with the knowledge that all or part of such
contributions were to benefit the Swett campaign, and portions
were in fact spent for the benefit of the Swett campaign, the
fact that the contributions were made out to and placed in the
non-federal account would not be determinative.

Therefore, this office recommends that the Commission find
reason to believe that S. Daniel Abraham, Tansy Abraham,
Barnard J. Gottstein and Rachel L. Gottstein violated 2 U.S.C.
5 441a(a) by making excessive contributions. Further, this
Office recommends that the Commission find reason to believe
that the New Hampshire Democratic State Committee and Robert H.
Walsh, as treasurer; and the Dick Swett for Congress Committee
and Katrina Lantos-Swett, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C.
5 441a(f) by receiving prohibited, excessive contributions.

Complainant also questions the contributions involved
between the Lantos Committee and the Feinstein Committee. On
October 16, 1989, former mayor of San Francisco, Diane
Feinstein, attended a fundraising event held by Rep. T~ant"cs and
made a $1,000 contribution to the Lantos Committee. On July 12,
1990, the Lantos Committee made a $1,000 contribution to the
Feinstein for Governor Committee. Finally, on November 2, 1990,
the Feinstein for Governor Committee made a $1,000 contribution
to the Swett Committee. The Complaint cites this exchange of
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contributions as another example of the Lantos Committeets

earmarking of contributions through conduits to the Swett

Committee. Complainant reasons that "despite the Mayor's need

for cash in her race for Governor of California, she managed to

give an exact $1,000 to Dick Swett on November 2, 1990."

No response was received from the Feinstein Committee.

However, Rep. Lantos responded to this allegation in his

affidavit by asserting that the contribution made by

Ms. Feinstein to the Lantos Committee fundraiser 'occurred well

before Dick Swett even considered running for Congress"

(emphasis in original); he supported the Feinstein campaign from

the beginning by his endorsement in the primary, and "all

members of the California Democratic Congressional Delegation

were asked by the delegation chairman to contribute $1,000 to

the Feinstein general election campaign"; and "[Feinstein's)

Committee ... had been asked to contribute to the Swett

campaign, and her committee ... responded favorably."

Attachment 3, p. 14. The Lantos response does not state who

solicited the Feinstein Committee for the Swett contribution.

Unlike the contributions solicited by Rep. Lantos from the

Abrahams and the Gottsteins, the allegations concerning the

Feinstein contribution are tenuous. In this instance thp

Feinstein Committee contributed $1,000 directly to the Swett

campaign. There appears to have been no solicitation by

Rep. Lantos for any contribution to either the Swett Committee

or the NH Committee. Further, the timing of the various

contributions involved in the Feinstein-Lantos-Swett triad
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supports the argument that these contributions were unrelated to

one another.

Therefore, this Office recommends that the Commission find

no reason to believe that the Feinstein for Governor Committee

and Henry E. Berman, as treasurer, violated any provision of the

Act.

3. Allocation issues

Complainant further alleges that expenditures made by the

NH Committee for the Swett campaign were not properly reported

or allocated. Complainant's allegations focus on a particular

polling expenditure (See, Section D of this report); however,

information revealed in preparing this report and from the audit

of the NH Committee indicates that additional expenditures may

not have been properly reported or allocated.

The response by the NH Committee does not address the

allegations of reporting violations, except to claim that the

majority of expenditures were generic. In regards to

attributing costs to particular candidates where appropriate,

Counsel states that the NH Committee "recognizes the need to

address the FECts inquiries about its 1990 reports."

Attachment 8, p. 9.

Commission regulations provide that expenditures ma-- --n

behalf of more than one candidate shall be attributed tc each

candidate in proportion to the benefit reasonably expected to be

derived. 11 C.F.R. S 106.1(a). An authorized expenditure made

by a candidate or political committee on behalf of another

candidate shall be reported as a contribution in-kind to the
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candidate on whose behalf it is made, except that party

committees need report coordinated party expenditures only as an

expenditure. 11 C.r.R. 5 106.1(b). The regulations further

provide that expenditures for registration or get-out-the-vote

("GOTV") drives of committees "need not be attributed to

individual candidates unless these expenditures are made on

behalf of a clearly identified candidate, and the expenditure

can be directly attributed to that candidate." 11 C.F.R.

5 106.1(c)(2). "Clearly identified" is defined to mean the

candidate's name, photograph, or drawing appears or the

"identity of the candidate is apparent by unambiguous

reference." 11 C.F.R. S 106.1(d).

Further, certain payments made by a state political party

comittee in connection with volunteer activities are exempt

from the definitions of "contribution" and "expenditure." See,

2 U.S.C. 55 431(8)(B)(x) and 431(9)(B)(viii); 11 C.F.R.

55 100.7(b)(15) and 100.8(b)(16). A state political party

committee may pay for the costs of campaign materials used by

the committee in connection with volunteer activities on behalf

of nominees of such party, provided that:

(1) such payment is not for costs incurred in connection
with any "direct mail" or similar type of general
public communication or political advertising.

(2) such payments are made from contributions subject to
the limitations and prohibitions of the Act; and

(3) such payments are not made from contributions
designated for a particular candidate.

2 U.S.C. SS 431(8)(B)(x) and 431(9)(B)(viii).
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If all of the above conditions are met, such payments must

be reported by the state political party committee as

disbursements but need not be allocated to specific candidates

in committee reports. 11 C.F.R. $5 100.7(b)(15)(v) and

100.8(b)(16)(v). Campaign materials purchased with funds

donated by the national committee to the state committee do not

qualify for this exemption. 11 C.P.R. 55 100.7(b)(15)(vii) and

100.8(b)(16)(vii).

In a letter dated March 15, 1991 to N.H. Secretary of

State, William Gardner, and provided to this Office as a

supplement to the Complaint, Rep. Swett stated that, in

consultation with the ME Committee, his Committee [Swett

Committee) "identified three printed brochures which were done

by the party [NH Committee) exclusively for the Swett campaign.'

Attachment 2, p. 7. Rep. Swett stated that the total cost of

the mailings was approximately $26,495 with a total of

approximately 105,000 pieces mailed. He further stated that the

balance of the state party expenditures were not for the

exclusive benefit of his campaign. Id.

Neither the pre-general nor the post-general report of the

NH Committee filed with the Commission indicates that any funds

were spent for the benefit of the Swett Committee.

Nevertheless, the NH Committee did report itemized disbursements

for postage ($21,250); voter i.d. ($59,000); direct mail
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($7,702); and polling ($4,000)32 , in their pre-general and

post-general reports. Additionally, the NH Committee's state

reports during this period shov disbursements from the

non-federal account for postage ($7,400); printing and mailing

services ($3,087); and a phone bank ($10,000). None of the

Committee's disbursements, from either account, were reported as

having been for the benefit of a particular candidate.

Dick Swett's letter indicates that funds were spent by the

NH Committee for the benefit of his campaign. it is unclear

from the reports and response of the NH Committee if such

expenditures would be considered coordinated expenditures or

in-kind contributions; regardless, the expenditures were not

reported as having benefited the Swett Committee, even though

information suggests that they did.

Further, on February 15, 1991p the treasurer of the NH

Committee wrote to the RAD analyst indicating that an

expenditure for postage reported in a 1990 report was actually a

coordinated campaign expense for the Swett Committee. The

letter stated that the report would be amended to reflect such;

no such amendment was submitted.33

32. The $4,000 polling cost, which was paid by the NH Committee
to the Rowan Group, was reported as a polling expenditure, but
was not reported as having benefited the Swett Committee.
Section D of this report further discusses the payments to the
Rowan Group, as the complaint made specific allegations in
regards to the Rowan Group's involvement in the Swett campaign.

33. The Interim Audit Report indicates that there are numerous
unanswered questions concerning the NH Committee's reports of
coordinated expenditures for the Swett Committee.



-48 -

Therefore, this Office recommends that the Commission find

reason to believe that the New Hampshire Democratic State

Committee and Robert N. Walsh violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) by not

properly reporting expenditures made on behalf of or for the

benefit of the Swett Committee.

Further, the regulations in effect during the time period

at issue required that "[plarty committees ... shall allocate

administrative expenses on a reasonable basis between their

Federal and non-Federal accounts in proportion to the amount of

funds expended on Federal and non-Federal elections, or on

another reasonable basis. 11 C.Y.R. 5 106.1(e) (1990).

A review of the reports of the NH Comittee's federal and

non-federal accounts indicates that all overhead-type

expenditures were paid from the non-federal account. This

appears to clearly violate the regulations. 34

Therefore, this Office recommends that the Commission find

reason to believe that the New Hampshire Democratic State

Committee and Robert N. Walsh violated 11 C.F.R. 5 106.1(e).

D. Alleged Violations Concerning the Rowan Group

Complainant suggests that the Lantos Committee directly

paid some of the polling costs of the Swett campaign. As

support for this allegation, Complainant cites the polling costs

of the two other Democratic New Hampshire federal candidates --

Keefe, $27,088 and Durkin, $24,072. Complainant compares these

figures to the $10,644 paid by Swett to the Rowan Group in 1990.

34. The Interim Audit Report indicates that there are questions
concerning the NH Committee's methods of allocation.
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From this comparison Complainant concludes that the additional

$11,025 paid to the Rowan Group by the Lantos Committee in 1990

vas actually for work performed for the Swett Committee. The

Complainant bolsters this allegation with a statement that at no

tine in the period before 1990 did the Lantos Committee use the

Rowan Group; therefore, the Complainant concludes that the

payments made by Lantos Committee to the Rowan Group were made

on behalf of Swett.

The Lantos Committee rebuts the contention by Complainant

that Michael Rovan had never worked for the Lantos Committee

prior to 1990. in his affidavit, Lantos states that Michael

Rowan worked as a unpaid consultant in the 1980 Lantos campaign

and was hired for the 1982 campaign as part of the consulting

firm of Public Affairs Analysts. 35Attachment 3, p. 13.
Rep. Lantos further responded that 1[tihe payments which my

campaign committee made to Michael Rowan in 1990 were for the

services he performed for my campaign." Id. Rep. Lantos denies

that he ever discussed with Mr. Rowan the suggestion that the

Lantos Committee be billed for the services which the Rowan

Group provided to the Swett Committee. Id.

Michael Rowan responds that he had previously worked for

35. The reports filed by the Lantos Committee show the
following payments to Public Affairs Analysts for consulting
and reimbursement in 1982:

7/7/82 $2,000.00
8/9/82 1,000.00
8/27/82 2,000.00
10/8/82 208.00
12/7/82 5,271.49
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the Lantos Committee in both the 1980 and 1982 campaigns.

Attachment 9, p. 1. He states that he worked for both the

Lantos and Swett Committees in 1990. Id. He also states that

the fees for both the Lantos and Swett campaigns are comparable

to those which he charged in the 1990 campaign of Ike Skelton

(Mo., 4th Congressional District).36 In a signed but unnotarised

statement, Rowan addressed the Complainant's comparison of the

polling costs paid by the three Federal Democratic candidates in

New Hampshire in the 1990 election:

The comparison of the amount paid to me by the Lantos
and Swett campaigns and those paid to pollsters
working for other New Hampshire candidates shows
absolutely nothing and means even less. Over the
course of my polling career, including founding
membership in the American and International
Association of Political Consultants (the latter of
which I also served as President), I have believed
and have stated publicly that some pollsters
overcharge for reasons of waste and inefficiency,
these services that they provide. I pride myself on
handling a limited number of campaigns, rendering
full and competent service and charging a fee which I
believe is warranted but not excessive.

Attachment 3, p. 21.

Complainant's allegation regarding the Rowan Group also

claims that the NH Committee's $4,000 payment37 to the Rowan

Group on October 1, 1990 was made on behalf of Swett, and not

for the benefit of all federal candidates. As support for this

36. The following chart shows payments to the Rowan Group by
the Ike Skelton for Congress Committee in 1990:

1/19/90 $17,000
10/9/90 1,350

$18,350d

37. The $4,000 payment was reported as a polling expenditure,
and not allocated to any particular candidates. See, n.32.
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allegation, Complainant compares the polling costs of the three

New Hampshire federal candidates, stating that there was "no

help for (the otheri two candidates, pollsters by Lantos or the

[NH Committee).* 38 Complainant also asserts that the $4,000

payment to the Rowan Group by the New Hampshire Committee was

laundered through the NH Committee by Lantos.

In its response, the NH Committee stated that it "agreed to

pay part of the cost of a poll conducted by Mr. Rowan."

Attachment 8, p. 7. The NH Committee, maintains, however, that

"no one, and no entity, gave [then] funds for the purpose of

paying Mr. Rowan." Id.

The Lantos Committee responded to this allegation by

stating that the Complainant was once again trying to *make the

involvement of the state party in Senate and House races a

38. The polling costs of the other federal NH Democratic
candidates were as follows:

JOSEPH KEEFE, 1ST CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT
Pollster: Penn & Schoen

2/8/90 $ 5,000.00
4/3/90 5,000.00
5/1/90 5,000.00
10/1/90 7,000.00
10/9/90 88.20
10/22/90 2,000.00
10/29/90 500.00
Balance owed: 2,500.00

TOTAL: $27,088.20

JOHN DURKIN, SENATE
Pollster: Greenberg-Lake

4/18/90 $ 8,250.00
7/2/90 1,546.43
10/16/90 1,000.00
11/26/90 4,000.00
Balance owed: 9,276.00

TOTAL: $24,072.43
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matter of suspicion, when it is precisely the sort of

involvement Congress intended to encourage throughout the

enactment of the 1979 FECA amendments." Attachment 3, p. 9.

Although the Rowan Group claims that payments in 1990 by

the Lantos Committee vere for services performed for the Lantos

Committee rather than payment for services to the Swett

Committee, it did not provide documentation showing what work

was actually performed for the Lantos and Swett Committees.

Thus, there has been no verification that work was done for the

Lantos Committee. If the Lantos Committee made payments to the

Rowan Group for services to the Swett Committee, such would

constitute an excessive contribution in violation of 2 U.S.C.

5 441&(a).

Alternatively, if the Lantos Committee did not pay part of

the costs of the poll, it appears that the Rowan Group may have

charged the Swett Committee a discounted rate for its services.

The Rowan Group's argument based on the comparison of prices

charged the Swett Committee and the Skelton Committee serves

little purpose without documentation that the work performed in

those two instances was comparable.

The Act prohibits any corporation from making a

contribution in connection with any election to federal office.

2 U.S.C. 5 441b(a). Additionally, Section 441ba) provides that

it is unlawful for any political committee to knowingly accept

any prohibited corporate contribution. These prohibitions are

not limited to contributions in the form of money, but also

include in-kind contributions, specifically the provision of
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goods or services without charge or at a charge which is less

than the usual or normal charge. 11 C.F.R. I 100.7(a)(1)(iii).

The Rowan Group is incorporated in the state of New York.

Thus, if the costs of its services were discounted to the Swett

Committee, the discount would be considered a corporate

contribution in violation of the Act.

In addition to the earmarking and allocation concerns,
39

information is required in order to verify what work was done

for both the Lantos and Swett Committee, and to assess whether

the charges by the Rowan Group were discounted for the Swett

Committee. Therefore, this Office recommends that the

Commission find reason to believe that the Tom Lantos for

Congress Committee and Katrina Lantos-Swett, as treasurer,

violated 2 U.S.C. 5 441a(a) and the Dick Swett for Congress

Committee and Katrina Lantos-Swett, as treasurer, violated

2 U.S.C. 5 441a(f). Alternatively, this Office recommends that

the Commission find reason to believe that the Michael Rowan

Group, Inc. violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a), and the Dick Swett for

Congress Committee and Katrina Lantos-Swett, as treasurer,

violated 2 U.S.C. 5 441b(a).

39. It appears that all parties involved agreed that the NH
Committee would pay part of the cost of the poll conducted for
the Swett Committee; however, the NH Committee reported the
payment to the Rowan Group as a general disbursement for
"polling," rather than as a coordinated expenditure for the
Swett Committee. Such appears to constitute a reporting
violation. See, Section C, subsection 3, of this report. The
payment to the Rowan Group by the NH Committee could also become
a key fact if the investigation finds earmarking violations in
the contributions by the Lantos Committee to the NH Committee.
See, Section C, subsection 1, of this report.
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V. PLAN FOR PURTEUm IMV3STIGATION

Provided that the Commission finds reason to believe as in

recommended by this report, it will be necessary to obtain

substantial additional information in order to fully assess this

matter. This Office anticipates that most of this information

can be obtained from Respondents through informal discovery,

without the necessity of issuing subpoenas. This Office

proposes to proceed with this investigation by obtaining the

following:

1. For the time period in question, copies of all checks
paid by the Lantos Committee to the DNC and the NH
Committee, and all documents accompanying such checks.

2. For the time period in question, copies of all checks
paid by the DNC to the NH Committee, and all documents
accompanying such checks.

3. Information from the Ni Committee regarding monies
spent by it on the 1990 Swett campaign, including
all documentation from the NH Committee and its
vendors.

4. Copies of solicitation materials sent by the Lantos
Committee to the Abrahams and Gottsteins, if such
solicitation was written, or sworn statements from the
Abrahams and Gottsteins disclosing the substance of any
oral solicitation.

5. Copies of the polling questions and results of polls
conducted in 1990 by the Rowan Group for both the
Lantos and Swett Committees. Copies of all
documentation regarding requests for and payments to
the Rowan Group by the NH, Lantos and Swett Committees.

Additionally, this Office has recelved a copy of the final

report of the New Hampshire State's Attorney in their

investigation of similar allegations. This Office believes that

the supporting documentation upon which their conclusions were

made are essential to this investigation. Such documentation
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would not necessarily be part of the public record. Therefore,

we recommend that the Commission issue a subpoena for all

supporting documentation in the investigation of the Dick Svett

for Congress Committee by the New Hampshire State's Attorney.

VI. RBCORR3HDATIONS

1. Find reason to believe that Thomas Lantos violated 2 U.S.C.
5 439a.

2. Find reason to believe that the Tom Lantos for Congress
Committee and Katrina Lantos-Swett, as treasurer, violated
2 U.S.C. 55 434(b)(8) and 441a(a).

3. Find no reason to believe that Timber Dick violated any
provision of the Act or Commission regulations, and close the
file as it pertains to this Respondent.

4. Find no reason to believe that Phil Swett, Jr., violated
any provision of the Act or Commission regulations, and close
the file as it pertains to this Respondent.

5. Find reason to believe that the Dick Swett for Congress
Committee and Katrina Lantos-Swett, as treasurer, violated
2 U.S.C. 55 441a(f) and 441b(a).

6. Find reason to believe that the Democratic National
Committee and Robert T. Matsui, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C.
55 441a(a)(8) and 441a(f).

7. Find reason to believe that the New Hampshire Democratic
State Committee and Robert M. Walsh, as treasurer, violated
2 U.S.C. 55 441a(a)(8), 441a(f) and 5 434(b) and 11 C.F.R.
5 106.1(e).

8. Find reason to believe that S. Daniel Abraham violated
2 U.S.C. S 441a(a).

9. Find reason to believe that Tammy Abraham violated 2 U.S.C.
5 441a(a).

10. Find reason to believe that Barnard J. Gottstein violated
2 U.S.C. 5 441a(a).

11. Find reason to believe that Rachel L. Gottstein violated
2 U.S.C. 5 441a(a).

12. Find no reason to believe that Feinstein for Governor and
Henry E. Berman, as treasurer, violated any provision of the Act
or Commission regulations, and close the file as it pertains to
this Respondent.
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13. Find reason to believe that the Michael Rowan Group, Inc.
violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a).

14. Approve the attached subpoena to the Office of the New
Hampshire State's Attorney.

15. Approve the attached Factual and Legal Analyses.

16. Approve the appropriate letters.

General Counsel

Attachments
1. Chronology of events
2. March 15, 1991 letter from Rep. Swett to Sec. of State
3. Response by Lantos Committee, et al.
4. Response by Swett Committee
5. Response by DNC
6. Response by Abrahams
7. Response by Gottsteins
8. Response by NH Committee
9. Response by Rowan Group

10. New Hampshire State's Attorney Report
11. Factual and Legal Analyses (8)
12. Subpoena (1)



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
"ASH1%CT0'% D( . 0,4

MEMORANDUM

TO: LAWRENCE M. NOBLE
GENERAL COUNSEL

FROM: MARJORIE W. EMMONS / DONNA ROACHk
COMMISSION SECRETARY

DATE: JANUARY 21, 1993

SUBJECT: MUR 3241 - FIRST GENERAL COUNSEL'S REPORT
DATED JANUARY 14, 1993

The above-captioned document was circulated to the

Commission on FRIDAY, JANUARY 15, 1993 at 2:00 P.R..

Objection(s) have been received from the

Commissioner(s) as indicated by

Commissioner Aikens

Commissioner Elliott

Commissioner McDonald

Commissioner McGarry

Commissioner Potter

Commissioner Thomas

This matter will be placed

for TUESDAY, JANUARY 26, 1993

the name(s) checked below:

xxx

on the meeting agenda

Please notify us who will represent your Division before
the Commission on this matter.



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of

Honorable Thomas Lantos;
Tom Lantos for Congress Committee and

Katrina Lantos-Swett, as treasurer;
Honorable Richard Swett;
Dick Swett for Congress Committee and
Katrina Lantos-Svett, as treasurer;
Katrina Lantos-Swett; Timber Dick;
Phil Swett, Jr.; Democratic National
Committee and Robert T. Matsui, as

treasurer;
New Hampshire Democratic State Committee

and Robert M. Walsh, as treasurer;
S. Daniel Abraham; Tammy Abraham;
Barnard J. Gottstein; Rachel L. Gottstein;
Feinstein for Governor and Henry E. Berman,

as treasurer; Michael Rowan Group Inc.

MUR 3241

CERTIFICATION

I, Delores Hardy, recording secretary for the

Federal Election Commission executive session on Tuesday,

February 2, 1993, do hereby certify that the Commission

decided by a vote of 5-0 to take the following actions

with respect to MUR 3241:

1. Find reason to believe that Thomas Lantos
violated 2 U.S.C. 5 439a.

2. Find reason to believe that the Tom Lantos
for Congress Committee and Katrina Lantos-
Swett, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C.
55 434(b)(8) and 441a(a).

(continued)
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3. Find no reason to believe that Timber Dick
violated any provision of the Act or
Commission regulations, and close the file
as it pertains to this Respondent.

4. Find no reason to believe that Phil Swett,
Jr., violated any provision of the Act or
Commission regulations, and close the file
as it pertains to this Respondent.

5. Find reason to believe that the Dick Swett
for Congress Committee and Katrina Lantos-
Swett, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C.
55 441a(f) and 441b(a).

6. Find reason to believe that the Democratic
National Committee and Robert T. Matsui, as
treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. 55 441a(a)(8)
and 441a(f).

7. Find reason to believe that the New Hampshire
Democratic State Committee and Robert M. Walsh,
as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. 55 441a(a)(8),
441a(f) and 5 434(b) and 11 C.F.R. 5 106.1(e).

8. Find reason to believe that S. Daniel Abraham
violated 2 U.S.C. 5 441a(a).

9. Find reason to believe that Tammy Abraham
violated 2 U.S.C. 5 441a(a).

10. Find reason to believe that Barnard J. Gottstein
violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a).

(continued)
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11. Find reason to believe that Rachel L. Gottstein
violated 2 U.S.C. 5 441a(a).

12. Find no reason to believe that Feinstein for
Governor and Henry E. Berman, as treasurer,
violated any provision of the Act or
Commission regulations, and close the file as
it pertains to this Respondent.

13. Find reason to believe that the Michael Rowan
Group, Inc. violated 2 U.S.C. 5 441b(a).

14. Approve the subpoena to the Office of the
New Hampshire State's Attorney, as recommended
in the General Counsel's report dated
January 14, 1993.

15. Approve the Factual and Legal Analyses,
subject to the amendments agreed to during
the meeting discussion.

16. Approve the letters, as recommended in the
General Counsel's report dated January 14,
1993.

Commissioners Elliott, McDonald, McGarry, Potter, and

Thomas voted affirmatively for the decision; Commissioner

Aikens was not present.

Attest:

Dat Delores Hardy
Administrative AssisLni
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February 26, 1993

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Michael Rowan
Michael Rowan Group
420 Lexington Avenue, Suite 643
New York, NY 10017

RE: MUR 3241
Michael Rowan Group, Inc.

Dear Mr Rowan:

On April 2, 1991, the Federal Election Commission notifiedMichael Rowan Group, Inc. ("the Rowan Group") of a complaintalleging violations of certain sections of the Federal ElectionCampaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). A copy of thecomplaint was enclosed with that notification.

Upon further review of the allegations contained in thecomplaint, the Commission, on February 2, 1993, found that thereis reason to believe the Rowan Group violated 2 U.S.C.5 441b(a)r a provision of the Act. The Factual and LegalAnalysis, which formed a basis for the Commission's finding, isattached for your information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate thatno action should be taken against the Rowan Group. You maysubmit any factual or legal materials that you believe arerelevant to the Commission's consideration of this matter.statements should be submitted under oath. All responses to theenclosed Subpoena to Produce Documents must be submitted to theGeneral Counsel's Office within 30 days of your receipt of thisletter. Any additional materials or statements you wish tosubmit should accompany the response to the subpoena.

You may consult with an attorney and have an attorneyassist you in the preparation of your responses to thissubpoena. If you intend to be represented by counsel, pleaseadvise the Commission by completing the enclosed form statingthe name, address, and telephone number of such counsel, andauthorizing such counsel to receive any notification or othercommunications from the Commission.
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In the absence of any additional information which
demonstrates that no further action should be taken against
the Rowan Group, 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 Offi-ce 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.

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.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. 55 437g(a)(4)(B) and 437g(a)(12)(A), unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the investigation to be
made public.

If you have any questions, please contact Tonda Mott, the
attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3400.

Sincerely, -

Scott E. Thomas
Chai rman

Enclosures
Subpoena
Designation of Counsel Form
Factual and Legal Analysis
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of )
)

MUR 3241)

SUBPOENA TO PRODUCE DOCUMENTS

TO: Michael Rowan
Michael Rowan Group, Inc.
420 Lexington Avenue, Suite 643
New York, NY 10017

Pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 437d(a)(3), and in furtherance of

its investigation in the above-captioned matter, the Federal

Election Commission hereby subpoenas the documents listed on the

attachment to this subpoena.

Notice is given that these documents must be submitted to

the Office of the General Counsel, Federal Election Commission,

999 E Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20463, within 30 days of

your receipt of this subpoena. Legible copies which, where

applicable, show both sides of the documents may be substituted

for originals.

WHEREFORE, the Chairman of the Federal Election Commission

has hereunto set his hand in Washington, D.C. on this 2'

day of 1993.

Scott E. Thomas, Chairman
Federal Election Commission

ATTEST:

Mareie W. Emmonsereary to the Commission
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INSTRUCTIONS

In answering these interrogatories and request for
production of documents, furnish all documents and other
information, however obtained, including hearsay, that is in
possession of, known by or otherwise available to you, including
documents and information appearing in your records.

Each answer is to be given separately and independently,
and unless specifically stated in the particular discovery
request, no answer shall be given solely by reference either to
another answer or to an exhibit attached to your response.

The response to each interrogatory propounded herein shall
set forth separately the identification of each person capable
of furnishing testimony concerning the response given, denoting
separately those individuals who provided informational,
documentary or other input, and those who assisted in drafting
the interrogatory response.

If you cannot answer the following interrogatories in full
after exercising due diligence to secure the full information to
do so, answer to the extent possible and indicate your inability
to answer the remainder, stating whatever information or
knowledge you have concerning the unanswered portion and
detailing what you did in attempting to secure the unknown
information.

Unless otherwise indicated, the discovery request shall
refer to the 1989-90 election cycle.

Should you claim a privilege with respect to any
documents, communications, or other items about which
information is requested by any of the following interrogatories
and requests for production of documents, describe such items in
sufficient detail to provide justification for the claim. Each
claim of privilege must specify in detail all the grounds on
which it rests.

The following interrogatories and requests for production
of documents are continuing in nature so as to require you to
file supplementary responses or amendments during the course of
this investigation if you obtain further or different
information prior to or during the pendency of this matter.
include in any supplemental answers the date upon which and the
manner in which such further or different information came to
your attention.
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DEFINITIONS

For the purpose of these discovery requests, including the
instructions thereto, the terms listed below are defined as
follows:

"You" shall mean the named respondent in this action to
whom these discovery requests are addressed, including all
officers, employees, agents or attorneys thereof.

"Persons" shall be deemed to include both singular and
plural, and shall mean any natural person, partnership,
committee, association, corporation, or any other type of
organization or entity.

"Document" shall mean the original and all non-identical
copies, including drafts, of all papers and records of every
type in your possession, custody, or control, or known by you to
exist. The term document includes, but is not limited to books,
letters, contracts, notes, diaries, log sheets, records of
telephone communications, transcripts, vouchers, accounting
statements, ledgers, checks, money orders or other commercial
paperl telegrams, telexes, pamphlets, circulars, leaflets,
reports, memoranda, correspondence, surveys, tabulations, audio
and video recordings, drawings, photographs, graphs, charts,
diagrams, lists, computer print-outs, and all other writings and
other data compilations from which information can be obtained.

"Identify" with respect to a document shall mean state the
nature or type of document (e.g., letter, memorandum), the date,
if any, appearing thereon, the date on which the document was
prepared, the title of the document, the general subject matter
of the document, the location of the document, the number of
pages comprising the document.

"Identify" with respect to a person shall mean state the
full name, the most recent business and residence addresses and
the telephone numbers, the present occupation or position of
such person, the nature of the connection or association that
person has to any party in this proceeding. If the person to be
identified is not a natural person, provide the legal and trade
names, the address and telephone number, and the full names of
both the chief executive officer and the agent designated to
receive service of process for such person.

"And" as well as "or" shall be construed disjunctively or
conjunctively as necessary to bring within the scope of these
interrogatories and requests for the production of documents any
documents and materials which may otherwise be construed to be
out of their scope.
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Michael Rowan Group, Inc.
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1. Produce copies of all polling questions and the results of
polls conducted by the Michael Rowan Group, Inc. ("Rowan Groupw)
for the 1990 campaign of Thomas Lantos of California, including
any polls requested and paid for by third parties.

2. Produce copies of all polling questions and the results ofpolls conducted by the Rowan Group for the 1990 campaign of
Richard (Dick) Swett of New Hampshire, including any polls
requested and paid for by third parties.

3. Produce copies of all polling questions and the results of
polls conducted by the Rowan Group for the 1990 campaign of
Ike Skelton of Missouri.

4. Produce copies of all documentation, including but not
limited to correspondence, service contracts, and canceled
checks (front and back), regarding requests for services andpayments to the Rowan Group in the 1989-90 election cycle by the
New Hampshire Democratic State Committee.

4. Produce copies of all documentation, including but not
limited to correspondence, service contracts, and canceled
checks (front and back), regarding requests for services andpayments to the Rowan Group in the 1989-90 election cycle by theTom Lantos for Congress Committee.

5. Produce copies of all documentation, including but not
limited to correspondence, service contracts, and canceled
checks (front and back), regarding requests for services and
payments to the Rowan Group in the 1989-90 election cycle by theDick Swett for Congress Committee.



FEDIRAL ELECTION CONMISSOIN

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Michael Rowan Group, Inc. MUR: 3241

I. GENERATION OF RATTER

This matter was generated by a complaint filed by
G.M. (Bill) ouraishi ("Complainant") on March 26, 1991.
Supplemental information was filed by Complainant on June 17,

1991; July 11, 1991; and August 5, 1991.

The Complainant alleges that a number of transactions which
occurred during the 1990 campaigns of Tom Lantos and Dick Swett
violated provisions of The Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended ("the Act"). Complainant alleges that after
the Tom Lantos for Congress Committee ("Lantos Committee")
contributed the maximum amount permitted to the Dick Swett for
Congress Committee ("Swett Committee"), Rep. Lantos devised
other ways of providing funds and services to aid the Swett

campaign.

LO II. BACKGROUND

c . Complainant was the Republican candidate for the llth
Congressional District in California in the 1990 election.
Complainant's Democratic opponent was Thomas Lantos, one of the
respondents in this matter. Dick Swett, Congressman of the
Second District of New Hampshire (Democrat), is the son-in-law

of Rep. Lantos.

During the 1990 campaign the Swett Committee hired the

1. Mr. Quraishi received 29% of the total vote and Mr. Lantoswon the election with 66% of the vote.
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Michael Rowan Group, Inc. ('Rowan Group") to perform certain
polls and recommend strategies. Additionally, the Lantos
Committee and the NH Committee also reported payments to the
Rowan Group during this period. The following charts show the

amounts paid to the Rowan Group by all three committees:

SWE? COMMITTEE
7/27/90 $ 4,663.14
8/30/90 1,926.44
9/24/90 755.21
10/5/90 3,300.00

TOTAL: $10,644.79

LANTOS CORRIMNTTR
8/9/90 $ 2,500.00
8/30/90 4,125.00
10/24/90 4,400.00

TOTAL: $11,025.00

NH COII TZt-I3-EDEAL ACCOUNT 2
10/1/90 $ 4,000.00

II1. FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

Complainant alleges that the Lantos Committee directly paid

some of the polling costs of the Swett campaign. As support for

this allegation, Complainant cites the polling costs of the two

other Democratic New Hampshire federal candidates -- Keefe,

$27,088 and Durkin, $24,072. Complainant compares these figures
to the $10,644 paid by Swett to the Rowan Group in 1990. From
this comparison Complainant concludes that the additional
$11,025 paid to the Rowan Group by the Lantos Committee in 1990
was actually for work performed for the Swett Committee. The

Complainant bolsters this allegation with a statement that at no

2. The state reports filed by the NH Committee show nopayments to the Rowan Group from the non-federal account.
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time in the period before 1990 did the Lantos Committee use the
Rowan Group; therefore, the Complainant concludes that the
payments made by Lantos Committee to the Rowan Group were made

on behalf of Swett.

Complainantts allegation regarding the Rowan Group also
claims that the NH Committee's $4,000 payment3 to the Rowan
Group on October 1, 1990 was made on behalf of Swett, and not
for the benefit of all federal candidates. As support for this
allegation, Complainant compares the polling costs of the three
New Hampshire federal candidates, stating that there was "no
help for (the other) two candidates* pollsters by Lantos or the
[NH Committeej." 4 Complainant also asserts that the $4,000
payment to the Rowan Group by the New Hampshire Committee was

3. The $4,000 payment was reported as a polling expenditure,and not allocated to any particular candidates.

4. The polling costs of the other federal NH Democratic
candidates were as follows:

JOSEPH KEEFE, 1ST CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT
Pollster: Penn & Schoen2/8/90 $ 5,000.00

4/3/90 5,000.00
5/1/90 5,000.00
10/1/90 7,000.00
10/9/90 88.20
10/22/90 2,000.00
10/29/90 500.00
Balance owed: 2,500.00

TOTAL: $27,088.20

JOHN DURKIN, SENATE
Pollster: Greenberg-Lake

4/18/90 $ 8,250.00
7/2/90 1,546.43
10/16/90 1,000.00
11/26/90 4,000.00
Balance owed: 9,276.00

TOTAL: $24,072.43



-4
laundered through the NH Committee by Lantos.

Michael Rowan responds that he had previously worked for
the Lantos Committee in both the 1980 and 1982 campaigns. He
states that he worked for both the Lantos and Swett committees
in 1990. He also states that the fees for both the Lantos and
Swett campaigns are comparable to those which he charged in the
1990 campaign of Ike Skelton (Mo., 4th Congressional District).
In a signed but unnotarized statement, Mr. Rowan addressed the
Complainant's comparison of the polling costs paid by the three
Federal Democratic candidates in New Hampshire in the 1990
election:

The comparison of the amount paid to me by the Lantosand Swett campaigns and those paid to pollstersworking for other New Hampshire candidates showsabsolutely nothing and means even less. Over thecourse of my polling career, including foundingmembership in the American and InternationalAssociation of Political Consultants (the latter ofwhich I also served as President), I have believedand have stated publicly that some pollstersovercharge for reasons of waste and inefficiency,these services that they provide. I pride myself onhandling a limited number of campaigns, renderingfull and competent service and charging a fee which Ibelieve is warranted but not excessive.

The Rowan Group claims that payments in 1990 by the Lantos
Committee were for services performed for the Lantos Committee
rather than payment for services to the Swett Committee.
However, the Rowan Group did not provide documentation showing

5. The following chart shows payments to the Rowan Group bythe Ike Skelton for Congress Committee in 1990:

1,/19/90 $17,000
10/9/90 1,350

$18,350
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what work was actually performed for both the Lantos and Swett
Committees. Thus, there has been no verification that work was

done for the Lantos Committee.

The Rowan Group argues that a comparison of prices charged

the Swett Committee and the Ike Skelton for Congress Committee

shows that the rates charged the Swett Committee were not

discounted. However, this comparison serves little purpose

without documentation that the work performed in those two

instances was comparable. If the Lantos Committee did not pay

part of the costs of the poll, it appears that the Rowan Group

may have charged the Swett Committee a discounted rate for its

services.

The Act prohibits any corporation from making a

contribution in connection with any election to federal office.

2 U.S.C. 5 441b(a). Additionally, Section 441b(a) provides that

it is unlawful for any political committee to knowingly accept

any prohibited corporate contribution. These prohibitions are

not limited to contributions in the form of money, but also

include in-kind contributions, specifically the provision of

goods or services without charge or at a charge which is less

than the usual or normal charge. 11 C.F.R. 5 100.7(a)(1)(iii).

The Rowan Group is incorporated in the state of New York.

Thus, if the costs of its services were discounted to the Swett

Committee, the discount would be considered a corporate

contribution in violation of the Act. Therefore, there is

reason to believe that the Michael Rowan Group, Inc. violated

2 U.S.C. S 441b(a).



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
S A HiN(ION D( XO kt

February 26, 1993

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

mark H. O'Donoghue, Esq.
Curtis, Mallet-Prevost

Colt & Mosle
1735 Eye Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006

RE: MUR 3241
S. Daniel and Tammy Abraham

Dear Mr. O'Donoghue:

On April 2, 1991, the Federal Election Commission notifiedS. Daniel and Tammy Abraham ("the Abrahams"), of a complaintalleging violations of certain sections of the Federal ElectionCampaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). A copy of thecomplaint was enclosed with that notification.

Upon further review of the allegations contained in thecomplaint, the Commission, on February 2, 1993a found that thereis reason to believe the Abrahams, violated 2 U.S.C. 5 441a(a),
a provision of the Act. The Factual and Legal Analysis, whichformed a basis for the Commission's finding, is attached for
your information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate thatno action should be taken against the Abrahams. You may submitany factual or legal materials that you believe are relevant tothe Commission's consideration of this matter. Statements
should be submitted under oath. All responses to the enclosedSubpoena to Produce Documents must be submitted to the GeneralCounsel's Office within 30 days of your receipt of this letter.Any additional materials or statements you wish to submit should
accompany the response to the subpoena.

In the absence of any additional information whichdemonstrates that no further action should be taken againstthe Abrahams, the Commission may find probable cause to believethat a violation has occurred and proceed with conciliation.

If you are interested in pursuing pre-probable causeconciliation, you should so request in writing. See 11 C.F.R.
5 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the OffTr-ce of theGeneral Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission
either proposing an agreement in settlement of the matter orrecommending declining that pre-probable cause conciliation be



Mark H. O'Donoqhue, Esq.
Page 2

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.

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.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. 55 437g(a)(4)(B) and 437g(a)(12)(A), unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the investigation to be
made public.

If you have any questions, please contact Tonda Mott, the
attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3400.

Sincerely,

-'I Scott E. Thomas
Chairman

C- Enclosures

tSubpoena
Factual and Legal Analysis



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of )

MUR 3241

SUBPOENA TO PRODUCE DOCUMENTS

TO: S. Daniel and Tammy Abraham
c/o Mark H. O'Donoghue, Esq.
Curtis, Mallet-Prevost, Colt & Mosle
1735 Eye Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006

Pursuant to 2 U.S.C. 5 437d(a)(3), and in furtherance of

its investigation in the above-captioned matter, the Federal

Election Commission hereby subpoenas the documents listed on the

attachment to this subpoena.

Notice is given that these documents must be submitted to

the Office of the General Counsel, Federal Election Commission,

999 E Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20463, within 30 days of

your receipt of this subpoena. Legible copies which, where

applicable, show both sides of the documents may be substituted

for originals.

WHEREFORE, the Chairman of the Federal Election Commission

has hereunto set his hand in Washington, D.C. on this .2r

day of 1 4. 7  , 1993.

Scott E. Thomas, Chairman
Federal Election Commission

ATTEST:

Sar]rie W. Emmons
Secr ary to the Commission
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INSTRUCTIONS

In answering these interrogatories and request for
production of documents, furnish all documents and other
information, however obtained, including hearsay, that is in
possession of, known by or otherwise available to you, including
documents and information appearing in your records.

Each answer is to be given separately and independently,
and unless specifically stated in the particular discovery
request, no answer shall be given solely by reference either to
another answer or to an exhibit attached to your response.

The response to each interrogatory propounded herein shall
set forth separately the identification of each person capable
of furnishing testimony concerning the response given, denoting
separately those individuals who provided informational,
documentary or other input, and those who assisted in drafting
the interrogatory response.

If you cannot answer the following interrogatories in full
after exercising due diligence to secure the full information to
do so, answer to the extent possible and indicate your inability
to answer the remainder, stating whatever information or
knowledge you have concerning the unanswered portion and
detailing what you did in attempting to secure the unknown
information.

Unless otherwise indicated, the discovery request shall
refer to the 1989-90 election cycle.

Should you claim a privilege with respect to any
documents, communications, or other items about which
information is requested by any of the following interrogatories
and requests for production of documents, describe such items in
sufficient detail to provide justification for the claim. Each
claim of privilege must specify in detail all the grounds on
which it rests.

The following interrogatories and requests for production
of documents are continuinq in nature so as to require you to
file supplementary responses or amendments during the course of
this investigation if you obtain further or different
information prior to or during the pendency of this matter.
Include in any supplemental answers the date upon which and the
manner in which such further or different information came to
your attention.



S. Daniel and Tansy Abraham
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DEFINITIONS

For the purpose of these discovery requests, including the
instructions thereto, the terms listed below are defined as
follows:

"You" shall mean the named respondent in this action to
whom these discovery requests are addressed, including all
officers, employees, agents or attorneys thereof.

"Persons" shall be deemed to include both singular and
plural, and shall mean any natural person, partnership,
committee, association, corporation, or any other type of
organization or entity.

"Document" shall mean the original and all non-identical
copies, including drafts, of all papers and records of every
type in your possession, custody, or control, or known by you to
exist. The term document includes, but is not limited to books,
letters, contracts, notes, diaries, log sheets, records of
telephone communications, transcripts, vouchers, accounting
statements, ledgers, checks, money orders or other commercial
paper, telegrams, telexes, pamphlets, circulars, leaflets,
reports, memoranda, correspondence, surveys, tabulations, audio
and video recordings, drawings, photographs, graphs, charts,
diagrams, lists, computer print-outs, and all other writings and
other data compilations from which information can be obtained.

"Identify" with respect to a document shall mean state the
nature or type of document (e.g., letter, memorandum), the date,
if any, appearing thereon, the date on which the document was
prepared, the title of the document, the general subject matter
of the document, the location of the document, the number of
pages comprising the document.

"Identify" with respect to a person shall mean state the
full name, the most recent business and residence addresses and
the telephone numbers, the present occupation or position of
such person, the nature of the connection or association that
person has to any party in this proceeding. If the person to be
identified is not a natural person, provide the legal and trade
names, the address and telephone number, and the full names of
both the chief executive officer and the agent designated to
receive service of process for such person.

"And" as well as "or" shall be construed disjunctively or
conjunctively as necessary to bring within the scope of these
interrogatories and requests for the production of documents any
documents and materials which may otherwise be construed to be
out of their scope.



S. Daniel Abraham and
Tammy Abraham
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1. Produce copies of all written solicitation materials sent
to you by whomever, including but not limited to Thomas Lantos,
the Tom Lantos for Congress Committee, Katrina Lantos-Swett,
Dick Swett, or the Dick Swett for Congress Committee, soliciting
contributions to the Dick Swett for Congress Committee in the
1989-90 election cycle. If no written solicitations were made,
provide sworn statements disclosing the substance of all oral
solicitations by whomever soliciting contributions to the Dick
Swett for Congress Committee in the 1989-90 election cycle.

2. Produce copies of all written solicitation materials sent
to you by whomever, including but not limited to Thomas Lantos,
the Tom Lantos for Congress Committee, Katrina Lantos-Swett,
Dick Swett, or the Dick Swett for Congress Committee, soliciting
contributions to the New Hampshire Democratic State Committee in
the 1989-90 election cycle. If no written solicitations were
made, provide sworn statements disclosing the substance of all
oral solicitations by whomever soliciting contributions to the
New Hampshire Democratic State Committee in the 1989-90 election
cycle.



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

FACTUAL AND LEIGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENTS: S. Daniel Abraham MUR: 3241
Tammy Abraham

I. GENERATION OF RATTER

This matter was generated by a complaint filed by

G.M. (Bill) Quraishi ("Complainant*) on March 26, 1991.

Supplemental information to the complaint was filed by

Complainant on June 17, 1991; July 11, 1991; and August 5, 1991.

The Complainant alleges that a number of transactions which

occurred during the 1990 campaigns of Tom Lantos and Dick Swett

violated provisions of The Federal Election Campaign Act of

1971, as amended ("the Act"). Complainant alleges that after

the Tom Lantos for Congress Committee ("Lantos Committee")

contributed the maximum amount permitted to the Dick Swett for

Congress Committee ("Swett Committee"), Rep. Lantos devised

other ways of providing funds and services to aid the Swett

campaign.

II. BACKGROUND

Complainant was the Republican candidate for the llth

Congressional District in California in the 1990 election.
Complainant's Democratic opponent was Thomas Lantos, one of the

respondents in this matter. 1 Dick Swett, Congressman of the
Second District of New Hampshire fDemocrat), is the son-in-law

of Rep. Lantos.

1. Mr. Quraishi received 29% of the total vote and Mr. Lantos
won the election with 66% of the vote.
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On June 27, 1990, S. Daniel Abraham of Now York contributed

$2,000 to the Swett Committee, with $1,000 each designated to
primary and general elections. On October 16, 1990,
Abraham's daughter, Tammy Abraham of New York, contributed
$1,000 to the Swett Committee. Daniel and Tammy Abraham each
made a $5,000 contribution to the NH Committee on October 31,
1990, which the Committee reported in the disclosure of its
state account.

2

III. FACTUAL AND LGAL ANALYSIS

Complainant alleges that Congressman Lantos solicited his
friends, the Abrahams, to make contributions through the New
Hampshire Democratic State Committee to the Swett Campaign.
Daniel Abraham made a $2,000 contribution to the Swett Committee

2. Tammy Abraham made no other contributions during the1989-90 cycle, besides the contributions to the Swett and NHCommittees. The following chart outlines other contributionsmade by Daniel Abraham during the 1989-90 cycle:

date
02/07/89
03/20/89
03/29/89
03/29/89
05/09/89
05/19/89
06/05/89
06/30/89
09 /20/89
11/14/89
12/18/89
05/10/90
05/10/90
05/10/90
05/10/90
06/27/90
09/13/90
10/09/90
10/22/90

amount
$500
5,000
1,000
1,000
1,000
1,000
1,000
1,000
1,0001,0.000

500
1,000
1,000
1,000

100
1,000
1,000
1,000
1,000

contribution made to
National Republican-Senatorial CommitteeNational PAC
Wyden for Congress (primary)
Wyden for Congress (general)
Bill Bradley for US Senate '90Roundtable PAC
People for Boschwitz 1990
Fund for a Democratic Majority
Washington PAC
Campaign America
Citizens for Dave Grey CommitteeElect Kenley Brunsdale (primary)Elect Kenley Brunsdale (primary)
Elect Kenley Brunsdale (general)Elect Kenley Brunsdale (general)Dick Swett for Congress CommitteeKerry Committee
Ted Muenster Works for South DakotaNational PAC
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on June 27, 1990; $1,000 designated for the primary and general

elections.3 On October 16, 1990, his daughter Tammy Abraham
contributed $1,000 to the Swett Committee. Then on October 31,
1990, Daniel and Tammy Abraham each made a $5,000 contribution

to the New Hampshire Committee.

The complainant alleges that the $10,000 contribution to
the New Hampshire Committee by Daniel and Tammy Abraham was
earmarked for the Swett Committee and was laundered through the
New Hampshire Committee because the Abrahams had already
contributed the maximum legal limit. The complainant's

rationale for this illegal earmarking through an undisclosed

conduit is the fact that "the Abrahams had earlier been
contributors to Lantos in 1986 and 1988 and thus were his to

direct to New Hampshire in 1990."

In response, the Abrahams stated that the $10,000
contributed to the New Hampshire Committee was not earmarked.
They state that "although the funds were contributed as a result
of Congressman Lantos' solicitation, they were contributed
without any restrictions, directions or limitations on their use

by the state committee."

The Act limits the dollar amount of contributions made by a

person to any candidate and his authorized political committees

with respect to any election for Federal office to an aggregate
of $1,000. 2 U.S.C. 5 441a(a)(1)(A). Section 441a(a)(8) of the
Act provides that for purposes of the contribution limitations

3. The New Hampshire primary was held on September 11, 1990.
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imposed by the Act, all contributions made by a person, either
directly or indirectly, on behalf of a particular candidate,
including contributions vhich are in any way earmarked or
otherwise directed through an intermediary or conduit to such
candidate, shall be treated as contributions from such person to
such candidate. The term "earmarked" is defined in Commission
regulations as a designation, instruction, or encumbrance,
whether direct or indirect, express or implied, oral or written,
which results in all or any part of a contribution or
expenditure being made to, or expended on behalf of, a clearly
identified candidate or a candidate's authorized committee.
11 C.F.R. 5 110.6(b)(1). Additionally, the Act prohibits any
candidate or political committee from knowingly accepting any
contribution or making any expenditure in violation of the
limits of 2 U.S.C. 5 441a. 2 U.S.C. 5 44la(f).

Pursuant to 11 C.F.R. S 110.1(h), a person may contribute
to a candidate or his or her authorized committee with respect
to a particular election and also contribute to a political
committee which has supported, or anticipates supporting, the
same candidate in the same election, as long as --

(1) The political committee is not the candidatetsprincipal campaign committee or other authorizedpolitical committee or a single candidate committee;
(2) The contributor does not give with the knowledge thata substantial portion will be contributed to, orexpended on behalf of, that candidate for the sameelection; and

(3) The contributor does not retain control over the
funds.

11 C.F.R. S 110.1(h)
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In Advisory Opinion 1976-20 the Commission cited the
legislative history of Section 441a which stated that:

The conferees also agree that the same
limitations on contributions that apply to acandidate shall also apply to a committee makingexpenditures solely on behalf of such candidate.

H.R. Rep. No. 1057, 94th Cong. 2d Sess. 58 (1976), reprinted inFEC, Lislative History of Federal Election Campaign ActAmendments of 1976 at 1052 (GPO 1977).

In that Advisory Opinion, the Commission concluded that a
person could contribute $1,000 per election either (1) directly
to a federal candidate or the candidate's authorized committee,

or (2) to an unauthorized single candidate committee that makes
independent expenditures on behalf of the candidate, but not to
both. The Commission further stated that such person could
"contribute $5,000 during a calendar year to a political

committee other than the type described in (1) and (2) only if
the conditions of Section 110.1(h) of the [then) proposed

regulations are satisfied."

The Commission has also applied Section 110.1(h) in the
case of contributions to a candidate's committee and
contributions to a multicandidate political committee for its
independent expenditure project on behalf of that candidate.

See Advisory Opinion 1984-2.

The circumstances suggest that the contributions of the

Gottsteins may have violated the Act. The Gottsteins were

clearly aware of the purpose of the contributions; the

Gottsteins are not residents of New Hampshire; the contributions
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resulted from Rep. Lantos' solicitation 4 ; and Rep. Lantos'

interest in New Hampshire clearly involved the campaign of his

son-in-law.

The NH Committee did, in fact, make expenditures on behalf

of Swett, some of which appear to have been coordinated

expenditures. If the contributors gave their contributions with

knowledge that all or part of the contribution would be

contributed to, or expended on behalf of, the candidate to whom

they had previously contributed the maximum amount, in

contravention of Section 110.1(h), then such contributions would

be violative of 2 U.S.C. 5 441a.

Therefore, there is reason to believe that S. Daniel

Abraham, and Tammy Abraham violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a).

4. The Abrahams' response indicates that the contributions tothe NH Committee were made as a result of the solicitation by
Rep. Lantos.



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
'US~NTON DC .10401

February 26, 1993

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Robert F. Bauer, Esq.
607-14th Street, N.W.
Suite 800
Washington, D.C. 20005-2011

RE: MUR 3241
Tom Lantos for
Congress Committee and
Katrina Lantos-Swett, as
treasurer

Dear Mr. Bauer:

On April 2, 1991, the Federal Election Commission notifiedthe Tom Lantos for Congress Committee and Katrina Lantos-Svett,as treasurer, ('the Committee') of a complaint allegingviolations of certain sections of the Federal Election CampaignAct of 1971, as amended (*the Act"). A copy of the complaint
was enclosed with that notification.

Upon further review of the allegations contained in thecomplaint, the Commission, on February 2, 1993, found that thereis reason to believe the Committee violated 2 U.S.C.
55 434(b)(8) and 441a(a), provisions of the Act. The Factualand Legal Analysis, which formed a basis for the Commission'sfinding, is attached for your information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate thatno action should be taken against the Committee. You may submitany factual or legal materials that you believe are relevant tothe Commission's consideration of this matter. Statementsshould be submitted under oath. All responses to the enclosedSubpoena to Produce Documents must be submitted to the GeneralCounsel's Office within 30 days of your receipt of this letter.Any additional materials or statements you wish to submit shouldaccompany the response to the subpoena.

In the absence of any additional information whichdemonstrates that no further action should be taken againstthe Committee, the Commission may find probable cause to believethat a violation has occurred and proceed with conciliation.



Robert F. Bauer, Esq.
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If you are interested in pursuing pro-probable causeconciliation, you should so request in writing. See 11 C.F.R.5 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the Ofir-ce of theGeneral Counsel will make recommendations to the Commissioneither proposing an agreement in settlement of the matter orrecommending declining that pre-probable cause conciliation bepursued. The Office of the General Counsel may recommend thatpre-probable cause conciliation not be entered into at this timeso that it may complete its investigation of the matter.Further, the Commission will not entertain requests forpre-probable cause conciliation after briefs on probable causehave been mailed to the respondent.

Requests for extensions of time will not be routinelygranted. Requests must be made in writing at least five daysprior to the due date of the response and specific good causemust be demonstrated. In addition, the Office of the General-- Counsel ordinarily will not give extensions beyond 20 days.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance withCN: 2 U.S.C. 55 4 37g(a)(4)(B) and 4 37g(a)(12)(A), unless you notifythe Commission in writing that you wish the investigation to be-. made public.

NO If you have any questions, please contact Tonda Mott, theattorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3400.

Sincerely,

Lf) 
Scott E. Thomas
Chairman

Enclosures
Subpoena
Factual and Legal Analysis



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of )
)

MUR 3241
)

SUBPOENA TO PRODUCE DOCUMENTS

TO: Tom Lantos for Congress Committee and
Katrina Lantos-Swett, as treasurer
c/o Robert F. Bauer, Esq.
607 Fourteenth Street, N.W., Suite 800
Washington, D.C. 20005-2011

Pursuant to 2 U.S.C. 5 437d(a)(3), and in furtherance of

its investigation in the above-captioned matter, the Federal

Election Commission hereby subpoenas the documents listed on the

attachment to this subpoena.

Notice is given that these documents must be submitted to

the Office of the General Counsel, Federal Election Commission,

999 E Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20463, within 30 days of

your receipt of this subpoena. Legible copies which, where

applicable, show both sides of the documents may be substituted

for originals.

WHEREFORE, the Chairman of the Federal Election Commission

has hereunto set his hand in Washington, D.C. on this

day of / 5 , , 1993.

Scott E. Thomas, Chairman
Federal Election Commission

ATTEST:

Marjore W. Emmons
Secre ry to the Commission
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Tom Lantos for Congress Committee and
Katrina Lantos-Swett, as treasurer
Page 2

INSTRUCTIONS

In answering these interrogatories and request for
production of documents, furnish all documents and other
information, however obtained, including hearsay, that is in
possession of, known by or otherwise available to you, including
documents and information appearing in your records.

Each answer is to be given separately and independently,
and unless specifically stated in the particular discovery
requesto no answer shall be given solely by reference either to
another answer or to an exhibit attached to your response.

The response to each interrogatory propounded herein shall
set forth separately the identification of each person capable
of furnishing testimony concerning the response given, denoting
separately those individuals who provided informational,
documentary or other input, and those who assisted in drafting
the interrogatory response.

If you cannot answer the following interrogatories in full
after exercising due diligence to secure the full information to
do so, answer to the extent possible and indicate your inability
to answer the remainder, stating whatever information or
knowledge you have concerning the unanswered portion and
detailing what you did in attempting to secure the unknown
information.

Unless otherwise indicated, the discovery request shall
refer to the 1989-90 election cycle.

Should you claim a privilege with respect to any
documents, communications, or other items about which
information is requested by any of the following interrogatories
and requests for production of documents, describe such items in
sufficient detail to provide justification for the claim. Each
claim of privilege must specify in detail all the grounds on
which it rests.

The following interrogatories and requests for production
of documents are continuing in nature so as to require you to
file supplementary responses or amendments during the course of
this investigation if you obtain further or different
information prior to or during the pendency of this matter.
Include in any supplemental answers the date upon which and the
manner in which such further or different information came to
your attention.



Tom Lantos for Congress Committee and
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DEFINITIONS

For the purpose of these discovery requests, including the
instructions thereto, the terms listed below are defined as
follows:

"You" shall mean the named respondent in this action to
whom these discovery requests are addressed, including all
officers, employees, agents or attorneys thereof.

"Persons" shall be deemed to include both singular and
plural, and shall mean any natural person, partnership,
committee, association, corporation, or any other type of
organization or entity.

"Document" shall mean the original and all non-identical
copies, including drafts, of all papers and records of every
type in your possession, custody, or control, or known by you to
exist. The term document includes, but is not limited to books,
letters, contracts, notes, diaries, log sheets, records of
telephone communications, transcripts, vouchers, accounting
statements, ledgers, checks, money orders or other commercial
paper, telegrams, telexes, pamphlets, circulars, leaflets,
reports, memoranda, correspondence, surveys, tabulations, audio
and video recordings, drawings, photographs, graphs, charts,
diagrams, lists, computer print-outs, and all other writings and
other data compilations from which information can be obtained.

"Identify" with respect to a document shall mean state the
nature or type of document (e.g., letter, memorandum), the date,
if any, appearing thereon, the date on which the document was
prepared, the title of the document, the general subject matter
of the document, the location of the document, the number of
pages comprising the document.

"Identify" with respect to a person shall mean state the
full name, the most recent business and residence addresses and
the telephone numbers, the present occupation or position of
such person, the nature of the connection or association that
person has to any party in this proceeding. If the person to be
identified is not a natural person, provide the legal and trade
names, the address and telephone number, and the full names of
both the chief executive officer and the agent designated to
receive service of process for such person.

"And" as well as "or" shall be construed disjunctively or
conjunctively as necessary to bring within the scope of these
interrogatories and requests for the production of documents any
documents and materials which may otherwise be construed to be
out of their scope.



Tomt Lantos for Congress Committee and
Katrina Lantos-Swetto as treasurer
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1. Produce copies of all checks (front and back) paid by the
Tom Lantos for Congress Committee ("Lantos Committee") to the
Democratic National Committee, whether as a contribution or
transfer, during the 1989-90 election cycle. Produce copies of
all correspondence and documents accompanying or relating to
such checks.

2. Produce copies of all checks (front and back) paid by the
Lantos Committee to the New Hampshire Democratic State
Committee, whether as a contribution or transfer, during the
1989-90 election cycle. Produce copies of all correspondence
and documents accompanying or relating to such checks.

3. Produce copies of all records, including but not limited
to, timesheets, logs, calendars, and agreements of employment
and compensation, documenting work performed by Katrina
Lantos-Swett for the Lantos Committee during 1989-90 election
cycle.



FDERIAL ELECTION CONNISSION

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Tom Lantos for Congress Committee MUR 3241
and Katrina Lantos-Swett,
as treasurer

I. GEMKRATION OF MATTER

This matter was generated by a complaint filed by

G.M. (Bill) Quraishi (wComplainant") on March 26, 1991.

Supplemental information to the complaint was filed by

Complainant on June 17, 1991; July 11, 1991; and August 5, 1991.

The Complainant alleges that a number of transactions which

occurred during the 1990 campaigns of Tom Lantos and Dick Swett

violated provisions of The Federal Election Campaign Act of

1971, as amended ("the Act"). Complainant alleges that after

the Tom Lantos for Congress Committee ("Lantos Committee")

contributed the maximum amount permitted to the Dick Swett for

Congress Committee ("Swett Committee"), Rep. Lantos devised

other ways of providing funds and services to aid the Swett

campaign.

II. BACKGROUND

Complainant was the Republican candidate for the l1th

Congressional District in California in the 1990 election.

Complainant's Democratic opponent was Thomas Lantos, one of the

respondents in this matter. 1 Dick Swett, Congressman of the

1. Mr. Quraishi received 29% of the total vote and Mr. Lantos
won the election with 66% of the vote.
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Second District of Nov Hampshire (Democrat), is the son-in-law

of Rep. Lantos.

Dick Swett is married to Rep. Lantos? daughter,

Katrina Lantos-Swett. Ms. Lantos-Swett served during the last

ten years, including the 1989-90 election cycle, as treasurer

and manager of fundraising of the Lantos Committee. Further,

Ms. Lantos-Swett has served as campaign director, advisor and

strategist for the Lantos Committee. Ms. Lantos-Swett also

served as treasurer of the Swett Committee during the 1989-90

election cycle.

The consulting payments made to Katrina Lantos-Swett by th

Lantos Committee are as follows:

1981-1982 cycle
12-31-81 $18,000
[Debt owed/reported to FEC $10000)1

1983-1984 cycle
(Repayment of 1981 debt]
12-31-83 $2,500)
[4-11-83 $4r000J
[6-30-83 $3p5001

($1010-00
1985-1986 cycle

4-27-87

1987-1988 cycle
11-10-88

$10,tooo 2

$7,500

2. On April 27, 1987, the Lantos Committee paid Ms. Lantos-Swett a lump sum payment of $10,000. The Lantos Committeereported this disbursement; however, the Committee did notindicate in its reports that the payment was for anything otherthan for consulting within the reporting period. The Committeedid not report any outstanding debt to Ms. Lantos-Swett foreither 1985 or 1986, or any repayment of such debt in 1987.This payment occurred one month prior to Ms. Lantos-Swett's May28th closing on the purchase of a home.

e
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1989-1990 cycle
3-16-89 $2,000
5-17-89 $2,000
6-26-89 $1,500
9-1-89 $1,000
10-3-89 $1,200
11-22-89 $1,200
12-12-89 $2,500
1-20-90 $1,500
1-25-90 $ 750
3-1-90 $1,800
4-1-90 $2,000
4-26-90 $2,200
6-6-90 $3,600
7-1-90 $2,200
8-27-90 $2,200
9-9-90 $2,300
10-2-90 $2,200
10-26-90 $2,200
10-30-90 $2,200
12-5-90 $5,000

Total $415

On February 23, 1990, the Lantos Committee made a $2,000

contribution to the Swett Committee. On October 1, 1990, the

Lantos Committee contributed $1,000 to the Granite State

Coalition. On October 4, 1990, the Lantos Committee contributed

$30,000 to the Democratic National Committee (*DNC'). 3 On

October 20, 1990, the Lantos Committee made a $10,000

contribution to the NH Committee.

Meanwhile, on October 15, 1990, the DNC contributed $10,000

to the NH Committee. On October 26, 1990, the DNC contributed

another $39,000 to the NH Committee.

In 1989, the State of New Hampshire enacted a law which

allows candidates for office to waive the $5,000 filing fee and

requisite signed petitions by "voluntarily agreeing to limit his

3. This amount was reported by the Lantos Committee; however,documents provided to this Office by the Committee indicate thatthe Committee transferred $50,000 to the DNC.
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expenditures and those ... on his behalf by his committee or
..party, and his immediate family." N.H. RSA 664:5-a. The

statute provides that the total expenditures by a candidate who
voluntarily agrees to limit campaign expenditures shall be
$200,000 in a primary election and $200,000 in a general

election. N.H. RSA 664:5-b.

in his 1990 congressional race, Rep. Dick Swett agreed to
this voluntary spending limit. The reports filed by the Swett
Committee with the Commission indicate the following total

receipts and disbursements for 1990:

RECEIPTS DI SBURSEMgENTS
Primr General Piar General$212017 $258M$104f32*n

A Mlarch 15, 1991 letter from Rep. Swett to the New

Hampshire Secretary of State indicates that the NH Committee
paid the costs of some Swett mailings. In this letter,

Rep. Swett stated that the total cost of those mailings was

$26t495.

The only reported party support for Rep. Swett for the
1989-90 cycle was by the Democratic Congressional Campaign

Committee in the amounts of $5,500 in contributions and $2,148
in expenditures. The NH Committee reported no Section 441a(d)
expenditures on behalf of or contributions to the Swett

Committee for that period.

During the 1990 campaign the Swett Committee hired the

Rowan Group to perform certain polls and recommend strategies.

Additionally, the Lantos Committee and the NH Committee also

utilized the services of Michael Rowan during this period. The
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following charts show the amounts paid to the Rowan Group by all

three committees:

SWETT CORNITT E
7/27/90 $ 4,663.14
8/30/90 1,926.44
9/24/90 755.21
10/5/90 3,300.00

TOTAL: $W0,644.7

LANTOS CORNITTEE
8/9/90 $ 2,500.00
8/30/90 4,125.00
10/24/90 4,400.00

TOTAL: $l1,025.00

N CONIKITTEE-FEDERAL ACCOUNT4

10/1/90 $ 4,000.00

III. FACTUAL, AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

A. Reporting violation

Complainant questions a $10,000 payment to Ms. Lantos-Swett
on April 27, 1987, just one month prior to the closing on her
house in New Hampshire. Complainant alleges that *Congressmean

Lantos has a pattern of using campaign funds as a family

enterprise as can be seen by the $10,000 paid to Katrina

Lantos-Swett on April 27, 1987."

Regarding this payment, Rep. Lantos stated in an affidavit:
"Never have I provided campaign funds to my daughter Katrina for
personal purposes, in connection with the closing on a home as
alleged by my Complainant or for any other personal purpose."
The response appears to indicate that the 1987 payment was for
services rendered by Ms. Lantos-Swett during the 1985-86
election cycle. The response from Congressman Lantos and the

4. The state reports filed by the NH Committee show nopayments to the Rowan Group from the non-federal account.
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Lantos Committee indicates that a $10,000 payment for consulting

was made to Ms. Lantos-Swett on April 27, 1987. According to

the response this payment was, however, for services rendered by
Ms. Lantos-Swett during the 1985-86 election cycle.

The Act requires that committees report "the amount and
nature of outstanding debts and obligation owed by or to such
political committee." 2 U.S.C. 5 434(b)(8). The regulations
require that "[djebts and obligations owed by or to a political
committee which remain outstanding shall be continuously

reported until extinguished." 11 C.F.R. 5 104.11(a).

The Committee reported no debt to Ms. Lantos-Swett in its
reports for 1985-86. Further, the Committee did not report the
payment made on April 27, 1987 as being made to extinguish debt.

Therefore, there is reason to believe that the Tom Lantos
for Congress Committee and Katrina Lantos-Swett, as treasurer,

violated 2 U.S.C. 5 434(b)(8).

B. Excessive Contributions by Lantos

The Act states that an individual or a political committee

other than a qualified multicandidate committee may not make a

contribution to a candidate for federal office, or his

authorized political committees, in excess of $1,000.00 per

election. 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a)(1)(A). No individual shall make

contributions to candidates and political committees that

aggregate more than $25,000 in any calendar year. 2 U.S.C.

S 441a(a)(3); 11 C.F.R. S 110.5.

The term "contribution" includes any gift, subscription,

loan, advance, or deposit of money or anything of value made by
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any person for the purpose of influencing any election for

Federal office; or the payment by any person of compensation for

the personal services of another person which are rendered to a

political committee without charge for any purpose. 2 U.s.c.

5 431(8). The term "expenditure" includes any purchase,

payment, distribution, loan, advance, deposit, or gift of money

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

influencing any election for Federal office. 2 U.S.C. 5 431(9).

Complainant alleges that the Lantos Committee contributed

excessive contributions to the Swett Committee through services

provided by and payments made to Katrina Lantos-SwettA5

Complainant also alleges excessive contributions by the Lantos

Committee, in permitting the Swett Committee to use, free of

charge, the equipment and software belonging to the Lantos

Committee.

While acknowledging that Ms. Lantos-Swett "would be

entitled to reasonable compensation for her services as

Treasurer of her father's campaign," Complainant appears to

dispute that the amounts paid for the 1989-90 election cycle

were reasonable, in light of past compensation. Complainant

questions the payments made by the Lantos Committee to

Ms. Lantos-Swett for "consulting fees" in 1990. Specifically,

Complainant points to 'itihe dramatic increase in her payment to

almost two thousand dollars a month during 1990." Complainant

5. On February 23, 1990, the Lantos Committee contributed the
maximum amount allowed by law, $2,000 ($1,000 each to the
primary and general elections) to the Swett Committee.
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argues that "the additional payment by her father (Rep. Lantos)

was unjustified based on her [Ms. Lantos-Swett] full time

commitment as manager and treasurer of her husband's

[Rep. Swett] campaign." Complainant alleges that the "extra

Lantos payment was ... a campaign subsidy to mask the fact that

Katrina's husband [Rep. Swett) had virtually no income, having

been on leave from his father's company and campaigning full

time."

Respondents argue that all payments made to Ms. Lantos-

Swett by the Lantos Committee were legitimate compensation for

services which she rendered for the Lantos Committee. In

response, Rep. Lantos and the other Respondents involved in this

issue deny all allegations against them. Rep. Lantose affidavit

addressed the change in the amount of compensation to

Ms. Lantos-Swett by stating that "[tlhe level of service

provided by [Ms. Lantos-Swett] and the compensation paid to her

by the campaign varied with the character of the election

cycle."

Ms. Lantos-Swett stated, in her affidavit that she has

served as treasurer, campaign director and fundraiser for the

(Lantos Committee] since 1981. Although she did not state

to which election cycle she was referring, Ms. Lantos-Swett

listed her responsibilities to the Lantos Committee as follows:
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(1) filing all FCC reports, as well as responding
to related correspondence; (2) processing of
campaign receipts and expenditures; (3) oversight
of the Committee's computer operations; (4) filing
campaign tax returns; (5) management of the
campaign investment portfolio; (6) supervising thecampaign fundraising activities; (7) supervising
campaign media, including direct mail, television
and radio advertisement, campaign polling andsurveys; (8) advising on campaign strategy; and (9)serving as Congressman Lantos' surrogate at
speaking engagements and other events.

Both Rep. Lantos and Ms. Lantos-Swett indicate that the

reason for the increase in consulting fees to Ms. Lantos-Swett

during the 1989-90 election cycle was because of the Lantos

Committee's campaigning and fundraising efforts to increase the
number of small contributors. Ms. Lantos-Swett states in her

affidavit that "over 17,000 small contributions had to be
reviewed and cleared for deposit and reporting, requiring

substantially more of my time than in previous campaigns."

Furthermore, Respondents state that Rep. Lantos did not have a
full time campaign manager for his 1990 campaign, which put more
responsibility on Ms. Lantos-Swett. Thus, Respondents assert

that the increase in consulting payments to Ms. Lantos-Swett

during the 1990 election was a direct function of the

substantial increase in time that she spent working on the

Lantos campaign.

The Committee argues that Ms. Lantocs-Swett had added

responsibilities because of increased fundraising. The

Committee did have somewhat higher totals for both receipts and

disbursements in the 1982 and 1990 electicn cycles. The



- 10 -

following chart shows the total receipts and disbursements of

the Committee during each cycle:

receipts disbursements
ycle g a vneral geal$1840,3 $344,279 $15 $40--

1982 768,759 451,770 189,502 1,002,8921984 537,088 101,252 187,310 102,2511986 91,013 208,218 93,376 232,0591988 194,634 191,634 134,211 135,2991990 259,735 611,087 174,803 465,099

Further, the Committee's argument concerning a great number
of small contributions is supported by the amount of unitemized

contributions reported by the Committee during the 1989-90

cycle. Of the total of $870,822 in receipts reported, $437,339

(50%) were reported as unitemized contributions:

2 yr Uniteaized Contributions198 mid-year 7151989 Year-End 3,0801990 April Quarterly 3531990 Pre-Prinary 14,141
1990 July Quarterly 6,9641990 October Quarterly 61,743
1990 Pre-General 57,8461990 Post-General 131,274
1990 Year-End 161,217

TOTAL

Respondents further argue that the Complainant attempted to
strengthen his case by omitting crucial information about the

years preceding 1985. Rep. Lantos states that the "compensation

paid to [Ms. Lantos-Swett] in 1988 and 1989 [was] comparable to
what the campaign paid her in 1981 and 1982." Rep. Lantos

contends that the political contests for 1982 and 1990 were more

difficult and required greater work from Ms. Lantos-Swett, thus

the greater compensation.
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Contrary to the assertion of the Lantos Committee, the
numbers tend to indicate that the 1990 election was not a

considerably more difficult campaign. The following chart shows

the election results for all of Rep. Lantos' congressional

races:

year Lantos I pponent opponent
1990 IT- 47% Bill Royer (incumbent)
1982 57% 39% Bill Royer
1984 71% 29% John Hickey
1986 74% 26% Bill Quraishi1988 75% 25% Bill Quraishi1990 66% 29% Bill Quraishi

Additionally, payments made to Ms. Lantos-Swett by the
Lantos Committee are questionable in light of the fact that the

1990 reports filed by the Swett Committee show no payments to

Ms. Lantos-Swett as salary or for consulting.6 The following
chart shows the only reported disbursements made to Ms. Lantos-

Swett by the Swett Committee in the 1989-1990 election cycle:

date amount stated purpose
70/90 "7.41 "reimb. p.o. box fee, photo.

camp. materials"

5/4/90 692.09 "reimb. bumperstrips, office
supplies, balloons"

10/26/90 177.30 "reimb. camp event milage (sic)10/30/90 1,935.00 reimb./Globe ad./camp.
materials"

11/2/90 127.00 "reimb. meals, gas, supplies"

6. This discrepancy was recently noted in Handbook of CampaiqnSpending, a book compiled and written by Los Angeles Timesreporters. See, The Washington Post, Sept. 8, 1992, at A19,
col. 3.
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As has been asserted by Respondents, nothing in the Act or

regulations prohibit Ms. Lantos-Swett from simultaneously

serving as treasurer of two different committees. However,

questions still remain as to what services Ms. Lantos-Swett

provided to the Lantos and Swett Committees, and whether the

compensation paid to her by the Lantos Committee was, in fact,

commensurate with the time spent on that campaign or subsidized

her work on the Swett campaign; especially in light of the fact

that Ms. Lantos-Swett received no compensation from the Swett

Committee for her work on that campaign.

Additionally, until it has been established what work

Ms. Lantos-Swett performed for the two Committees and where and

how such work was performed, it appears that Ms. Lantos-Swett
N- might have utilized equipment owned by one Committee for work

performed for the other Committee.

Therefore, there is reason to believe that the Tom Lantos

C for Congress Committee and Katrina Lantos-Swett, as treasurer,

violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a), in regards to the payments to and

0 work performed by Ms. Lantos-Swett.

C. Alleged Earmarking/Laundering Violations

The Act limits the dollar amount of contributions made by a

person to any candidate and his authorized political committees

with respect to any election for Federal office to an aggregate

of $1,000. 2 U.S.C. 5 441a(a)(1)(A). Section 441a(a)(8) of the

Act provides that for purposes of the contribution limitations

imposed by the Act, all contributions made by a person, either

directly or indirectly, on behalf of a particular candidate,
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including contributions which are in any way earmarked or

otherwise directed through an intermediary or conduit to such
candidate, shall be treated as contributions from such person to

such candidate. The term "earmarked" is defined in Commission

regulations as a designation, instruction, or encumbrance,

whether direct or indirect, express or implied, oral or written,

which results in all or any part of a contribution or

expenditure being made to, or expended on behalf of, a clearly

identified candidate or a candidate's authorized committee.

11 C.F.R. 5 110.6(b)(1). Additionally, the Act prohibits any
candidate or political committee from knowingly accepting any

contribution or making any expenditure in violation of the

limits of 2 U.s.c. 5 441a. 2 U.S.C. 5 441a(f).

Pursuant to 11 C.F.R. S 110.1(h), a person may contribute

to a candidate or his or her authorized Committee with respect

to a particular election and also contribute to a political

committee which has supported, or anticipates supporting, the

same candidate in the same election, as long as --

-~(1) The political committee is not the candidate's
principal campaign committee or other authorized
political committee or a single candidate committee;

(2) The contributor does not give with the knowledge thata substantial portion will be contributed to, orexpended on behalf of, that candidate for the same
election; and

(3) The contributor does not retain control over the
funds.

11 C.F.IR. 5 110.1(h)
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In Advisory Opinion 1976-20 the Commission cited the

legislative history of Section 441a which stated that:

The conferees also agree that the same
limitations on contributions that apply to a
candidate shall also apply to a committee making
expenditures solely on behalf of such candidate.

H.R. Rep. No. 1057, 94th Cong. 2d Sess. 58 (1976), reprinted in
FEC, legisl-a-tive History of Federal Election Campaign Act
Amendments of 1976 at 1052 (GPO 1977).

In that Advisory Opinion, the Commission concluded that a

person could contribute $1,000 per election either (1) directly

to a federal candidate or the candidate's authorized committee,

or (2) to an unauthorized single candidate committee that makes

independent expenditures on behalf of the candidate, but not to

both. The Commission further stated that such person could

"contribute $5,000 during a calendar year to a political

committee other than the type described in (1) and (2) only if

the conditions of Section 110.1(h) of the (then) proposed

regulations are satisfied."

The Commission has also applied Section 110.1(h) in the

case of contributions to a candidate's committee and

contributions to a multicandidate political committee for its

independent expenditure project on behalf of that candidate.

See Advisory Opinion 1984-2.

Complainant makes several allegations involving money

laundering and earmarking of contributions for the benefit of

the Swett Committee, and subsequent improperly allocated

expenditures. It is the Complainant's contention that

Rep. Lantos orchestrated various funding schemes in order for
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the Campaign of his son-in-law* Dick Swett, to by-pass voluntary
state expenditure limits. The Commission has no jurisdiction
over matters concerning an attempt to avoid adherence to
voluntary state spending limitations; however, the allegations
here go beyond that to alleged violations of the Act, with the
state spending limitation serving merely as a motive .

Complainant states that the pattern of the Lantos

Committeets contributions to candidates and committees in the
State of New Hampshire in the last few election cycles6 shows
that Lantos laundered money through those committees for the
benefit of his son-in-law's campaign. Complainant alleges that
"with the convenience of the same treasurer for both

interlocking campaigns, the $40,000 [of Rep. Lantos#

contributions] was received and spent at the New Hampshire
Democratic Party for postage, polling, phone banks and other
services for Mr. Swett and not the entire federal ticket."
Additionally, Complainant alleges that Lantos funneled money
through the DNC and DCCC to the NH Committee which was then
allegedly spent solely for the benefit of the Swett campaign.

Complainant alleges that the funds spent for a last-minute
media blitz by the NH Committee were funds contributed and

7. The investigation by the New Hampshire State's Attorneyoffice concluded that the Swett Committee had exceeded the statespending limit, and assessed an appropriate civil penalty.

8. contributions to
cycleN.H. committees

1987-88 500
1989-90 50,100
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directed by Lantos through the party committees for the Swett

campaign and were not properly allocated to that candidate.

Complainant contends that "the action by the New Hampshire

Democratic Party in running an illegal money laundry for the

Lantos-directed funds that flowed to benefit Swett and not

proportionally the entire federal ticket of races in

New Hampshire" is a violation of the Commission's allocation and
earmarking regulations. Complainant maintains that this money

laundering was done in order for the Swett Committee to evade

the voluntary spending limit imposed by state law.

The Lantos Committee contributed $2,000 to the Swett

Committee on February 23, 1990. Because the Lantos Committee

contributed the maximum amount to the Swett Committee, any

additional amounts involved in the contributions by the Lantos
Committee to the DNC and the NH Committee would constitute an
excessive contribution in violation of 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a).

The Lantos Committee reported a $30,000 contribution to the
DNC, made on October 4, 1990. However, in documentation

provided by the Lantos Committee, a cover letter to the

Committee's contribution to the DNC, dated October 16, 1990,

states that the amount of the contribution is $50,000. This
amount was not reported by the Lantos Committee. Thus, there is

uncertainty regarding the actual amount transferred from the

Lantos Committee to the DNC.

on October, 15, 1990, the DNC contributed $10,000 to the

NH Committee. on October 20, 1990, the Lantos Committee made a

$10,000 contribution to the NH Committee. Finally, on
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October 26, 1990t the NH Committee received a $39,000

contribution from the DNC.

The letter which accompanied the October 4th transfer

supports the allegation that the transfer may have been an

implied, written designation which resulted in all or part of

the funds being expended for the Swett Committee. The letter

states:

The disposition of the funds is, in [Rep. Lantostj
view, a matter for the discretion of the DNC. The
Congressman would like to note certain campaigns in
which he holds special interest, and to ask your
consideration of any use of the funds helpful to
those campaigns.

The letter goes on to specifically name the gubernatorial

campaign and Congressman Bates' campaign in California, the

Swett campaign, and House candidate Tin Roemer in Indiana. The

letter clearly stated the Lantos Committee's interest in the

Swett campaign, and it appears that at least part of the funds

were in fact spent on expenditures for the Swett Committee, even

if those expenditures were not reported as such.

The only reported party support for Rep. Swett for the

1989-90 cycle was by the Democratic Congressional Campaign

Committee in the amounts of $5,500 in contributions and $2,148

in expenditures. The NH Committee reported no contributions to

or expenditures on behalf of the Swett Committee. Nevertheless,

it appears that the NH Committee made expenditures on behalf of

the Swett Committee.

A letter, dated March 15, 1991, from the Swett Committee to

the N.H. Secretary of State indicates that the NH Committee paid
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the costs of some Swett campaign mailings. In this letter,

Rep. Swett stated that the total cost of those mailings was

$26,495. Thus, expenditures were made by the NH Committee on

behalf of the Swett Committee.

The Lantos Committee contends that it did not retain

control over the contributions to the DNC and NH Committee.

However, the letter accompanying the Lantos Committee's

contribution to the DNC clearly enunciated preferences for

disbursements of the funds, and funds were forwarded to the

NH Committee and ultimately spent on the Swett Committee. If

the Lantos Committee's contributions were given with the

knowledge that a substantial portion would be contributed to, or

expended on behalf of the Swett Committee, then such

contributions go beyond the permissiveness of the regulation and

constitute an excessive contribution to the Swett campaign in

violation of the Act.

In response, the Lantos Committee also contends that his

committee's provision of funds to the DNC were "lawful" and

"authorized by Section 439a of FECA." Rep. Lantos reasons that

according to law he could have given the money directly to the

NH Committee and thus there was no laundering of money through

the DNC. Rep. Lantos further asserts that a letter accompanying

the contribution to the DNC expressed "a strong interest in the

race of his son-in-law," and in other campaigns, but also

"emphasized that the final decision was the DNC's to make."

Rep. Lantos asserts that "his own preferences on the expenditure
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of these funds could certainly be communicated to the DNC

without any violation of law."

Pursuant to 2 u.s.c. 5 439a, amounts received by a

candidate as contributions that are in excess of any amount

necessary to defray his expenditures, may be used by such

candidate to defray any ordinary and necessary expenses incurred

in connection with her duties as a holder of Federal office, may

be contributed to any charitable organization as described at

26 U.S.C. 5 170(c), or may be used for any other lawful purpose,

including transfers without limitation to any national, State,

or local committee of any political party.

Commission regulations permit transfers without limitation

between political committees of the same political party whether

or not they are political committees under the Act. 11 C.F.R.

5 102.6(a)(l)(ii). The Act also permits the national committee

and the state committee of a political party to make certain

expenditures on behalf of their candidate for the Senate and

House. 2 U.S.C. 5 441a(d)(3). In 1990 the limitations on

expenditures by the New Hampshire state party and the national

party in New Hampshire were set at $25,140 each. FEC Record,

Vol. 16, No. 3, March 1990. The Commission has recognized that

national and state committees may authorize other committees to

make expenditures against their limitations and may transfer

funds to such committees for such purpose. FEC v. Democratic

Senatorial Campaign Committee, 434 U.S. 27 (1980).

while transfers are allowed by Section 439a, as is

contended by the Lantos Committee, such must be done within the
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confines of the Act. As outlined above, the circumstantial

evidence appears to indicate that the Lantos Committee's

contributions to these party committees were given with the

knowledge that a substantial portion would be contributed to, or

expended on behalf of the Swett Committee, and such expenditures

were, in fact, made.

Therefore, there is reason to believe that the Tom Lantos

for Congress Committee and Katrina Lantos-Swett, as treasurer,

violated 2 U.s.c. 5 441a(a).

D. Alleged violations Concerning the Rowan Group

Complainant suggests that the Lantos Committee directly

paid some of the polling costs of the Swett campaign. As

support for this allegation, Complainant cites the polling costs

of the two other Democratic Nev Hampshire federal candidates --

Keefe, $27,088 and Durkin, $24,072. Complaint compares these

figures to the $10,644 paid by Swett to the Rowan Group in 1990.

From this comparison Complainant concludes that the additional

$11,025 paid to the Rowan Group by the Lantos Committee in 1990

was actually for work performed for the Swett Committee. The

Complainant bolsters this allegation with a statement that at no

time in the period before 1990 did the Lantos Committee use the

Rowan Group; therefore, the Complainant concludes that the

payments made by Lantos Committee to the Rowan Group were made

on behalf of Swett.

The Lantos Committee rebuts the contention by Complainant

that Michael Rowan had never worked for the Lantos Committee

prior to 1990. In his affidavit, Lantos states that Michael
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Rowan worked as a unpaid consultant in the 1980 Lantos campaign
and was hired for the 1982 campaign as part of the consulting

firm of Public Affairs Analysts.9 Rep. Lantos further responded
that "[tihe payments which my campaign committee made to Michael

Rowan in 1990 were for the services he performed for my

campaign." Rep. Lantos denies that he ever discussed with

Mr. Rowan the suggestion that the Lantos Committee be billed for

the services which the Rowan Group provided to the Swett

Committee.

Complainant's allegation regarding the Rowan Group also

claims that the NH Committee's $4,000 paymento to the Rowan

Group on October 1, 1990 was made on behalf of Swett, and not

for the benefit of all federal candidates. As support for this

allegation, Complainant compares the polling costs of the three

New Hampshire federal candidates, stating that there was *no

help for (the other] two candidates' pollsters by Lantos or the

[NH Committee]."1 Complainant also asserts that the $4,000

9. The reports filed by the Lantos Committee show the
following payments to Public Affairs Analysts for consulting
and reimbursement in 1982:

7/7/82 $ 2,000.00
8/9/82 1,000.00
8/27/82 2,000.00
10/8/82 208.00
12/7/82 5,271.49

$10,479.49

10. The $4,000 payment was reported as a polling expenditure,
and not allocated to any particular candidates.

11. The polling costs of the other federal NH Democratic
candidates were as follows:
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payment to the Rowan Group by the New Hampshire Committee was

laundered through the NH Committee by Lantos.

The Lantos Committee responded to this allegation by

stating that the Complainant was once again trying to "make the

involvement of the state party in Senate and House races a

matter of suspicion, when it is precisely the sort of

involvement Congress intended to encourage throughout the

enactment of the 1979 FECA amendments."

The Lantos Committee claims that payments in 1990 by it to

the Rowan Group were for services performed for the Lantos

Committee rather than payment for services to the Swett

Committee. However, there has been no verification that work

was actually done for the Lantos Committee. If the Lantos

Committee made payments to the Rowan Group for services to the

(Footnote 11 continued from previous page)
JOSEPH KEEFE, 1ST CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT

Pollster: Penn & Schoen
2/8/90 $ 5,000.00
4/3/90 5,000.00
5/1/90 5,000.00
10/1/90 7,000.00
10/9/90 88.20
10/22/90 2,000.00
10/29/90 500.00
Balance owed: 2,500.00

TOTAL: $27,088.20

JOHN DURKIN, SENATE
Pollster: Greenberg-Lake

4/18/90 $ 8,250.00
7/2/90 1,546.43
10/16/90 1,000.00
11/26/90 4,000.00
Balance owed: 9,276.00

TOTAL: $24,072.43
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Swtt Comittee, such constitutes an excessive contribution in

violation on 2 U.S.C. 5 441a(a).

Therefore, there is reason to believe that the Tom Lantos

for Congress Committee and Katrina Lantos-Swett, as treasurer,

violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a).



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

February 26, 1993

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Robert A. Backus, Esq.
Backus, Meyer and Solomon
P.O. Box 516
Manchester, NH 03105

RE: MUR 3241
New Hampshire Democratic
and Robert M1. Walsh, as
treasurer

Dear Mr. Backus:

On April 2, 1991v the Federal Election Commission notified
New Hampshire Democratic and Robert M. Walsh, as treasurer
("the Committee') of a complaint alleging violations of certainsections of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended ("the Act"). A copy of the complaint vas enclosed with
that notification.

Upon further review of the allegations contained in thecomplaint, the Commission, on February 2, 1993, found that thereis reason to believe the Committee violated 2 U.S.C.
55 441a(a)(8), 44la(f) and S 434(b), provisions of the Act and11 C.F.R. 5 106.1(e), a provision of the regulations. TheFactual 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 thatno action should be taken against the Committee. You may submitany factual or legal materials that you believe are relevant to
the Commission's consideration of this matter. Statements
should be submitted under oath. All responses to the enclosedSubpoena to Produce Documents must be submitted to the General
Counsel's Office within 30 days of your receipt of this letter.Any additional materials or statements you wish to submit shouldaccompany the response to the subpoena.

In the absence of any additional information whichdemonstrates that no further action should be taken against
the Committee, the Commission may find probable cause to believethat a violation has occurred and proceed with conciliation.



Robert A. Backus, Esq.
Page 2

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 oflTc-e 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.

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.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. 55 437g(a)(4)(B) and 437g(a)(12)(A), unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the investigation to be
made public.

If you have any questions, please contact Tonda Mott, the
attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3400.

Sincerely,

Scott E. Thomas
Chairman

Enclosures
Subpoena
Factual and Legal Analysis



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of )
)

MUR 3241

SUBPOENA TO PRODUCE DOCUMENTS

TO: New Hampshire Democratic State Committee
and Robert M. Walsh, as treasurer
c/o Robert A. Backus, Esq.
Backus, Meyer and Solomon
P.O. Box 516
Manchester, New Hampshire 03105

Pursuant to 2 U.S.C. 5 437d(a)(3), and in furtherance of

its investigation in the above-captioned matter, the Federal

Election Commission hereby subpoenas the documents listed on the

attachment to this subpoena.

Notice is given that these documents must be submitted to

the Office of the General Counsel, Federal Election Commission,

999 E Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20463, within 30 days of

your receipt of this subpoena. Legible copies which, where

applicable, show both sides of the documents may be substituted

for originals.

WHEREFORE, the Chairman of the Federal Election Commission

has hereunto set his hand in Washington, D.C. on this

day of 01dA~ 1993.

Scott E. Thomas, Chairman

Federal Election Commission

ATTEST:

MarjoT]e W. Emmons
Secretlary to the Commission



Now Hampshire Democratic State Committee
and Robert Walsh, as treasurer
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INSTRUCTIONS

In answering these interrogatories and request for
production of documents, furnish all documents and other
information, however obtained, including hearsay, that is in
possession of, known by or otherwise available to you, including
documents and information appearing in your records.

Each answer is to be given separately and independently,
and unless specifically stated in the particular discovery
request, no answer shall be given solely by reference either to
another answer or to an exhibit attached to your response.

The response to each interrogatory propounded herein shall
set forth separately the identification of each person capable
of furnishing testimony concerning the response given, denoting
separately those individuals who provided informational,
documentary or other input, and those who assisted in drafting
the interrogatory response.

If you cannot answer the following interrogatories in full
after exercising due diligence to secure the full information to
do so, answer to the extent possible and indicate your inability
to answer the remainder, stating whatever information or
knowledge you have concerning the unanswered portion and
detailing what you did in attempting to secure the unknown
information.

Unless otherwise indicated, the discovery request shall
refer to the 1989-90 election cycle.

Should you claim a privilege with respect to any
documents, communications, or other items about which
information is requested by any of the following interrogatories
and requests for production of documents, describe such items in
sufficient detail to provide justification for the claim. Each
claim of privilege must specify in detail all the grounds on
which it rests.

The following interrogatories and requests for production
of documents are continuing in nature so as to require you to
file supplementary responses or amendments during the course of
this investigation if you obtain further or different
information prior to or during the pendency of this matter.
Include in any supplemental answers the date upon which and the
manner in which such further or different information came to
your attention.



Now Hampshire Democratic State Committee
and Robert Walsh, as treasurer
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DEFINITIONS

For the purpose of these discovery requests, including the
instructions theretor the terms listed below are defined as
follows:

"You" shall mean the named respondent in this action to
whom these discovery requests are addressed, including all
officers, employeest agents or attorneys thereof.

"Persons" shall be deemed to include both singular and
plural, and shall mean any natural person, partnership,
committee, association, corporation, or any other typo of
organization or entity.

"Document" shall mean the original and all non-identical
copies, including drafts, of all papers and records of every
type in your possession, custody, or control, or known by you to
exist. The term document includes, but is not limited to bookst
letters, contracts, notes, diaries, log sheets, records of
telephone communications, transcripts, vouchers, accounting
statements, ledgers, checks, money orders or other commercial
paper, telegrams, telexes, pamphlets, circular*, leaflets,
reports, memoranda, correspondence, surveys, tabulations, audio
and video recordings, drawings, photographs, graphs, charts,
diagrams, lists, computer print-outs, and all other writings and
other data compilations from which information can be obtained.

"Identify" with respect to a document shall mean state the
nature or type of document (e.g., letter, memorandum), the dater
if any, appearing thereon, the date on which the document was
prepared, the title of the document, the general subject matter
of the document, the location of the document, the number of
pages comprising the document.

"Identify" with respect to a person shall mean state the
full name, the most recent business and residence addresses and
the telephone numbers, the present occupation or position of
such person, the nature of the connection or association that
person has to any party in this proceeding. If the person to be
identified is not a natural person, provide the legal and trade
names, the address and telephone number, and the full names of
both the chief executive officer and the agent designated to
receive service of process for such person.

"And" as well as "or" shall be construed disjunctively or
conjunctively as necessary to bring within the scope of these
interrogatories and requests for the production of documents any
documents and materials which may otherwise be construed to be
out of their scope.



N~ew Hampshire Democratic State Committee and
Robert M. Walsh, as treasurer

page 4

1. Identify all expenditures made by the New Hampshire
Democratic State Committee ("the Committee") in connection with
the campaign of Dick Swett during the 1989-90 election cycle.
identify all vendors used in relation to such expenditures.
Produce copies of all checks (front and back) paid to such
vendors. Produce copies of all correspondence and documents
accompanying or relating to such checks.

2. Produce copies of all checks (front and back) paid by the
Committee to the Dick Swett for Congress Committee, whether as a
contribution or transfer, during the 1989-90 election cycle.
Produce copies of all correspondence and documents accompanying
or relating to such checks.

3. Produce copies of all documents, including but not limited
to invoices, vouchers, canceled checks (front and back), for all
disbursements by the Committee during the 1989-90 election
cycle.

4. Produce copies of all documents, including but not limited
to canceled contributor checks (front and back) and accompanying
correspondence, for all receipts received by the Committee
during the 1989-90 election cycle.

5. Produce copies of all documents, including but not limited
to invoices, vouchers, canceled checks (front and back), for all
disbursements by the Committee from the non-federal account for
"get-out-the-vote" activities during the 1989-90 election cycle.

6. Produce copies of all contribution checks (front and back)
and all correspondence and documents accompanying or relating to
such checks from S. Daniel Abraham and Tammy Abraham to the
federal and non-federal accounts of the Committee during the
1989-90 election cycle.

7. Produce copies of all contribution checks (front and back)
and all correspondence and documents accompanying or relating to
such checks from Barnard J. Gottstein and Rachel L. Gottstein to
the federal and non-federal accounts of the Committee during the
1989-90 election cycle.

8. Produce copies of all checks (front and back), whether as a
contribution or transfer, and all correspondence and documents
accompanying or relating to such checks, from the Tom Lantos for
Congress Committee to the federal and non-federal accounts of
the Committee during the 1989-90 election cycle.



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS
RESPONDENT: New Hampshire Democratic State MUR 3241

Committee and Robert M. Walsh,
as treasurer

I. GENERATION OF MATTER

This matter was generated by a complaint filed by

G.M. (Bill) Quraishi ("Complainant") on March 26, 1991.

Supplemental information to the complaint was filed by
Complainant on June 17, 1991; July 11, 1991; and August 5, 1991.

The Complainant alleges that a number of transactions which
occurred during the 1990 campaigns of Tom Lantos and Dick Swett
violated provisions of The Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended ("the Act'). Complainant alleges that after
the Tom Lantos for Congress Committee ("Lantos Committee')
contributed the maximum amount permitted to the Dick Swett for
Congress Committee ("Swett Committee"), Rep. Lantos devised
other ways of providing funds and services to aid the Swett

campaign.

II. BACKGROUND

Complainant was the Republican candidate for the 11th
Congressional District in California in the 1990 election.
Complainant's Democratic opponent was Thomas Lantos, one of the
respondents in this matter. 1 Dick Swett, Congressman of the

Second District of New Hampshire (Democrat), is the son-in-law

of Rep. Lantos.

1. Mr. Quraishi received 29% of the total vote and Mr. Lantoswon the election with 66% of the vote.
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On February 23, 1990v the Lantos Committee made a $2t000
contribution to the Swett Committee, on October 1, 1990, the
Lantos Committee contributed $1,000 to the Granite state
Coalition. On October 4. 1990, the Lantos Committee contributed
$30,000 to the Democratic National Committee ("DNC")32 On
October 20, 1990, the Lantos Committee made a $10,000
contribution to the New Hampshire Democratic State Committee
("NH Committee").

Meanwhile, on October 15, 1990 the DNC contributed $10,000
to the NH Committee. On October 26, 1990, the DNC contributed
another $39,000 to the NH Committee.

In 1989, the State of New Hampshire enacted a law which
allows candidates for office to waive the $5,000 filing fee and
requisite signed petitions by *voluntarily agreeing to limit his
expenditures and those ... on his behalf by his committee or
..party, and his immediate family." N.H. RSA 664 :5-a. The

statute provides that the total expenditures by a candidate who
voluntarily agrees to limit campaign expenditures shall be
$200,000 in a primary election and $200,000 in a general
election. N.H. RSA 664:5-b.

In his 1990 congressional race, Rep. Dick Swett agreed to
this voluntary spending limit. The reports filed by the Swett
Committee with the Commission indicate the following total

2. This amount was reported by the Lantos Committee; however,documents provided to this office by the Committee indicate thatthe Committee transferred $50,000 to the DNC.
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receipts and disbursements for 1990:

RECEIPTS DI SBURSERZIITS
General Pri General

$ $'n2rs157 $55Y9 $ $324,688

A March 15, 1991 letter from Rep. Swett to the N.H.

Secretary of State indicates that the NH Committee paid the
costs of some Swett mailings. In this letter, Rep. Swett stated

that the total cost of those mailings was $26,495.

The only reported party support for Rep. Swett for the

1989-90 cycle was by the Democratic Congressional Campaign

Committee in the amounts of $5,500 in contributions and $2,148

in expenditures. The NH Committee reported no Section 441a(d)

expenditures on behalf of Congressman Swett for that period.

For the federal reporting period October 18, 1990 to

November 26, 1990, and the non-federal reporting period

October 15, 1990 to November 16, 1990, the N.H. Committee

reported the following expenditures:

CAIPAIGNING-TYPE EXPENDITURES
from accountdate Paid to for amount non-fed fed

T= 19 SheratFon Tuiction rent $ -X10/23 Keystone Press printing 4,888 X10/23 USPS postage 4,250 X10/24 Share Systems voter ID 12,000 X10/26 Share Systems voter ID 15,000 X10/26 Keystone Press printing 5ooo X10/26 USPS postage 5000 X10/26 Robert Coates consulting 500 x10/29 Mail America direct mail 4,945 X10/29 N.H. Mailing direct mail 2,758 X10/29 Keystone Press printing 8,085 X10/29 USPS postage 4,000 X10/30 USPS postage 2,000 X10/30 USPS postage 500 X10/31 Keystone Press printing 1,614 X10/31 N.H. Mailing direct mail 1,473 X10/31 USPS postage 6,900 X11/1 USPS postage 5,000 X11/1 Share Systems voter ID 10,000 X



USPS
N.E. Interview
Robert Coates
Robin Holske
Mike Rose
Mitch Epner
Share Systems
Brad Smith
Ray Gradual
Paul Beagle
George Dunston
Andrew Beede

postage
phone banks
consulting
consulting
consulting
consulting
voter ID
consulting
consulting
consulting
consulting
consulting

OVERE"EAD-TYPE EXPENDITURES

Paid to
Morrill Everett
James Tenn
Bronco Realty
Off. Dimension
Conway Office
MCI
Fed. Express
P.S.N.H.
N.E. Telephone
N.E. Telephone
Randall Press
Nolloy Sound
R. McLachlan
IRS

for
insurance
rent
rent
office supplies
office supplies
phone
express mail
electric
telephone
telephone
stationery
sound equipment
salary
taxes

amount

500
990
418
162
315
646
96

674
628

1,049
185
724
186

DIRECT CONTRIBUTIONS

Paid to
Granite State Coalition
Grandmaison for Governor
Grandmaison for Governor
Coma. to Elect House Democrats

amount

2,500
7,000

100

from account3
non-fed fed3

X
X
Xx
x
Xx
X
X
x
X

X
X
X

from account
non-fed fed

x

A review of the federal and non-federal account reports for

1990 reveal the following receipts and disbursements:

3. A review of all federal reports for 1990 indicates that the
NH Committee made no payments from the federal account for any
overhead-type expenditures.

S
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11/2
11/3
11/9
11/9
11/9
11/9
11/9
11/12
11/12
11/12
11/12
11/12

1,000
10,000

500
250
250
600

11,000
375
250
425
250
300

date
1-72
10/22
11/12
11/12
11/12
11/12
11/12
11/12
11/12
11/12
11/12
11/12
11/12
11/15

date
11/12
10/17
11/9
11/12
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NON-FEDERAL ACCOUNT
dates rec disbursements01701 - 08/22/90 $ 48,8T75 50,855.t4
08/23 - 09/05/90 0 979.62
09/06 - 10/15/90 11,239.45 8,664.3610/16 - 11/16/90 41,541.00 41,991.96

TOTALS $101,r36T.0 $102,r491.
* NO REPORTS WERE AVAILABLE FOR 11/17 - 12/31

FEDERAL ACCOUNT
dates receipts disbursements
01/01 - 03/31/90 $ 11.99 $ 8.66
04/01 - 06/30/90 512.55 007/01 - 09/30/90 9,528.39 4,600.00
10/01 - 10/17/90 10,015.42 16,014.00
10/18 - 11/26/90 100,744.51 98,173.47
11/27 - 12/31/90 7,625.00 7,008.95

TOTALS $128,437.76 $125,805.68

Finally, payments made to a pollster, the Rowan Group, are
of concern in this matter. During the 1990 campaign the Swett
Committee hired the Rowan Group to perform certain polls and
recommend strategies. Additionally, the Lantos Committee and

the NH Committee also utilized the services of Michael Rowan
during this period. The following charts show the amounts paid

to the Rowan Group by all three committees:

SWETT COMMITTEE
7/27/90 $ 4,663.14
8/30/90 1,926.44
9/24/90 755.21
10/5/90 3,300.00

TOTAL: $10,644.79

LANTOS COMMITTEE
8/9/90 $ 2,500.00
8/30/90 4,125.00
10/24/90 4,400.00

TOTAL: $11,025.00

NH COMmITTEE-FEDERAL ACCOUNT4

10/1/90 $ 4,000.00

4. The state reports filed by the NH Committee show nopayments to the Rowan Group from the non-federal account.
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III. FAC L AND LEGAL AIALYSIS

A. Earmarking and Excessive Contributions

The Act limits the dollar amount of contributions made by a

person to any candidate and his authorized political committees

with respect to any election for Federal office to an aggregate

of $1,000. 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a)(1)(A). Section 441a(a)(8) of the

Act provides that for purposes of the contribution limitations

imposed by the Act, all contributions made by a person, either

directly or indirectly, on behalf of a particular candidate,

including contributions which are in any way earmarked or

otherwise directed through an intermediary or conduit to such

candidate, shall be treated as contributions from such person to

such candidate. The term "earmarked" is defined in Commission

regulations as a designation, instruction, or encumbrance,

whether direct or indirect, express or implied, oral or written,

which results in all or any part of a contribution or

expenditure being made to, or expended on behalf of, a clearly

identified candidate or a candidate's authorized committee.

11 C.F.R. 5 l10.6(b)(1). Additionally, the Act prohibits any

candidate or political committee from knowingly accepting any

contribution or making any expenditure in violation of the

limits of 2 U.S.C. S 441a. 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f).

Pursuant to 11 C.F.R. S 110.1(h), a person may contribute

to a candidate or his or her authorized committee with respect

to a particular election and also contribute to a political

committee which has supported, or anticipates supporting, the
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same candidate in the same election, as long as --

(I) The political committee is not the candidate's
principal campaign committee or other authorized
political committee or a single candidate committee;

(2) The contributor does not give with the knowledge that
a substantial portion will be contributed to, or
expended on behalf of, that candidate for the same
election; and

(3) The contributor does not retain control over the
funds.

11 C.F.R. S 110.1(h)

In Advisory Opinion 1976-20 the Commission cited the

legislative history of Section 441a which stated that:

The conferees also agree that the same
limitations on contributions that apply to a
candidate shall also apply to a committee making
expenditures solely on behalf of such candidate.

H.R. Rep. No. 1057, 94th Cong. 2d Sess. 58 (1976), reprinted in
FCC, LtiIslaEi ye History of Fede -ral Election Campaign Act
Amendments of 1976 at 1052 (GPO 197?).

In that Advisory Opinion, the Commission concluded that a

person could contribute $1,000 per election either (1) directly

to a federal candidate or the candidate's authorized committee,

or (2) to an unauthorized single candidate committee that makes

independent expenditures on behalf of the candidate, but not to

both. The Commission further stated that such person could

"contribute $5,000 during a calendar year to a political

committee other than the type described in (1) and (2) only if

the conditions of Section 110.1(h) of the (then) proposed

regulations are satisfied."

The Commission has also applied Section 110.1(h) in the

case of contributions to a candidate's committee and
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contributions to a multicandidate political committee for its

independent expenditure project on behalf of that candidate.

See Advisory Opinion 1984-2.

Additionally, the Act and regulations impose reporting

requirements for contributions which are earmarked or otherwise

directed to the candidate through an intermediary or conduit.

The intermediary or conduit shall report the original source and

the intended recipient of such contribution to the Commission

and to the intended recipient. 2 U.S.C. 5 44la(a)(8). The

intermediary or conduit of any earmarked contributions shall

disclose the original source and the recipient candidate on its

reports. 11 C.F.R. 5 110.6(c)(1). The recipient candidate

shall report each conduit or intermediary who forwards one or

more earmarked contributions which in the aggregate exceed $200

in any calendar year. 11 C.F.R. 5 110.7(c)(2).

1. Contributions by Lantos

Complainant states that the pattern of the Lantos

Committee's contributions to candidates and committees in the

State of New Hampshire in the last few election cycles 5 shows

that Lantos laundered money through those committees for the

benefit of his son-in-law's campaign. Complainant alleges that

"with the convenience of the same treasurer for both

interlocking campaigns, the $40,000 [of Rep. Lantos'

5. contributions to
cycle N.H. committees
1985-86 $ 0
1987-88 500
1989-90 50,100
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contributions) was received and spent at the New Hampshire

Democratic Party for postage* polling, phone banks and other

services for Mr. Swett and not the entire federal ticket."

Additionally, Complainant alleges that Lantos funneled money

through the DNC and DCCC to the NH Committee which was then

allegedly spent solely for the benefit of the Swett campaign.

Complainant alleges that the funds spent for a last-minute

media blitz by the NH Committee were funds contributed and

directed by Lantos through the party committees for the Swett

campaign and were not properly allocated to that candidate.

Complainant contends that "the action by the New Hampshire

Democratic Party in running an illegal money laundry for the

Lantos-directed funds that flowed to benefit Swett and not

proportionally the entire federal ticket of races in

New Hampshire* is a violation of the Commission's allocation and

earmarking regulations. Complainant maintains that this money

laundering was done in order for the Swett Committee to evade

the voluntary spending limit imposed by state law.

The NH Committee's response states that the 'last-minute

media blitz' consisted of "voter identification and

get-out-the-vote expenditures (which] were conducted for the

entire federal ticket and not specifically for candidate Swett."

The NH Committee concedes that it "Areceived fundraising

assistance from its candidates, federal and state, as will as

their supporters"; however, they contend, "the facts implied do

not support the allegation that [the Committee) was 'running an

illegal money laundry.,"
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The NN Committee disputes that any expenditures were

involved in an attempt to evade any spending limit to which

Swett agreed. They further point to the Commission's

determination that "states can not impose voluntary limits which

interfere with a political party's ability to make contributions

and expenditures to its federal candidates as permitted by the

Act." The NH Committee contends that they were permitted to
"spend the maximum amount for the Swett campaign and any other

federal candidate." The NH Committee concedes that it needs to

address FEC inquiries regarding the committee's 1990 reports.

The Lantos Committee contributed $2,000 to the Swett

Committee on February 23, 1990. Because the Lantos Committee

contributed the maximum amount to the Swett Committee, any

additional amounts involved in the contributions by the Lantos

Committee to the DNC and the NH Committee would constitute an

excessive contribution in violation of 2 U.S.C. 5 441a(a).

The Lantos Committee reported a $30,000 contribution to the

DNC, made on October 4, 1990. However, in documentation

provided by the Lantos Committee, a cover letter to the

Committee's contribution to the DNC, dated October 16, 1990,

states that the amount of the contribution is $50,000. This

amount was not reported by the Lantos Committee. Thus, there is

uncertainty regarding the actual amount transferred from the

Lantos Committee to the DNC.

On October, 15, 1990, the DNC contributed $10,000 to the

NH Committee. On October 20, 1990, the Lantos Committee made a

$10,000 contribution to the NH Committee. Finally, on



October 26, 1990, the NH Committee received a $39,000

contribution from the DNC.

The letter which accompanied the October 4th transfer

supports the allegation that the transfer may have been an
implied, written designation which resulted in all or part of
the funds being expended for the Swett Committee. The letter

states:

The disposition of the funds is, in (Rep. Lantos']view, a matter for the discretion of the DNC. TheCongressman would like to note certain campaigns inwhich he holds special interest, and to ask yourconsideration of any use of the funds helpful tothose campaigns.

The letter goes on to specifically name the gubernatorial

campaign and Congressman Bates' campaign in California, the
Swett campaign, and House candidate Tim Roemer in Indiana. The
letter clearly stated the Lantos Committee's interest in the
Swett campaign, and it appears that at least part of the funds
were in fact spent on expenditures for the Swett Committee, even
if those expenditures were not reported as such.

The only reported party support for Rep. Swett for the
1989-90 cycle was by the Democratic Congressional Campaign
Committee in the amounts of $5,500 in contributions and $2,148
in expenditures. The NH Committee reported no contributions to
or expenditures on behalf of the Swett Committee. Nevertheless,

it appears that the NH Committee made expenditures on behalf of
the Swett Committee.

A letter, dated March 15, 1991, from the Swett Committee to
the N.H. Secretary of State indicates that the NH Committee paid
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the costs Of *one Swett campaign mailings. In this letter,

Rep. Swett stated that the total cost of those mailings was

$26,495.

The Lantos Committee contends that it did not retain

control over the contributions to the DNC and NH Committee.

However, the letter accompanying the Lantos Committee's

contribution to the DNC clearly enunciated preferences for

disbursements of the funds, and funds were forwarded to the

NH Committee and ultimately spent on the Swett Committee. if

the Lantos Committee's contributions were given with the

knowledge that a substantial portion would be contributed to, or

expended on behalf of the Swett Committee, then such

contributions go beyond the permissiveness of the regulation and

constitute an excessive contribution to the Swett campaign in

violation of the Act. Further, the receipt of these prohibited

excessive contributions by the DNC constitutes a violation of

Section 441a(f).

Therefore, there is reason to believe that the Democratic

National Committee and Robert T. Matsui, as treasurer, violated

2 U.S.C. 5 441a(f) by accepting excessive contributions.

It appears that Lantos, through the Lantos Committee,

ensured that the NH Committee had funds to spend on behalf of

the Swett campaign, through its transfer of funds to the DNC and

through direct contributions to the NH Committee. Based on the

circumstantial evidence, the contributions and transfers by the

Lantos Committee to the DNC and the NH Committee, appear to fall

within the definition of earmarked contributions. As
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intermediaries and conduits of earmarked contributions, both the
DNC and the NH Committee would be in violation of 2 U.S.C.

5 441a(a)(8) for having failed to report the contributions as

earmarked for the Swett campaign.

Therefore, there is reason to believe that the New
Hampshire Democratic State Committee and Robert M. Walsh, as

treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. 5 441a(a)(8).

2. Contributions solicited by Lantos for the NH Committee

Daniel Abraham made a $2,000 contribution to the

Swett Committee on June 27, 1990; $1,000 designated for the
primary election 6 and $1,000 designated for the general

election. On October 16, 1990, his daughter Tammy Abraham
contributed $1,000 to the Swett Committee. Then on October 31,
1990, Daniel and Tammy Abraham each made a $5,000 contribution

to the New Hampshire Committee.

The complainant alleges that the $10,000 contribution to
the New Hampshire Committee by Daniel and Tammy Abraham was
earmarked for the Swett Committee and was laundered through the
New Hampshire Committee because the Abrahams had already

contributed the maximum legal limit. The complainant's

rationale for this illegal earmarking through an undisclosed

conduit is the fact that "the Abrahams had earlier been
contributors to Lantos in 1986 and 1988 and thus were his to

direct (sic] to New Hampshire in 1990."

6. The New Hampshire primary was held on September 11, 1990.
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In response, the Abrahams stated that the $10,000
contributed to the New Hampshire Committe, was not earmarked.

They state that "although the funds were contributed as a result

of Congressman Lantos' solicitation, they were contributed

without any restrictions, directions or limitations on their use
by the state committee." Additionally, the NH Committee stated

that the Abraham contributions were deposited in the state

committee's non-federal account, and the contributions were

reported as such.

Complainant also alleges that members of the Gottstein

family made contributions earmarked for the Swett Committee.

Barnard and Rachel Gottstein made $1,000 contributions directly

to the Swett Committee, on May 16, 1990. Additionally, on
October 25, 1990, Barnard and Rachel Gottstein each contributed

$5,000 to the non-federal account of the NH Committee. As with

the Abrahams, the Complainant alleges that the $10,000

contribution to the New Hampshire Committee was made because the
Gottsteins could not contribute more to Swett directly and that

this contribution "legally must be earmarked on [Dick Swett's]

account, and thus violate federal law."

In an affidavit submitted to this Office in response to the

complaint, Mr. Gottstein stated: "Our contribution to the

New Hampshire Democratic Party Non-Federal account was

unencumbered. We did not direct or request that this

contribution be used for any particular purpose, nor in

connection with any particular candidate." The Gottsteins

submitted a copy of the $10,000 contribution they made to the
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New Hampshire Committee. The $10,000 check was made payable to

"New Hampshire Democratic Party - Non-Federal A/C. - 7 Further,

the NH Committee's response indicates that the Gottsteins,

contribution was deposited in the non-federal account.

If the contributors gave their contributions with

knowledge that all or part of the contribution would be

contributed to, or expended on behalf of, the candidate to whom

they had previously contributed the maximum amount, in

contravention of Section 110.1(h), then such contributions would

be violative of 2 U.S.C. 5 441a.

The circumstances suggest that the contributors were

clearly aware of the purpose of the contributions; the

Gottsteins and Abrahams are not residents of New Hampshire, the

contributions resulted from a solicitation by Rep. Lantos, and

Rep. Lantos' interest in New Hampshire clearly involved the

campaign of his son-in-law.

The Gottsteins also argue that the contributions could not

have been designated for the Swett Committee because they were

made to the non-federal account. However, the issue of whether

the contributions were to the non-federal account is not

controlling. Subsequent to the receipt of these contributions,

the NH Committee's non-federal account apparently made $10,487

in expenditures for a mailing, and $10,000 for telephone banks.

If the Gottsteins and Abrahams both were solicited by Lantos and

7. Although this contribution was written on the account ofMr. Gottstein and signed only by him, the NH Committee
attributed only $5,000 to him, and attributed the other $5,000
to his wife.
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contributed to the NH Comittee with the knowledge that all or
part of such contributions were to benefit the Swett campaign,

and portions were in fact spent for the benefit of the Swett

campaign, the fact that the contributions were made out to and

placed in the non-federal account would not be determinative.

Therefore, there is reason to believe that the New

Hampshire Democratic State Committee and Robert M. Walsh, as

treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f), by accepting prohibited,

excessive contributions from S. Daniel Abraham, Tammy Abraham,

Barnard J. Gottstein and Rachel L. Gottstein.

B. Allocation issues

Complainant further alleges that expenditures made for the

Swett campaign were not properly reported or allocated.

Complainant's allegations focus on a particular polling

expenditure; however, information revealed in preparing this

report indicates that additional expenditures by the

NH Committee may not have been properly reported or allocated.

The response by the NH Committee does not address the

allegations of reporting violations, except to claim that the

majority of expenditures were generic. In regards to

attributing costs to particular candidates where appropriate,

Counsel states that the NH Committee "recognizes the need to

address the FEC's inquiries about its 1990 reports."

Commission regulations provide that expenditures made on

behalf of more than one candidate shall be attributed to each

candidate in proportion to the benefit reasonably expected to be

derived. 11 C.F.R. S 106.l(a). An authorized expenditure made
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by a candidate or political committee on behalf of another
candidate shall be reported as a contribution in-kind to the

candidate on whose behalf it is made, except that party

committees need report coordinated party expenditures only as an
expenditure. 11 C.F.R. S 106.1(b). The regulations further

provide that expenditures by registration or get-out-the-vot*

("GOTV") drives of committees "need not be attributed to

individual candidates unless these expenditures are made on
behalf of a clearly identified candidate, and the expenditure

can be directly attributed to that candidate." 11 C.F.R.

5 106.1(c)(2). "Clearly identified* is defined to mean the
candidate's name, photograph, or drawing appears or the

'identify of the candidate is apparent by unambiguous

reference." 11 C.F.R. 5 106.1(d).

Further, certain payments made by a state political party
committee in connection with volunteer activities are exempt

from the definitions of "contribution" and "expenditure.' See,
2 U.S.C. 55 4 31(8)(B)(x) and 431(9)(B)(viii); 11 C.F.R.

55 100.7(b)(15) and 100.8(b)(16). A state political party
committee may pay for the costs of campaign materials used by
the committee in connection with volunteer activities on behalf

of nominees of such party, provided that:

(1) such payment is not for costs incurred in connectionwith any "direct mail" or similar type of general
public communication or political advertising.

(2) such payments are made from contributions subject tothe limitations and prohibitions of the Act; and
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(3) such payments are not made from contributions
designated for a particular candidate.

2 U.S.C. SS 431(8)(9)(x) and 431(9)(B)(viii).

If all of the above conditions are met, such payments must

be reported by the state political party committee as

disbursements but need not be allocated to specific candidates

in committee reports. 11 C.F.R. SS l00.7(b)(15)(v) and

100.8(b)(16)(v). Campaign materials purchased with funds

donated by the national committee to the state committee do not

qualify for this exemption. 11 C.F.R. 55 100.7(b)(15)(vii) and

100.8(b)(16)(vii).

In a letter dated March 15, 1991 from Rep. Swett to the New

Hampshire Secretary of State, William Gardner, Rep. Swett stated

that, in consultation with the State Democratic Party (NH

Committee], his Committee "identified three printed brochures

which were done by the party [NH Committee] exclusively for the

Swett campaign." Rep. Swett stated that the total cost of the

mailings was approximately $26,495 with a total of approximately

105,000 pieces mailed. He further stated that the balance of

the state party expenditures were not for the exclusive benefit

of his campaign.

Neither the pre-general nor the post-general report of the

NH Committee filed with the Commission indicates tha: any funds

were spent for the benefit of the Swett Committee.

Nevertheless, the NH Committee did report itemized disbursements

for postage ($21,250); voter i.d. ($59,000); direct mail
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($7,702); and polling ($4,000)8,# in their pro-general and

post-general reports. Additionally, the NH Committee's state

reports during this period show disbursements from the

non-federal account for Postage ($7,400); printing and mailing

services ($3,087); and a phone bank ($10,000). None of the

Committee's disbursements, from either account, were reported as

having been for the benefit of a particular candidate.

Dick Swettts letter indicates that funds were spent by the

NH Committee for the benefit of his campaign. It is unclear

from the reports and response of the NH Committee if such

expenditures would be considered coordinated expenditures or

in-kind contributions; regardless, the expenditures were not

reported as having benefited the Swett Committee, even though

information suggests that they did.

Further, on February 15, 1991, the treasurer of the NH

Committee, wrote to the RAD analyst indicating that an

expenditure for postage reported in a 1990 report was actually a

coordinated campaign expense for the Swett Committee. The

letter stated that the report would be amended to reflect such;

no such amendment was submitted.

Therefore, there is reason to believe that the New

Hampshire Democratic State Committee and Robert M. Walsh

violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) by not reporting expenditures made on

behalf of or for the benefit of the Swett Committee.

8. The $4,000 polling cost, which was paid by the NH Committeeto the Rowan Group was reported as a polling expenditure, butwas not reported as having benefited the Swett Committee.
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Additionally, regulations in effect during the tine period
at issue required that "[piarty committees ... shall allocate

administrative expenses on a reasonable basis between their
Federal and non-Federal accounts in proportion to the amount of
funds expended on Federal and non-Federal elections, or on
another reasonable basis. 11 C.F.R. 5 106.1(e) (1990).

A review of the reports of the NH Committee's federal and
non-federal accounts indicates that all overhead-type

expenditures were paid from the non-federal account. This

appears to clearly violate the regulations.

Therefore, there is reason to believe that the New
Hampshire Democratic State Committee and Robert M. Walsh

violated 11 C.F.R. S 106.1(e).



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

February 26, 1993

CERTIFIED NAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Robert F. Bauer, Esq.
Perkins Coie
607-14th Street, N.W.
Suite 800
Washington, D.C. 20005-2011

RE: MUR 3241
Dick Swett for Congress
Committee and Katrina
Lantos-Swett, as
treasurer

Dear Mr. Bauer:

On April 2, 1991, the Federal Election Commission notified
Dick Swett for Congress Committee and Katrina Lantos-Swett, as
treasurer ("the Committeew) 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
enclosed with that notification.

Upon further review of the allegations contained in the
complaint, the Commission, on February 2, 1993, found that there
is reason to believe the Committee violated 2 U.S.C. 55 441a(f)
and 441b(a), 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 the Committee. You may submit
any factual or legal materials that you believe are relevant to
the Commission's consideration of this matter. Statements
should be submitted under oath. All responses to the enclosed
Subpoena to Produce Documents must be submitted to the General
Counsel's Office within 30 days of your receipt of this letter.
Any additional materials or statements you wish to submit should
accompany the response to the subpoena.

In the absence of any additional information which
demonstrates that no further action should be taken against
the Committee, the Commission may find probable cause to believe
that a violation has occurred and proceed with conciliation.



Robert F. Bauer, Esq.
Page 2

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 Offlie 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.

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.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. 55 437g(a)(4)(B) and 437g(a)(12)(A), unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the investigation to be
made public.

If you have any questions, please contact Tonda Mott, the
attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3400.

Sincerely,

Scott E. Thomas
Chai rman

Enclosures
Subpoena
Factual and Legal Analysis



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMNXSSON

In the Matter of )
)

MUR 3241

SUBPOENA TO PRODUCE DOCUMENTS

TO: Dick Swett for Congress Committee and
Katrina Lantos-Swett, as treasurer
c/o Robert F. Bauer, Esq.
Perkins, Coie, Stone, Olsen & Williams
607 Fourteenth Street, N.W., Suite 800
Washington, D.C. 20005-2011

Pursuant to 2 U.S.C. 5 437d(a)(3), and in furtherance of

its investigation in the above-captioned matter, the Federal

Election Commission hereby subpoenas the documents listed on the

attachment to this subpoena.

Notice is given that these documents must be submitted to

the Office of the General Counsel, Federal Election Commission,

999 E Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20463, within 30 days of

your receipt of this subpoena. Legible copies which, where

applicable, show both sides of the documents may be substituted

for originals.

WHEREFORE, the Chairman of the Federal Election Commission

has hereunto set his hand in Washington, D.C. on this 297/
day ofXw , 1993.

Scott E. Thomas, Chairman
Federal Election Commission

ATTEST:

arjoie W. EmmonsSecr~kary to the Commission



Dick Swett for Congress Committee and
Katrina Lantos-Swett, as treasurer
Page 2

INSTRUCTIONS

In answering these interrogatories and request for
production of documents, furnish all documents and other
information, however obtained, including hearsay, that is in
possession of, known by or otherwise available to you, including
documents and information appearing in your records.

Each answer is to be given separately and independently,
and unless specifically stated in the particular discovery
request, no answer shall be given solely by reference either to
another answer or to an exhibit attached to your response.

The response to each interrogatory propounded herein shall
set forth separately the identification of each person capable
of furnishing testimony concerning the response given, denoting
separately those individuals who provided informational,
documentary or other input, and those who assisted in drafting
the interrogatory response.

If you cannot answer the following interrogatories in full
after exercising due diligence to secure the full information to
do so, answer to the extent possible and indicate your inability
to answer the remainder, stating whatever information or
knowledge you have concerning the unanswered portion and
detailing what you did in attempting to secure the unknown
information.

Unless otherwise indicated, the discovery request shall
refer to the 1989-90 election cycle.

Should you claim a privilege with respect to any
documents, communications, or other items about which
information is requested by any of the following interrogatories
and requests for production of documents, describe such items in
sufficient detail to provide justification for the claim. Each
claim of privilege must specify in detail all the grounds on
which it rests.

The following interrogatories and requests for production
of documents are continuing in nature so as to require you to
file supplementary responses or amendments during the course of
this investigation if you obtain further or different
information prior to or during the pendency of this matter.
Include in any supplemental answers the date upon which and the
manner in which such further or different information came to
your attention.



Dick Swett for Congress Committee and
Katrina Lantos-Swett, as treasurer
Page 3

DEFINITIONS

For the purpose of these discovery requests, including theinstructions thereto, the terms listed below are defined asfollows:

"You" shall mean the named respondent in this action towhom these discovery requests are addressed, including all
officers, employees, agents or attorneys thereof.

"Persons" shall be deemed to include both singular andplural, and shall mean any natural person, partnership,
committee, association, corporation, or any other type oforganization or entity.

"Document" shall mean the original and all non-identical
copies, including drafts, of all papers and records of everytype in your possession, custody, or control, or known by you toexist. The term document includes, but is not limited to books,letters, contracts, notes, diaries, log sheets, records oftelephone communications, transcripts, vouchers, accounting
statements, ledgers, checks, money orders or other commercialpaper, telegrams, telexes, pamphlets, circulars, leaflets,
reports, memoranda, correspondence, surveys, tabulations, audioand video recordings, drawings, photographs, graphs, charts,diagrams, lists, computer print-outs, and all other writings andother data compilations from which information can be obtained.

"Identify" with respect to a document shall mean state thenature or type of document (e.g., letter, memorandum), the date,if any, appearing thereon, the date on which the document wasprepared, the title of the document, the general subject matterof the document, the location of the document, the number ofpages comprising the document.

"Identify" with respect to a person shall mean state thefull name, the most recent business and residence addresses andthe telephone numbers, the present occupation or position ofsuch person, the nature of the connection or association thatperson has to any party in this proceeding. if the person to beidentified is not a natural person, provide the legal and tradenames, the address and telephone number, and the full names ofboth the chief executive officer and the agent designated toreceive service of process for such person.

"And" as well as "or" shall be construed disjunctively orconjunctively as necessary to bring within the scope of theseinterrogatories and requests for the production of documents anydocuments and materials which may otherwise be construed to beout of their scope.
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1. Produce copies of all records, including but not limited
to, timesheets, logs, calendars, and agreements of employment
and compensation, documenting work performed by Katrina
Lantos-Swett for the Dick Swett for Congress Committee ("the
Committee"n) during 1989-90 election cycle.

2. Produce copies of all records, including but not limited to
correspondence, logs, and agreements between parties,
documenting expenditures made for the benefit of or on behalf of
the 1990 congressional campaign of Dick Swett by any person or
entity other than the Committee.



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Dick Swett for Congress MUR: 3241
Committee and Katrina
Lantos-Swett, as treasurer

I. GENERATION OF MATTER

This matter was generated by a complaint filed by

G.M. (Bill) Quraishi ("Complainant") on March 26, 1991.

Supplemental information to the complaint was filed by

Complainant on June 17, 1991; July 11, 1991; and August 5, 1991.

The Complainant alleges that a number of transactions which

occurred during the 1990 campaigns of Tom Lantos and Dick Swett

violated provisions of The Federal Election Campaign Act of

1971, as amended ("the Act"). Complainant alleges that after

the Tom Lantos for Congress Committee (Lantos Committee")

contributed the maximum amount permitted to the Dick Swett for

Congress Committee ("Swett Committee"), Rep. Lantos devised

other ways of providing funds and services to aid the Swett

campaign.

II. BACKGROUND

Complainant was the Republican candidate for the 11th

Congressional District in California in the 1990 election.

Complainant's Democratic opponent was Thomas Lantos, one of the

respondents in this matter. Dick Swett, Congressman of the

Second District of New Hampshire (Democrat), is the son-in-law

of Rep. Lantos.

1. Mr. Quraishi received 29% of the total vote and Mr. Lantos
won the election with 66% of the vote.
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Dick Swett is married to Rep. Lantos' daughter,

Katrina Lantos-Swett. Ms. Lantos-Swett served during the last

ten years, including the 1989-90 election cycle, as treasurer

and manager of fundraising of the Lantos Committee. Further,

Ms. Lantos-Swett has served as campaign director, advisor and

strategist for the Lantos Committee. Ms. Lantos-Swett also

served as treasurer of the Swett Committee during the 1989-90

election cycle.

The consulting payments made

Lantos Committee are as follows:

1981-1982 cycle
12-31-81
[Debt owed/reported to FEC

1983-1984 cycle
[Repayment of 1981 debt]
[2-31-83
[4-11-83
[6-30-83

1985-1986 cycle
4-27-87

1987-1988 cycle
11-10-88

to Katrina Lantos-Swett by the

$18,000
$10,000]

$2,5001
$4,OOO
$3,5001

1 r -6o3

$10, 0002

$7,500

2. On April 27, 1987, the Lantos Committee paid Ms. Lantos-Swett a lump sum payment of $10,000. The Lantos Committeereported this disbursement; however, the Committee did notindicate in its reports that the payment was for anything otherthan for consulting within the reporting period. The Committeedid not report any outstanding debt to Ms. Lantos-Swett foreither 1985 or 1986, or any repayment of such debt in 1987.This payment occurred one month prior to Ms. Lantos-Swett's May28th closing on the purchase of a home.
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1989-1990 cycle
3-16-89
5-17-89
6-26-89
9-1-89
10-3-89
11-22-89
12-12-89
1-20-90
1-25-90
3-1-90
4-1-90
4-26-90
6-6-90
7-1-90
8-27-90
9-9-90
10-2-90
10-26-90
10-30-90
12-5-90

Total

$2,000
$2,000
$1,500
$1,000
$1,200
$1 ,200
$2,500
$1,500
$ 750
$1,800
$2,000
$2,200
$3,600
$2,200
$2,200
$2,300
$2,200
$2,200
$2,200
$5,000

On February 23, 1990, the Lantos Committee made a $2,000
contribution to the Swett Committee. On October 1, 1990, the
Lantos Committee contributed $1,000 to the Granite State

Coalition. 3 On October 4, 1990, the Lantos Committee
contributed $30,000 to the Democratic National Committee

("DNC"). 4 On October 20, 1990, the Lantos Committee made a
$10,000 contribution to the NH Committee.

3. The New Hampshire Secretary of State's office lists thisorganization as a non-profit corporation. It has nocorresponding political action committee, either state orfederal. The Complainant mentioned the contribution, but madeno specific allegation regarding it.
4. The Lantos Committee reported a $30,000 contribution to theDNC, made on October 4, 1990. However, in documentationprovided by the Lantos Committee, a cover letter to theCommittee's contribution to the DNC, dated October 16, 1990,states that the amount of the contribution is $50,000. Thisamount was not reported by the Lantos Committee. Thus, there isuncertainty regarding the actual amount transferred from theLantos Committee to the DNC.
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Meanwhile, on October 15, 1990 the DNC contributed $10,000

to the New Hampshire Democratic State Committee ("NH

Committee"). On October 26, 1990, the DNC contributed another

$39,000 to the NH Committee.

In 1989, the State of New Hampshire enacted a law which

allows candidates for office to waive the $5,000 filing fee and
requisite signed petitions by "voluntarily agreeing to limit his
expenditures and those ... on his behalf by his committee or

party, and his immediate family." N.H. RSA 664:5-a . The
statute provides that the total expenditures by a candidate who
voluntarily agrees to limit campaign expenditures shall be
$200,000 in a primary election and $200,000 in a general

election. N.H. RSA 664:5-b.

In his 1990 congressional race, Rep. Dick Swett agreed to
this voluntary spending limit. The reports filed by the Swett

Committee with the Commission indicate the following total

receipts and disbursements for 1990:

RECfI PTS DI SBUJRSEMENTS
Priary General Priar General

$212,157 28r9 $104&72 $2Tr

Further, a March 15, 1991 letter to the N.H. Secretary of State
indicates that the NH Committee paid the costs of some Swett

mailings. In this letter, Rep. Swett stated that the total cost

of those mailings was $26,495.

5. Although the Commission has no jurisdiction over anyviolation of the New Hampshire state law, attempts to evade thespirit of this law may have resulted in separate FECA
violations.
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The only reported party support for Rep. Swett for the
1989-90 cycle was by the Democratic Congressional Campaign
Committee in the amounts of $5,500 in contributions and $2,148
in expenditures. The NH Committee reported no Section 441a(d)
expenditures on behalf of Congressman Swett for that period.

Daniel Abraham made a $2,000 contribution to the
Swett Committee on June 27, 1990. On October 16, 1990, his
daughter Tammy Abraham contributed $1,000 to the

Swett Committee. on October 31, 1990, Daniel and Tammy Abraham
each made a $5,000 contribution to the New Hampshire Committee

in response to a solicitation by Rep. Lantos.

on May 16, 1990, Barnard and Rachel Gottstein each
contributed $1,000 directly to the Swett Committee.

Additionally, on October 25, 1990, Barnard and Rachel Gottstein
each contributed $5,000 to the non-federal account of the NH
Committee in response to a solicitation by Rep. Lantos.

During the 1990 campaign, the Swett Committee hired the
Rowan Group to perform certain polls and recommend strategies.
Additionally, the Lantos Committee and the NH Committee also
utilized the services of Michael Rowan during this period. The
following charts show the amounts paid to the Rowan Group by all
three committees:

SWETT COMMITTEE

7/27/90 $ 4,663.14
8/30/90 1,926.44
9,/24/90 755.21
10/5/90 3,300.00

TOTAL: $10,644.79
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LANTOS CONNITTIE

8/9/90 $ 2,500.00
8/30/90 4,125.00
10/24/90 4r400.00

TOTAL: $11,025.00

Na COMMITTEE-FEDERAL ACCOUNT 6

10/1/90 $ 4,000.00

III. FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

A. Work by Ms. Lantos-Swett

The Act states that an individual or a political committee

other than a qualified multicandidate committee may not make a

contribution to a candidate for federal office, or his

authorized political committees, in excess of $1,000.00 per

election. 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a)(1)(A). No individual shall make

contributions to candidates and political committees that

aggregate more than $25,000 in any calendar year. 2 U.S.C.

S 441a(a)(3); 11 C.F.R. 5 110.5.

The term "contribution" includes any gift, subscription,

loan, advance, or deposit of money or anything of value made by

any person for the purpose of influencing any election for

Federal office; or the payment by any person of compensation for

the personal services of another person which are rendered to a

political committee without charge for any purpose. 2 U.s.C.

S 431(8). The term "expenditure" includes any purchase,

payment, distribution, loan, advance, deposit, or gift of money

6. The state reports filed by the NH Committee show no
payments to the Rowan Group from the non-federal account.
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or anything of value, made by any person for the purpose of

influencing any election for Federal office. 2 U.S.C. 5 431(9).

Complainant alleges that the Lantos Committee contributed

excessive contributions to the Swett Committee through services

provided by and payments made to Katrina Lantos-Swett.7

Complainant also alleges excessive contributions by the Lantos

Committee, in permitting the Swett Committee to use, free of

charge, the equipment and software belonging to the Lantos

Committee.

While acknowledging that Ms. Lantos-Swett "would be

entitled to reasonable compensation for her services as

Treasurer of her father's campaign," Complainant appears to

dispute that the amounts paid for the 1989-90 election cycle

were reasonable, in light of past compensation. Complainant

questions the payments made by the Lantos Committee to

Ms. Lantos-Swett for "consulting fees" in 1990. Specifically,

Complainant points to "[tihe dramatic increase in her payment to

almost two thousand dollars a month during 1990." Complainant

argues that "the additional payment by her father (Rep. Lantos)

was unjustified based on her [Ms. Lantos-Swett) full time

commitment as manager and treasurer of her husband's

(Rep. Swett] campaign." Complainant alleges that the "extra

Lantos payment was ... a campaign subsidy to mask the fact that

Katrina's husband [Rep. Swett] had virtually no income, having

7. on February 23, 1990, the Lantos Committee contributed themaximum amount allowed by law, $2,000 ($1,000 each to theprimary and general elections) to the Swett Committee.
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been on leave from his father's company and campaigning full

time."

Respondents argue that all payments made to Ms. Lantos-
Svett by the Lantos Committee were legitimate compensation for
services which she rendered for the Lantos Committee. In
response, Rep. Lantos and the other Respondents involved in this
issue deny all allegations against them. Rep. Lantos# affidavit
addressed the change in the amount of compensation to
Ms. Lantos-Swett by stating that "[tihe level of service
provided by [Ms. Lantos-Swett) and the compensation paid to her
by the campaign varied with the character of the election

cycle."

Ms. Lantos-Swett stated, in her affidavit that she has
served as treasurer, campaign director and fundraiser for the
[Lantos Committee] since 1981. Although she did not state to
which election cycle she was referring, Ms. Lantos-Svett listed
her responsibilities to the Lantos Committee as follows:

(1) filing all FEC reports, as well as respondingto related correspondence; (2) processing ofcampaign receipts and expenditures; (3) oversightof the Committee's computer operations; (4) filingcampaign tax returns; (5) management of thecampaign investment portfolio; (6) supervising thecampaign fundraising activities; (7) supervisingcampaign media, including direct mail, televisionand radio advertisement, campaign polling andsurveys; 81 advising on campaign strategy; and (9)serving as Congressman Lantos' surrogate atspeaking engagements and other events.

Both Rep. Lantos and Ms. Lantos-Swett indicate that the
reason for the increase in consulting fees to Ms. Lantos-Swett

during the 1989-90 election cycle was because of the Lantos
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COmmittOe'4 campaigning and fundraising efforts to increase the
number of small contributors. Ms. Lantos-Swett states in her
affidavit that "over 17,000 small contributions had to be
reviewed and cleared for deposit and reporting, requiring

substantially more of my time than in previous campaigns."

Furthermore, Respondents state that Rep. Lantos did not have a
full time campaign manager for his 1990 campaign, which put more

responsibility on Ms. Lantos-Swett. Thus, Respondents assert

that the increase in consulting payments to Ms. Lantos-Swett

during the 1990 election was a direct function of the

substantial increase in time that she spent working on the

Lantos campaign.

The Committee argues that Ms. Lantos-Swett had added

responsibilities because of increased fundraising. The

Committee did have somewhat higher totals for both receipts and

disbursements in the 1982 and 1990 election cycles. The

following chart shows the total receipts and disbursements of

the Committee during each cycle:

receipts disbursementsc l rn neaprm r seets$98r-9 $344,278 $1 $
1982 768,759 451,770 189,502 1,002,8921984 537,088 101,252 187,310 102,2511986 91,013 208,218 93,376 232,0591988 194,634 191,634 134,211 135,2991990 259,735 611,087 174,803 465,099

Further, the Committee's argument concerning a great number

of small contributions is supported by the amount of unitemized

contributions reported by the Committee during the 1989-90
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cycle. Of the total of $870,822 in receipts reported, $437,339

(50%) were reported as unitemized contributions:

R part Unitemized Contributions
1989 Yea-year 7151989 Year-End 3,0801990 April Quarterly 3531990 Pre-Primary 14,1411990 July Quarterly 6,9641990 October Quarterly 61,7431990 Pre-General 57,8461990 Post-General 131,2741990 Year-End 161,217

TOTAL $43TIM

Respondents further argue that the Complainant attempted to
strengthen his case by omitting crucial information about the
years preceding 1985. Rep. Lantos states that the "compensation
paid to [Ms. Lantos-Swett) in 1988 and 1989 [was) comparable to

N what the campaign paid her in 1981 and 1982." Rep. Lantos

C contends that the political contests for 1982 and 1990 were morefdifficult and required greater work from Ms. Lantos-Swett, thus
the greater compensation.

Contrary to the assertion of the Lantos Committee, the
numbers tend to indicate that the 1990 election was not a
considerably more difficult campaign. The following chart shows
the election results for all of Rep. Lantos' congressional

races:

year % Lantos % opponent opponent1980 51% 47% Bill Royer (incumbent)1982 57% 39% Bill Royer1984 71% 29% John Hickey1986 74% 26% Bill Quraishi
1988 75% 25% Bill Quraishi
1990 66% 29% Bill Quraishi

Additionally, payments made to Ms. Lantos-Swett by the

Lantos Committee are questionable in light of the fact that the
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Ms. Lantos-Swett as salary or

chart shows the only reported

Swett by the Swett Committee

date amount
4/10/90 167.41

5/4/90

10/26/90
10/30/90

11/2/90

692.09

177.30
1,935.00

127.00

for consulting.8 The following

disbursements made to Ms. Lantos-

in the 1989-1990 election cycle:

stated urpose
"reimb. p.o. box fee, photo.
camp. materials"

"reimb. bumperstrips, office
supplies, balloons"

"reimb. camp event milage (sic)
reimb./Globe ad./camp.
materials"

"reimb. meals, gas, supplies"

As has been asserted by Respondents, nothing in the Act or
regulations prohibit Ms. Lantos-Swett from simultaneously

serving as treasurer of two different committees. However,
questions still remain as to what services Ms. Lantos-Swett
provided to the Lantos and Swett Committees, and whether the
compensation paid to her by the Lantos Committee was, in fact,
commensurate with the time spent on that campaign or subsidized

her work on the Swett campaign; especially in light of the fact

that Ms. Lantos-Swett received no compensation from the Swett
Committee for her work on that campaign. Additionally, until it
has been established what work Ms. Lantos-Swett performed for

the two Committees and where and how such work was performed, it
appears that Ms. Lantos-Swett might have utilized equipment

8. This discrepancy was recently noted in Handbook of CampaignSpending, a book compiled and written by Los Angeles Timesreporters. See, The Washington Post, Sept. 8, 1992, at A19,
col. 3.
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owned by one Committee for york performed for the other

Committee.

The receipt by the Swett Committee of an excessive

contribution violates 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f). Therefore, there is

reason to believe that the Dick Swett for Congress Committee and

Katrina Lantos-Swett, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f),

in regards to payments made to Ms. Lantos-Swett by the Lantos

Committee.

B. Alleged Earmarking/Laundering and Allocation Violations

The Act limits the dollar amount of contributions made by a

person to any candidate and his authorized political committees

with respect to any election for Federal office to an aggregate

of $1,000. 2 U.S.C. 5 441a(a)(1)(A). Section 441a(a)(8) of the

Act provides that for purposes of the contribution limitations

imposed by the Act, all contributions made by a person, either

directly or indirectly, on behalf of a particular candidate,

including contributions which are in any way earmarked or

otherwise directed through an intermediary or conduit to such

candidate, shall be treated as contributions from such person to

such candidate. The term "earmarked" is defined in Commission

regulations as a designation, instruction, or encumbrance,

whether direct or indirect, express or implied, oral or written,

which results in all or any part of a contribution or

expenditure being made to, or expended on behalf of, a clearly

identified candidate or a candidate's authorized committee.

11 C.F.R. S l10.6(b)(1). Additionally, the Act prohibits any

candidate or political committee from knowingly accepting any
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contribution or making any expenditure in violation of the

limits of 2 U.S.C. $ 441a. 2 U.s.c. 5 441a(f).

Pursuant to 11 C.F.R. 5 110.1(h), a person may contribute

to a candidate or his or her authorized committee with respect

to a particular election and also contribute to a political

committee which has supported, or anticipates supporting, the

same candidate in the same election, as long as --

(1) The political committee is not the candidate's
principal campaign committee or other authorized
political committee or a single candidate committee;

(2) The contributor does not give with the knowledge that
a substantial portion will be contributed to, or
expended on behalf of, that candidate for the same
election; and

(3) The contributor does not retain control over the
funds.

11 C.F.R. 5 110.1(h)

In Advisory Opinion 1976-20 the Commission cited the

legislative history of Section 441a which stated that:

The conferees also agree that the same
limitations on contributions that apply to a
candidate shall also apply to a committee making
expenditures solely on behalf of such candidate.

H.R. Rep. No. 1057, 94th Cong. 2d Sess. 58 (1976), reprinted in
FEC, Legisl-ative History of Federal Election Campaign Act
Amendments of 1976 at 1052 (GPO 1977).

In that Advisory Opinion, the Commission concluded that a

person could contribute $1,000 per election either (i) directly

to a federal candidate or the candidate's authorized committee,

or (2) to an unauthorized single candidate committee that makes

independent expenditures on behalf of the candidate, but not to

both. The Commission further stated that such person could
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"contribute $5,000 during a calendar year to a political
committee other than the type described in (1) and (2) only if
the conditions of Section 110.1(h) of the (then) proposed

regulations are satisfied."

The Commission has also applied Section 110.1(h) in the
case of contributions to a candidate's committee and
contributions to a multicandidate political committee for its
independent expenditure project on behalf of that candidate.

See Advisory Opinion 1984-2.

1. Contributions by Lantos

Complainant makes several allegations involving money
laundering and earmarking of contributions for the benefit of
the Swett Committee, and subsequent improperly allocated

expenditures. It is the Complainant's contention that
Rep. Lantos orchestrated various funding schemes in order for
the campaign of his son-in-law, Dick Swett, to by-pass voluntary
state expenditure limits. The Commission has no jurisdiction

over matters concerning an attempt to avoid adherence to
voluntary state spending limitations; however, the allegations
here go beyond that to alleged violations of the Act, with the
state spending limitation serving merely as a motive. 9

Complainant states that the pattern of the Lantos

Committee's contributions to candidates and committees in the

9. The investigation by the New Hampshire State's AttorneyOffice concluded that the Swett Committee had exceeded the statespending limit, and assessed an appropriate civil penalty.
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State of Now Hampshire in the last few election cycleslo shown

that Lantos laundered money through those committees for the

benefit of his son-in-law's campaign. Complainant alleges that
"with the convenience of the same treasurer for both

interlocking campaigns, the $40,000 (of Rep. Lantos'

contributions) was received and spent at the New Hampshire

Democratic Party for postage, polling, phone banks and other
services for Mr. Swett and not the entire federal ticket."

Additionally, Complainant alleges that Lantos funneled money
through the DNC and DCCC to the NH Committee which was then
allegedly spent solely for the benefit of the Swett campaign.

Complainant alleges that the funds spent for a last-minute

media blitz by the NH Committee were funds contributed and
directed by Lantos through the party committees for the Swett
campaign and were not properly allocated to that candidate.

Complainant contends that "the action by the New Hampshire

Democratic Party in running an illegal money laundry for the
Lantos-directed funds that flowed to benefit Swett and not
proportionally the entire federal ticket of races in

New Hampshire" is a violation of the Commission's allocation and
earmarking regulations. Complainant maintains that this money
laundering was done in order for the Swett Committee to evade
the voluntary spending limit imposed by state law.

10. contributions to
cycle N.H. committees
1985---86 $ 0
1987-88 500
1989-90 50,100
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The Lantos Committee contributed $2,000 to the Swett

Committee on February 23, 1990. Because the Lantos Committee

contributed the maximum amount to the Swett Committee, any

additional amounts involved in the contributions by the Lantos

Committee to the DNC and the NH Committee would constitute an

excessive contribution in violation of 2 U.s.c. 5 441a(a).

The Lantos Committee reported a $30,000 contribution to the

DNC, made on October 4, 1990. However, in documentation

provided by the Lantos Committee, a cover letter to the

Committee's contribution to the DNC, dated October 16, 1990,

states that the amount of the contribution is $50,000. This

amount was not reported by the Lantos Committee. Thus, there is

uncertainty regarding the actual amount transferred from the

Lantos Committee to the DNC.

On October, 15, 1990, the DNC contributed $10,000 to the

NH Committee. On October 20, 1990, the Lantos Committee made a

$10,000 contribution to the NH Committee. Finally, on

October 26, 1990, the NH Committee received a $39,000

contribution from the DNC.

The letter which accompanied the October 4th transfer

supports the allegation that the transfer may have been an

implied, written designation which resulted in all or part of

the funds being expended for the Swett Committee. The letter

states:

The disposition of the funds is, in [Rep. Lantos']view, a matter for the discretion of the DNC. TheCongressman would like to note certain campaigns inwhich he holds special interest, and to ask your
consideration of any use of the funds helpful to
those campaigns.
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The letter goes on to specifically name the gubernatorial
campaign and Congressman Bates, campaign in California, the
Swett campaign, and House candidate Tim Roomer in Indiana. The
letter clearly stated the Lantos Committee's interest in the
Swett campaign, and it appears that at least part of the funds
were in fact spent on expenditures for the Swett Committe, even
if those expenditures were not reported as such.

The only reported party support for Rep. Swett for the
1989-90 cycle was by the Democratic Congressional Campaign
Committee in the amounts of $5,500 in contributions and $2,148
in expenditures. The NH Committee reported no contributions to
or expenditures on behalf of the Swett Committee. Nevertheless,
it appears that the NH Committee made expenditures on behalf of
the Swett Comittee.

A letter, dated March 15, 1991, from the Swett committee to
the N.H. Secretary of State indicates that the NH Committee paid
the costs of some Swett campaign mailings. In this letter,
Rep. Swett stated that the total cost of those mailings was
$26,495. Thus, expenditures were made by the NH Committee on
behalf of the Swett Committee.

The Lantos Committee contends that it did not retain
control over the contributions to the DNC and NH Committee.

However, the letter accompanying the Lantos Committee's

contribution to the DNC clearly enunciated preferences for
disbursements of the funds, and funds were forwarded to the
NH Committee and ultimately spent on the Swett Committee. if
the Lantos Committee's contributions were given with the



knowledge that a substantial portion vould be contributed too or
expended on behalf of the Swett Committee, then such
contributions go beyond the permissiveness of the regulation and
constitute an excessive contribution to the Swett campaign in
violation of the Act.

in response, the Lantos Committee also contends that his
committee's provision of funds to the DNC were "lawful" and
"authorized by Section 439a of FECA." Rep. Lantos reasons that
according to law he could have given the money directly to the
NH Committee and thus there was no laundering of money through
the DNC. Rep. Lantos further asserts that a letter accompanying
the contribution to the DNC expressed "a strong interest in the
race of his son-in-law," and in other campaigns, but also

"emphasized that the final decision was the DNC's to make."
Rep. Lantos asserts that "his own preferences on the expenditure
of these funds could certainly be communicated to the IDNC
without any violation of law."

Pursuant to 2 u.S.C. 5 439a, amounts received by a
candidate as contributions that are in excess of any amount
necessary to defray his expenditures, may be used by such
candidate to defray any ordinary and necessary expenses incurred
in connection with her duties as a holder of Federal office, may
be contributed to any charitable organization as described at
26 u.S.c. S 170(c), or may be used for any Other lawful purpose,
including transfers without limitation to any national, State,

or local committee of any political party.
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Commission regulations permit transfers without limitation

between political committees of the same political party whether

or not they are political committees under the Act. 11 C.F.R.

S l02.6(a)(l)(ii). The Act also permits the national committee

and the state committee of a political party to make certain

expenditures on behalf of their candidate for the Senate and

House. 2 U.S.C. 5 441a(d)(3). In 1990 the limitations on

expenditures by the New Hampshire state party and the national

party in New Hampshire were set at $25,140 each. FEC Record,

Vol. 16, No. 3, March 1990. The Commission has recognized that

national and state committees may authorize other committees to

make expenditures against their limitations and may transfer

funds to such committees for such purpose. FEC v. Democratic

Senatorial Campaign Committee, 434 U.S. 27 (1980).

While transfers are allowed by Section 439a, as is

contended by the Lantos Committee, such must be done within the

confines of the Act. As outlined above, the circumstantial

evidence appears to indicate that the Lantos Committee's

contributions to these party committees were given with the

knowledge that a substantial portion would be contributed to, or

expended on behalf of the Swett Committee, and such expenditures

were, in fact, made.

Therefore, there is reason to believe that the Dick Swett

for Congress Committee and Katrina Lantos-Swett, as treasurer,

violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f) by accepting such excessive

contributions.
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2. Contributions solicited by Lantos for the MR Comitte*
Daniel Abraham made a $2#000 contribution to the

Swett Committee on June 27, 1990; $1,000 designated for the
primary election 11and $1,000 designated for the general
election. On October 16, 1990, his daughter Tammy Abraham
contributed $1,000 to the Swett Committee. Then on October 31,
1990, Daniel and Tammy Abraham each made a $5,000 contribution
to the New Hampshire Committee.

The complainant alleges that the $10,000 contribution to
the New Hampshire Committee by Daniel and Tammy Abraham was
earmarked for the Swett Committee and was laundered through the
New Hampshire Committee because the Abrahams had already
contributed the maximum legal limit. The complainant's
rationale for this illegal earmarking through an undisclosed
conduit is the fact that "the Abrahams had earlier been
contributors to Lantos in 1986 and 1988 and thus were his to
direct [sic) to New Hampshire in 1990."

In response, the Abrahams stated that the $10,000
contributed to the New Hampshire Committee was not earmarked.
They state that "although the funds were contributed as a result
of Congressman Lantos' solicitation, they were contributed
without any restri.ctions, directions or limitations on their use
by the state committee." Additionally, the NH Committee stated
that the Abraham contributions were deposited in the state
committee's non-federal account, and the contributions were

11. The New Hampshire primary was held on September 11, 1990.
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reported as such.

Complainant also alleges that members of the Gottstein
family made contributions earmarked for the Swett Committee.

Barnard and Rachel Gottstein made $1,000 contributions directly
to the Swett Committee, on May 16, 1990. Additionally, on
October 25, 1990, Barnard and Rachel Gottstein each contributed
$5,000 to the non-federal account of the NH Committee. As with

the Abrahams, the Complainant alleges that the $10,000

contribution to the New Hampshire Committee was made because the
Gottsteins could not contribute more to Swett directly and that
this contribution "legally must be earmarked on [Dick Swett's]

account, and thus violate federal law."

In an affidavit submitted to this Office in response to the
complaint, Mr. Gottstein stated: "Our contribution to the
New Hampshire Democratic Party Non-Federal account was

unencumbered. We did not direct or request that this

contribution be used for any particular purpose, nor in
connection with any particular candidate." The Gottsteins

submitted a copy of the $10,000 contribution they made to the
New Hampshire Committee. The $10,000 check was made payable to
"New Hampshire Democratic Party - Non-Federal A/C. "12 Further,
the NH Committee's response indocates that the Gottsteins'

contribution was deposited in the non-federal account.

12. Although this contributicn was written on the account ofMr. Gottstein and signed only by him, the NH Committeeattributed only $5,000 to him, and attributed the other $5,000
to his wife.
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If the contributors gave their contributions with knowledge

that all or part of the contribution would be contributed to, or
expended on behalf of, the candidate to whom they had previously

contributed the maximum amount, in contravention of Section

110.1(h), then such contributions would be violative of 2 U.S.c.

5 441a. The circumstances suggest that the contributors were

clearly aware of the purpose of the contributions; the

Gottsteins and Abrahams are not residents of New Hampshire, the

contributions resulted from a solicitation by Rep. Lantos, and

Rep. Lantos' interest in New Hampshire clearly involved the

campaign of his son-in-law.

The Gottsteins also argue that the contributions could not
CNZ have been designated for the Swett Committee because they were

made to the non-federal account. However, the issue of whether

the contributions were to the non-federal account is not

controlling. Subsequent to the receipt of these contributions,

the NH Committee's non-federal account apparently made $10,487

in expenditures for a mailing, and $10,000 for telephone banks.
If the Gottsteins and Abrahams both were solicited by Lantos and

contributed to the NH Committee with the knowledge that all or

part of such contributions were to benefit the Swett campaign,

and portions were in fact spent for the benefit of the Swett

campaign, the fact that the contributions were made out to and

placed in the non-federal account would not be determinative.

The Swett Committee was the ultimate recipient of

contributions from S. Daniel Abraham, Tammy Abraham, Barnard J.

Gottstein and Rachel L. Gottstein. Those contributions were
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eXCessive to the Swett Committee. Therefore, there is reason to
believe that the Dick Swett for Congress Committee and Katrina
Lantos-Swett, as treasurer, violated 2 U.s.c. 5 441a(f) by
receiving excessive contributions.

C. Alleged Violations Concerning the Rowan Group
Complainant suggests that the Lantos Committee directly

paid some of the polling costs of the Swett campaign. As
support for this allegation, Complainant cites the polling costs
of the two other Democratic New Hampshire federal candidates --

Keefe, $27,088 and Durkin, $24,072. Complainant compares these
figures to the $10,644 paid by Swett to the Rowan Group in 1990.
From this comparison Complainant concludes that the additional
$11,025 paid to the Rowan Group by the Lantos Committee in 1990
was actually for work performed for the Swett Committee. The
complaint bolsters this allegation with a statement that at no
tine in the period before 1990 did the Lantos Committee use the
Rowan Group; therefore, the Complainant concludes that the
payments made by Lantos Committee to the Rowan Group were made
on behalf of Swett.

The Lantos Committee rebuts the contention by Complainant
that Michael Rowan had never worked for the Lantos Committee
prior to 1990. In his affidavit, Lantos states that Michael
Rowan worked as a unpaid consultant in the 1980 Lantos campaign
and was hired for the 1982 campaign as part of the consulting
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firm of Puablic Affairs Analysts. 13Rep. Lantos further responded
that "[tihe payments which my campaign committe, made to Michael
Rowan in 1990 were for the services he performed for my
campaign.* Rep. Lantos denies that he ever discussed with
Mr. Rowan the suggestion that the Lantos Committee be billed for
the services which the Rowan Group provided to the Swett

committee.

Michael Rowan responds that he had previously worked for
the Lantos Committee in both the 1980 and 1982 campaigns.
He states that he worked for both the Lantos and Swett
Committees in 1990. He also states that the fees for both the
Lantos and Swett campaigns are comparable to those which he
charged in the 1990 campaign of Ike Skelton (Mo., 4th
Congressional District). 14In a signed but unnotarized
statement, Rowan addressed the Complainant's comparison of the
polling costs paid by the three Federal Democratic candidates in
New Hampshire in the 1990 election:

The comparison of the amount paid to me by the Lantos

13. The reports filed by the Lantos Committee show thefollowing payments to Public Affairs Analysts for consultingand reimbursement in 1982:

7/7/82 $ 2,000.00
8,,/9,,82 11000.00
8 , 27. 8 2 2,000.00
1 08 / 8 2 208.00
12/T7/82 5,271.49

$10,479.49
14. The following chart shows payments to the Rowan Group bythe Ike Skelton for Congress Committee in 1990:

1/19/90 $17,000
10/9/90 1,350

$ 18p3-5 0
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and Swett campaigns and those paid to pollsters
working for other New Hampshire candidates shows
absolutely nothing and means even less. Over the
course of my polling career, including founding
membership in the American and international
Association of Political Consultants (the latter of
which I also served as President), I have believed
and have stated publicly that some pollsters
overcharge for reasons of waste and inefficiency,
these services that they provide. I pride myself on
handling a limited number of campaigns, rendering
full and competent service and charging a fee which I
believe is warranted but not excessive.

Although the Rowan Group claims that payments in 1990 by

the Lantos Committee were for services performed for the Lantos

Committee rather than payment for services to the Swett

Committee, it did not provide documentation showing what work

was actually performed for the Lantos and Swett Committees.

Thus, there has been no verification that work was done for the

Lantos Committee. If the Lantos Committee made payments to the

Rowan Group for services to the Swett Committee, such would

constitute an excessive contribution in violation on 2 U.S.C.

5 441a(l)(A).

Alternatively, if the Lantos Committee did not pay part of

the costs of the poli, it appears that the Rowan Group may have

charged the Swett Committee a discounted rate for its services.

The Rowan Group's argument based on the comparison of prices

charged the Swett Committee and the Skelton Committee serves

little purpose without documentation that the work performed in

those two instances was comparable.

The Act prohibits any corporation from making a

contr-ibution in connection with any election to federal office.

2 U.S.C. S 441b(a). Additionally, Section 441b(a) provides that
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it is unlawful for any political committee to knowinqly accept
any prohibited corporate contribution. These prohibitions are
not limited to contributions in the form of money, but also
include in-kind contributions, specifically the provision of
goods or services without charge or at a charge which is less
than the usual or normal charge. 11 C.F.R. 5 100. 7 (a)(1)(iii).

The Rowan Group is incorporated in the state of New York.
Thus, if the costs of its services were discounted to the Swett
Committee, the discount would be considered a corporate

contribution in violation of the Act.
Therefore, there is reason to believe that the Dick Swett

for Congress Committee and Katrina Lantos-Swett, as treasurer,
violated either 2 U.S.C. 5 441a(f) or 2 U.S.C. $ 441b(a).



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

February 26, 1993

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Joe Sandler, Esq.
430 South Capitol Street, SE
Washington, D.C. 20003

RE: MUR 3241
Democratic National
Committee and Robert T.
Matsui, as treasurer

Dear Mr. Sandler:

On April 2, 1991, the Federal Election Commission notified
the Democratic National Committee and Robert T. Natsui, as
treasurer ("the Committee") 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
enclosed with that notification.

Upon further review of the allegations contained in the
complaint, the Comission, on February 2, 1993, found that
there is reason to believe the Committee violated 2 U.S.C.
55 441a(a)(8) and 441a(f), provisions of the Act. The Factual
and Legal Analysis, which formed a basis for the Comuission's
finding, is attached for your information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate that
no action should be taken against the Committee. You may submit
any factual or legal materials that you believe are relevant to
the Commission's consideration of this matter. Statements
should be submitted under oath. All responses to the enclosed
Subpoena to Produce Documents must be submitted to the General
Counsel's Office within 30 days of your receipt of this letter.
Any additional materials or statements you wish to submit should
accompany the response to the subpoena.

In the absence of any additional information which
demonstrates 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.



Joe Sandler, Esq.
Page 2

If you are interested in pursuing pro-probable causeconciliation, you should so request in writing. See 11 C.F.R.5 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the of Mce of theGeneral Counsel will make recommendations to the Commissioneither proposing an agreement in settlement of the matter orrecommending declining that pre-probable cause conciliation bepursued. The Office of the General Counael may recommend thatpro-probable cause conciliation not be entered into at this timtso that it may complete its investigation of the matter.Further, the Commission will not entertain requests forpro-probable cause conciliation after briefs on probable causehave been mailed to the respondent.

Requests for extensions of time will not be routinelygranted. Requests must be made in writing at least five daysprior to the due date of the response and specific good causemust be demonstrated. In addition, the office of the GeneralCounsel ordinarily will not give extensions beyond 20 days.
This matter will remain confidential in accordance with2 U.S.C. 55 437g(a)(4)(B) and 437g(a)(l2)(A), unless you notifythe Commission in writing that you wish the investigation to bemade public.

If you have any questions, please contact Tonda Mott, theattorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3400.

Sincerely,

Scott E. Thomas
Cha irman

Enclosures
Subpoena
Factual and Legal Analysis



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of )
)

MUR 3241
)

SUBPOENA TO PRODUCE DOCUMENTS

TO: Democratic National Committee and
Robert T. Matsui, as treasurer
c/o Carol Darr, Esq.
430 South Capitol Street, SE
Washington, D.C. 20003

Pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 437d(a)(3), and in furtherance of

its investigation in the above-captioned matter, the Federal

Election Commission hereby subpoenas the documents listed on the

attachment to this subpoena.

Notice is given that these documents must be submitted to

the Office of the General Counsel, Federal Election Commission,

999 E Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20463, within 30 days of

your receipt of this subpoena. Legible copies which, where

applicable, show both sides of the documents may be substituted

for originals.

WHEREFORE, the Chairman of the Federal Election Commission

has hereunto set his hand in Washington, D.C. on this e'r

day ofZ144 , 1993.

Scott E. Thomas, Chairman
Federal Election Commission

ATTEST:

Marv ie W. Emmons
Sect ary to the Commission
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INSTRUCTIONS

In answering these interrogatories and request for
production of documents, furnish all documents and other
information, however obtained, including hearsay, that is in
possession of, known by or otherwise available to you, including
documents and information appearing in your records.

Each answer is to be given separately and independently,
and unless specifically stated in the particular discovery
request, no answer shall be given solely by reference either to
another answer or to an exhibit attached to your response.

The response to each interrogatory propounded herein shall
set forth separately the identification of each person capable
of furnishing testimony concerning the response given, denoting
separately those individuals who provided informational,
documentary or other input, and those who assisted in drafting
the interrogatory response.

If you cannot answer the following interrogatories in full
after exercising due diligence to secure the full information to
do so, answer to the extent possible and indicate your inability
to answer the remainder, stating whatever information or
knowledge you have concerning the unanswered portion and
detailing what you did in attempting to secure the unknown
information.

Unless otherwise indicated, the discovery request shall
refer to the 1989-90 election cycle.

Should you claim a privilege with respect to any
documents, communications, or other items about which
information is requested by any of the following interrogatories
and requests for production of documents, describe such items in
sufficient detail to provide justification for the claim. Each
claim of privilege must specify in detail all the grounds on
which it rests.

The following interrogatories and requests for production
of documents are continuing in nature so as to require you to
file supplementary responses or amendments during the course of
this investigation if you obtain further or different
information prior to or during the pendency of this matter.
Include in any supplemental answers the date upon which and the
manner in which such further o4- different information came to
your attention.
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DEFINITIONS

For the purpose of these discovery requests, including the
instructions thereto, the terms listed below are defined as
follows:

of You" shall mean the named respondent in this action to
whom these discovery requests are addressed, including all
officers, employees, agents or attorneys thereof.

"Persons" shall be deemed to include both singular and
plural, and shall mean any natural person, partnership,
committee, association, corporation, or any other type of
organization or entity.

"Document" shall mean the original and all non-identical
copies, including drafts, of all papers and records of every
type in your possession, custody, or control, or known by you to
exist. The term document includes, but is not limited to books,
letters, contracts, notes, diaries, log sheets, records of
telephone communications, transcripts, vouchers, accounting
statements, ledgers, checks, money orders or other commercial
paper, telegrams, telexes, pamphlets, circulars, leaflets,
reports, memoranda, correspondence, surveys, tabulations, audio
and video recordings, drawings, photographs, graphs, charts,
diagrams, lists, computer print-outs, and all other writings and
other data compilations from which information can be obtained.

"Identify" with respect to a document shall mean state the
nature or type of document (e.g., letter, memorandum), the date,
if any, appearing thereon, the date on which the document was
prepared, the title of the document, the general subject matter
of the document, the location of the document, the number of
pages comprising the document.

"Identify" with respect to a person shall mean state the
full name, the most recent business and residence addresses and
the telephone numbers, the present occupation or position of
such person, the nature of the connection or association that
person has to any party in this proceeding. If the person to be
identified is not a natural person, provide the legal and trade
names, the address and telephone number, and the full names of
both the chief executive officer and the agent designated to
receive service of process for such person.

"And" as well as "or" shall be construed disjunctively or
conjunctively as necessary to bring within the scope of these
interrogatories and requests for the production of documents any
documents and materials which may otherwise be construed to be
out of their scope.



Democratic National Committee and
Robert T. Matsui, as treasurer
Page 2

INSTRUCTIONS

In answering these interrogatories and request for
production of documents, furnish all documents and other
information, however obtained, including hearsay, that is in
possession of, known by or otherwise available to you, including
documents and information appearing in your records.

Each answer is to be given separately and independently,
and unless specifically stated in the particular discovery
request, no answer shall be given solely by reference either toanother answer or to an exhibit attached to your response.

The response to each interrogatory propounded herein shall
set forth separately the identification of each person capable
of furnishing testimony concerning the response given, denoting
separately those individuals who provided informational,
documentary or other input, and those who assisted in drafting
the interrogatory response.

If you cannot answer the following interrogatories in full
after exercising due diligence to secure the full information todo so, answer to the extent possible and indicate your inability
to answer the remainder, stating whatever information or
knowledge you have concerning the unanswered portion and
detailing what you did in attempting to secure the unknown
information.

Unless otherwise indicated, the discovery request shall
refer to the 1989-90 election cycle.

Should you claim a privilege with respect to any
documents, communications, or other items about which
information is requested by any of the following interrogatories
and requests for production of documents, describe such items insufficient detail. to provide justification for the claim. Each
claim of privilege must specify in detail all the grounds on
which it rests.

The following interrogatories and requests for production
of documents are continuing in nature so as to require you to
file supplementary responses or amendments during the course ofthis investigation if you obtain further or different
information prior to or during the pendency of this matter.
Include in any supplemental answers the date upon which and the
manner in which such further cr different information came to
your attention.
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1. Produce copies of all checks (front and back) paid by the
Democratic National Committee ("DNC") to the New Hampshire
Democratic State Committee, whether as a contribution or
transfer, during the 1989-90 election cycle. Produce copies of
all correspondence and documents accompanying or relating to
such checks.

2. Produce copies of all checks (front and back) received by
the DNC from the Tom Lantos for Congress Committee, whether as a
contribution or transfer, during the 1989-90 election cycle.
Produce copies of all correspondence and documents accompanying
or relating to such checks.



FIEDEAL ELECTION CONISSION

FACTUIL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS
RESPONDENT: Democratic National Committee MUR: 3241

and Robert T. Matsui,
as treasurer

I. GENERATION OF RATTER

This matter was generated by a complaint filed by
G.M. (Bill) Quraishi ("Complainant") on March 26, 1991.
Supplemental information to the complaint was filed by
Complainant on June 17, 1991; July 11, 1991; and August 5, 1991.

The Complainant alleges that a number of transactions which
occurred during the 1990 campaigns of Tom Lantos and Dick Swett
violated provisions of The Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended ("the Act"). Complainant alleges that after
the Tom Lantos for Congress Committee (MLantos Committee")
contributed the maximum amount permitted to the Dick Swett for

Congress Committee ("Swett Committee"), Rep. Lantos devised

other ways of providing funds and services to aid the Swett

campaign.

II. BACKGROUND

Complainant was the Republican candidate for the 11th

Congressional District in California in the 1990 election.
Complainant's Democratic opponent was Thomas Lantos, one of the
respondents in this matter. 1 Dick Swett, Congressman of the
Second District of New Hampshire (Democrat), is the son-in-law

of Rep. Lantos.

1. Mr. Quraishi received 29% of the total vote and Mr. Lantoswon the election with 66% of the vote.



On February 23, 1990, the Lantos Committee made a $20000
contribution to the Swett Committee. on October 1, 1990, the
Lantos Committee contributed $1,000 to the Granite State
Coalition. On October 4, 1990, the Lantos Committee contributed
$30,000 to the Democratic National Committee ("DNC"').2 On
October 20, 1990, the Lantos Committee made a $10,000
contribution to the New Hampshire Democratic State Committee
("NH Committee").

Meanwhile, on October 15, 1990, the DNC contributed $10,000
to the NH Committee. on October 26, 1990, the DNC contributed
another $39,000 to the NH Committee.

In 1989, the State of New Hampshire enacted a law which
allows candidates for office to waive the $5,000 filing fee and
requisite signed petitions by 'voluntarily agreeing to limit his
expenditures and those ... on his behalf by his committee or
..party, and his immediate family." N.H. RSA 664:5-a. The

statute provides that the total expenditures by a candidate who
voluntarily agrees to limit campaign expenditures shall be
$200,000 in a primary election and $200,000 in a general
election. N.H. RSA 664:5-b.

in his 1990 congressional race, Rep. Dick Swett agreed to
this voluntary spending limit. The reports filed by the Swett
Committee with the Commission indicate the following total

2. This amount was reported by the Lantos Committee; however,documents provided to this Office by the Committee indicate thatthe Committee transferred $50,000 to the DNC.

- 2 -
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receipts and disbursements for 1990:

RECEIPTS DISBURSENENTS
SGeneral Primary General

II1. FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

Complainant makes several allegations involving money

laundering and earmarking of contributions for the benefit of

the Swett Committee, and subsequent improperly allocated

expenditures. Complainant contends that Rep. Lantos

orchestrated various funding schemes in order for the campaign

of his son-in-law, Dick Swett, to by-pass voluntary state

expenditure limits. The Commission has no jurisdiction over

matters concerning an attempt to avoid adherence to voluntary

state spending limitations; however, the allegations here go

beyond that to alleged violations of the Act, with the state

spending limitation serving merely as a motive. 3

Complainant states that the pattern of the Lantos

Committee's contributions to candidates and committees in the

State of New Hampshire in the last few election cycles 4 shows

that Lantos laundered money through those committees for the

benefit of his son-in-law's campaign. Complainant alleges that

"with the convenience of the same treasurer for both

3. The investigation by the New Hampshire State's Attorney
Office concluded that the Swett Committee had exceeded the state
spending limit, and assessed an appropriate civil penalty.

4. contributions to
cycle N.H. committees
1985-86 $ 0
1987-88 500
1989-90 50,100
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interlocking campaigns, the $40,000 (of Rep. Lantos'

contributions] was received and spent at the New Hampshire

Democratic Party for postage, polling, phone banks and other

services for Mr. Swett and not the entire federal ticket."

Additionally, Complainant alleges that Lantos funneled money

through the DNC and DCCC to the NH Committee which was then

allegedly spent solely for the benefit of the Swett campaign.

Complainant alleges that the funds spent for a last-minute

media blitz by the NH Committee were funds contributed and

directed by Lantos through the party committees for the Swett

campaign and were not properly allocated to that candidate.

Complainant contends that "the action by the New Hampshire

Democratic Party in running an illegal money laundry for the

Lantos-directed funds that flowed to benefit Swett and not

proportionally the entire federal ticket of races in

New Hampshire" is a violation of the Commission's allocation and

earmarking regulations. Complainant maintains that this money

laundering was done in order for the Swett Committee to evade

the voluntary spending limit imposed by state law.

The response by the DNC merely terms the allegation as

"simply nonsense," arguing that "the Complainant does not even

allege any oral or written agreement between the Lantos

Committee and the DNC to make any particular use of the

contributed funds."

The Act limits the dollar amount of contributions made by a

person to any candidate and his authorized political committees

with respect to any election for Federal office to an aggregate
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of $1,000. 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a)(1)(A). Section 441a(a)(8) of the

Act provides that for purposes of the contribution limitations

imposed by the Act, all contributions made by a person, either

directly or indirectly, on behalf of a particular candidate,

including contributions which are in any way earmarked or

otherwise directed through an intermediary or conduit to such

candidate, shall be treated as contributions from such person to

such candidate. The term "earmarked" is defined in Commission

regulations as a designation, instruction, or encumbrance,

whether direct or indirect, express or implied, oral or written,

which results in all or any part of a contribution or

expenditure being made to, or expended on behalf of, a clearly

identified candidate or a candidate's authorized committee.

11 C.F.R. S l10.6(b)(1). Additionally, the Act prohibits any

candidate or political committee from knowingly accepting any

contribution or making any expenditure in violation of the

limits of 2 U.S.C. 5 441a. 2 U.S.C. 5 441a(f).

Pursuant to 11 C.F.R. S 110.1(h), a person may contribute

to a candidate or his or her authorized committee with respect

to a particular election and also contribute to a political

committee which has supported, or anticipates supporting, the

same candidate in the same election, as long as --

(1) The political committee is not the candidate's
principal campaign committee or other authorized
political committee or a single candidate committee;

(2) The contributor does not give with the knowledge that
a substantial portion will be contributed to, or
expended on behalf of, that candidate for the same
election; and
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(3) The contributor does not retain control over the
funds.

11 C.F.R. 5 110.1(h)

In Advisory Opinion 1976-20 the Commission cited the
legislative history of Section 441a which stated that:

The conferees also agree that the samelimitations on contributions that apply to acandidate shall also apply to a committee makingexpenditures solely on behalf of such candidate.

H.R. Rep. No. 1057, 94th Cong. 2d Sess. 58 (1976), reprinted inFEC, Legisla-tive History of Federal Election Campaign ActAmendments of 1976 at 1052 (GPO 1977).

In that Advisory Opinion, the Commission concluded that a
person could contribute $1,000 per election either (1) directly
to a federal candidate or the candidate's authorized committee,

or (2) to an unauthorized single candidate committee that makes
independent expenditures on behalf of the candidate, but not to
both. The Commission further stated that such person could

"contribute $5,000 during a calendar year to a political

committee other than the type described in (1) and (2) only if
the conditions of Section 110.1(h) of the [then] proposed

regulations are satisfied."

The Commission has also applied Section 110.1(h) in the

case of contributions to a candidate's committee and
contributions to a multicandidate political committee for its
independent expenditure project on behalf of that candidate.

See Advisory Opinion 1984-2.

Additionally, the Act and regulations impose reporting
requirements for contributions which are earmarked or otherwise
directed to the candidate through an intermediary or conduit.
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The intermediary or conduit shall report the original source and
the intended recipient of such contribution to the Commission
and to the intended recipient. 2 U.S.C. 5 441a(a)(8). The
intermediary or conduit of any earmarked contributions shall
disclose the original source and the recipient candidate on its
reports. 11 C.F.R. 5 110.6(c)(1). The recipient candidate

shall report each conduit or intermediary who forwards one or
more earmarked contributions which in the aggregate exceed $200
in any calendar year. 11 C.F.R. 5 110.7(c)(2).

The Lantos Committee contributed $2,000 to the Swett
Committee on February 23, 1990. Because the Lantos Committee
contributed the maximum amount to the Swett Committee, any
additional amounts involved in the contributions by the Lantos
Committee to the DNC and the NH Committee would constitute an
excessive contribution in violation of 2 U.S.C. $ 441a(a).

The Lantos Committee reported a $30,000 contribution to the
DNC, made on October 4, 1990. However, documentation provided
by the Lantos Committee (a cover letter to the Committee's
contribution to the DNC, dated October 16, 1990) states that the
amount of the contribution is $50,000. This amount was not
reported by the Lantos Committee. Thus, there is uncertainty
regarding the actual amount transferred from the Lantos

Committee to the DNC.

On October, 15, 1990, the DNC contributed $10,000 to the
NH Committee. October 20, 1990, the Lantos Committee made a

$10,000 contribution to the NH Committee. Finally, on

October 26, 1990, the NH Committee received an additional
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$39,000 contribution from the DNC.

The letter which accompanied the October 4th transfer from
the Lantos Committee to the DNC supports the allegation that the
transfer may have been an implied, written designation which

resulted in all or part of the funds being expended for the

Swett Committee. The letter states:

The disposition of the funds is, in [Rep. Lantos')view, a matter for the discretion of the DNC. The
Congressman would like to note certain campaigns inwhich he holds special interest, and to ask your
consideration of any use of the funds helpful to
those campaigns.

The letter goes on to specifically name the gubernatorial

campaign and Congressman Bates' campaign in California, the
Swett campaign, and House candidate Tim Roemer in Indiana. The

letter clearly stated the Lantos Committee's interest in the

Svett campaign, and it appears that at least part of the funds

were in fact spent on expenditures for the Swett Committee, even

if those expenditures were not reported as such.

The only reported party support for Rep. Swett for the

1989-90 cycle was by the Democratic Congressional Campaign

Committee in the amounts of $5,500 in contributions and $2,148

in expenditures. The NH Committee reported no contributions to

or expenditures on behalf of the Swett Committee. Nevertheless,

it appears that the NH 'Cormittee made exzenditures on behalf of

the Swett Committee.

A letter, dated March 15, 1991, from the Swett Committee to

the N.H. Secretary of State indicates that the NH Committee paid

the costs of some Swett campaign mailings. In this letter,
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Rep. Swett stated that the total cost of those mailings was

$26t495.

The Lantos Committee contends that it did not retain

control over the contributions to the DNC and NH Committee.

However, the letter accompanying the Lantos Committee's

contribution to the DNC clearly enunciated preferences for

disbursements of the funds, and funds were forwarded to the

NH Committee and ultimately spent on the Swett Committee. If

the Lantos Committeets contributions were given with the

knowledge that a substantial portion would be contributed to, or

expended on behalf of the Swett Committee, then such

contributions go beyond the permissiveness of the regulation and

constitute an excessive contribution to the Swett campaign in

violation of the Act. Further, the receipt of these prohibited,

excessive contributions by the DNC constitutes a violation of

Section 441a(f).

Therefore, there is reason to believe that the Democratic

National Committee and Robert T. Matsui, as treasurer, violated

2 U.S.C. 5 441a(f) by accepting excessive contributions.

It appears that Lantos, through the Lantos Committee, may

have ensured that the NH Committee had funds to spend on behalf

of the Swett campaign, through its transfer of funds to the DNC

and through direct contributions to the NH Committee. Based on

the circumstantial evidence, the contributions and transfers by

the Lantos Committee to the DNC and the NH Committee, appear to

fall within the definition of earmarked contributions. As an
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intermediary and conduit, DNC would be in violation of 2 U.S.C.

5 441a(a)(8) for having failed to report the contributions as

earmarked for the Swett campaign.

Therefore, there is reason to believe that the Democratic

National Committee and Robert T. Matsui, as treasurer, violated

2 U.S.C. 5 441a(a)(8).



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

February 26, 1993

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Jan Witold Baran, Esq.
Wiley, Rein & Fielding
1776 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006

RE: MUR 3241
Barnard J. and
Rachel L. Gottstein

Dear Mr. Baran:

On April 2, 1991, the Federal Election Commission notified
Barnard J. and Rachel L. Gottstein ("the Gottsteins") 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 enclosed with that notification.

Upon further review of the allegations contained in the
complaint, the Commission, on February 2, 1993, found that there
is reason to believe the Gottsteins violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a),
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 the Gottsteins. You may
submit any factual or legal materials that you believe are
relevant to the Commission's consideration of this matter.
Statements should be submitted under oath. All responses to the
enclosed Subpoena to Produce Documents must be submitted to the
General Counsel's Office within 30 days of your receipt of this
letter. Any additional materials or statements you wish to
submit should accompany the response to the subpoena.

In the absence of any additional information which
demonstrates that no further action should be taken against
the Gottsteins, 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 OfTI-ce of the
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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.

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.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. 55 437g(a)(4)(B) and 437g(a)(12)(A), unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the investigation to be
made public.

If you have any questions, please contact Tonda Mott, the
attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3400.

Sincerely,

Scott E. Thomas
Chairman

Enclosures
Subpoena
Factual and Legal Analysis



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of ))
MUR 3241

)

SUBPOENA TO PRODUCE DOCUMENTS

TO: Barnard J. and Rachel L. Gottstein
c/o Jan Witold Baran, Esq.
Wiley, Rein & Fielding
1776 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006

Pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 437d(a)(3), and in furtherance of

its investigation in the above-captioned matter, the Federal

Election Commission hereby subpoenas the documents listed on the

attachment to this subpoena.

Notice is given that these documents must be submitted to

the Office of the General Counsel, Federal Election Commission,

999 E Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20463, within 30 days of

your receipt of this subpoena. Legible copies which, where

applicable, show both sides of the documents may be substituted

for originals.

WHEREFORE, the Chairman of the Federal Election Commission

has hereunto set his hand in Washington, D.C. on this 2T_

day of , 1993.

Scott E. Thomas, Chairman
Federal Election Commission

ATTEST:

Marj re W. Emmonsmi o
Secretary to the Commission
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INSTRUCTIONS

In answering these interrogatories and request for
production of documents, furnish all documents and other
information, however obtained, including hearsay, that is in
possession of, known by or otherwise available to you, including
documents and information appearing in your records.

Each answer is to be given separately and independently,
and unless specifically stated in the particular discovery
requesto no answer shall be given solely by reference either to

another answer or to an exhibit attached to your response.

The response to each interrogatory propounded herein shall

set forth separately the identification of each person capable
of furnishing testimony concerning the response given, denoting

separately those individuals who provided informational,
documentary or other input, and those who assisted in drafting
the interrogatory response.

If you cannot answer the following interrogatories in full

after exercising due diligence to secure the full information to

do so, answer to the extent possible and indicate your inability
to answer the remainder, stating whatever information or
knowledge you have concerning the unanswered portion and
detailing what you did in attempting to secure the unknown
information.

Unless otherwise indicated, the discovery request shall
refer to the 1989-90 election cycle.

Should you claim a privilege with respect to any
documents, communications, or other items about which
information is requested by any of the following interrogatories
and requests for production of documents, describe such items in
sufficient detail to provide justification for the claim. Each

claim of privilege must specify in detail all the grounds on
which it rests.

The following interrogatories and requests for production
of documents are continuing in nature so as to require you to
file supplementary responses or amendments during the course of
this investigation if you obtain further or different
information prior to or during the pendency of this matter.
Include in any supplemental answers the date upon which and the

manner in which such further or different information came to

your attention.
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Barnard J. and Rachel L. Gottstein
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MrINITIONS

For the purpose of these discovery requests, including the
instructions thereto, the terms listed below are defined as
follows:

"You" shall mean the named respondent in this action to
whom these discovery requests are addressed, including all
officers, employees, agents or attorneys thereof.

"Persons" shall be deemed to include both singular and
plural, and shall mean any natural person, partnership,
committee, association, corporation, or any other type of
organization or entity.

"Document" shall mean the original and all non-identical
copies, including drafts, of all papers and records of every
type in your possession, custody, or control, or known by you to
exist. The term document includes, but is not limited to books,

ON: letters, contracts, notes, diaries, log sheets, records oftelephone communications, transcripts, vouchers, accounting
statements, ledgers, checks, money orders or other commercial
paper, telegrams, telexes, pamphlets, circulars, leaflets,
reports, memoranda, correspondence, survey*, tabulations, audio
and video recordings, drawings, photographs, graphs, charts,
diagrams, lists, computer print-outs, and all other writings and
other data compilations from which information can be obtained.

"Identify" with respect to a document shall mean state the
nature or type of document (e.g., letter, memorandum), the date,
if any, appearing thereon, the date on which the document was
prepared, the title of the document, the general subject matter
of the document, the location of the document, the number of
pages comprising the document.

"Identify" with respect to a person shall mean state the
full name, the most recent business and residence addresses and
the telephone --umbers, the present occupation or position of
such person, tne nature of the connection or association that
person has to any party in this proceeding. If the person to be
identified is not a natural person, provide the legal and trade
names, the address and telephone number, and the full names of
both the chief executive officer and the agent designated to
receive service of process for such person.

"And" as well as "cr" shall be construed disjunctively or
conjunctively as necessary to bring within the scope of these
interrogatories and requests for the production of documents any
documents and materials which may otherwise be construed to be
out of their scope.
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1. Produce copies of all written solicitation materials sent
to you by whomever, including but not limited to Thomas Lantos,
the Tom Lantos for Congress Committee, Katrina Lantos-Swett,
Dick Swett* or the Dick Swett for Congress Committee, soliciting
contributions to the Dick Swett for Congress Committee in the
1989-90 election cycle. If no written solicitations were made,
provide sworn statements disclosing the substance of all oral
solicitations by whomever soliciting contributions to the Dick
Swett for Congress Committee in the 1989-90 election cycle.

2. Produce copies of all written solicitation materials sent
to you by whomever, including but not limited to Thomas Lantos,
the Tom Lantos for Congress Committee, Katrina Lantos-Swett,
Dick Swett, or the Dick Swett for Congress Committee, soliciting
contributions to the New Hampshire Democratic State Committee in
the 1989-90 election cycle. If no written solicitations were
made, provide sworn statements disclosing the substance of all
oral solicitations by whomever soliciting contributions to the
New Hampshire Democratic State Committee in the 1989-90 election
cycle.
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FEDERA.L ELRCTION COMMISSION

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENTS: Barnard J. Gottstein MUR: 3241
Rachel L. Gottstein

I. GENERATION Or MATTER

This matter was generated by a complaint filed by

G.M. (Bill) Ouraishi ("Complainant") on March 26, 1991.

Supplemental information to the complaint was filed by

Complainant on June 17, 1991; July 11, 1991; and August 5, 1991.

The Complainant alleges that a number of transactions which

0-1 occurred during the 1990 campaigns of Tom Lantos and Dick Swett

violated provisions of The Federal Election Campaign Act of

1971, as amended ("the Act"). Complainant alleges that after

NO the Tom Lantos for Congress Committee (*Lantos Committee")

contributed the maximum amount permitted to the Dick Swett for

Congress Committee ("Swett Committee"), Rep. Lantos devised

C other ways of providing funds and services to aid the Swett

campaign.

I. BACKGROUND

Complainant was the Republican candidate for the 11th

Congressional District in California in the 1990 election.

Complainant's Democratic opponent was Thomas Lantos, one of the

respondents in this matter. 1 Dick Swett, Congressman of the

Second District of New Hampshire (Democrat), is the son-in-law

of Rep. Lantos.

1. Mr. Quraishi received 29% of the total vote and Mr. Lantos
won the election with 66% of the vote.
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On May 16, 1990, Barnard and Rachel Gottstein of Anchorage,
Alaska, each contributed $1,000 to the Swett Committee.2

2. Mr. and Mrs. Gottstein contributed considerable sums ofmoney to various campaigns and PACs during the 1989-90 cycle:

CONTRIBUTIONS OF BJ (BARNARD) GOTTSTEINdate amount contribution made to02/21/89 $1,00 Wright Appreciation Fund02/28/89 5,000 National PAC03/10/89 1,000 McConnell Senate Committee04/21/89 1,000* Congressman Wright Appreciation09/11/89 1,000 Washington PAC10/11/89 1,000 Friends of Senator Carl Levin10/23/89 1,000 Kerry Committee11/02/89 1,000 Effective Government Committee11/15/89 1,000 Citizens for Harkin01/30/90 1,000 Friends of Albert Gore Jr. Inc.02/06/90 1,000 Yates for Congress Committee03/01/90 1,000 Reynolds for Congress 199003/16/90 1,000 Mike Kopetski for Congress Committee03/20/90 1,000 Simon for Senate04/09/90 1,000 Friends of Howell Heflin Committee04/23/90 1,000 Friends of Max Baucus05/02/90 1,000 Wolpe for Congress05/05/90 500 Friends of Les Aspin05/09/90 1,000 Friends of Larry Pressler05/14/90 500 Keefe for Congress 199005/15/90 1,000 Re-elect Senator Pell Committee05/15/90 1,000 Re-elect Exon for US Senate Committee05/16/90 1,000 Dick Swett for Congress Committee05/21/90 1,000 Friends of Jeff Hutter for Congress06/05/90 1,000 Friends of Senator Rockefeller06/25/90 1,000 Senate Committee for Twilegar07/09/90 1,000 Daniel K Akaka for US Senate08/06/90 1,000 Re-elect Exon for US Senate Committee10/09/90 1,000 La Rocco for Congress12/28/90 1,000 Citizens for Arlen Specter

* Filer's percentage o

date
10/11/89
11/15/89
03/01/90
03/18/90
03/20/90
05/11/90
05/15/90
05/15/90

this contribution to joint fundraising.

CONTRIBUTIONS OF RACHEL GOTTSTEIN
amount contribution made to
$1,000 Friends of Senator Carl Levin1,000 Citizens for Harkin
1,000 Reynolds for Congress 1990
1,000 Engel for Congress
1,000 Simon for Senate
1,000 Re-elect Senator Pell Committee
1,000 Kostmayer 1990 Committee
1,000 Re-elect Exon for US Senate Committee
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Another member of the Gottstein family, David, made a $1,000
contribution to the Swett Committee on September 6, 1990. Two
more Gottsteins, James and Robert Gottstein, each contributed
$1,000 to the Swett Committee on September 11, 1990. On
October 25, 1990, James Gottstein contributed $1,000 to the
federal account of the NH Committee. Barnard and
Rachel Gottstein each contributed $5,000 to the NH Committee on
November 3, 1990, which the Committee reported in the disclosure

of its State account.

Iil. FACTUAL AND LEGAL ALYSIS

Complainant alleges that Congressman Lantos solicited his
friends, the Gottsteins, to make earmarked contributions through
to the NH Committee to the Swett Campaign. After having made
$1,000 contributions each directly to the Swett Committee, on
October 25, 1990, Barnard and Rachel Gottstein each contributed
$5,000 to the non-federal account of the NH Committee.
Complainant alleges that the $10,000 contribution to the
NH Committee was made because the Gottsteins could not

(Footnote 2 continued
05/16/90 1,000
05/21/90 1,000
05/29/90 1,000
06/05/90 1,000
06/22/90 1,000
06/25/90 1,000
07/09/90 1,000
08/06/90 1,000
10/19/90 1,000
10/20/90 1,000
10/23/90 1,000
10/23/90 1,000
10/24/90 1,000
10/26/90 1,000
11/02/90 1,000

from previous page)
Dick Swett for Congress Committee
Friends of Jeff Hutter for Congress
Bilbray for Congress
Friends of Senator Rockefeller
Kerry Committee
Senate Committee for Twilegar
Daniel K Akaka for US Senate
Re-elect Exon for US Senate Committee
Jim Chapman for Congress Committee
Friends of Roy Dyson Committee
Mike Synar for Congress Committee
Friends of Butler Derrick
Coleman for Congress
Wise for Congress Committee
Hoyer for Congress
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contribute more to Swett directly and that this contribution
"legally must be earmarked on [Dick Swett'sJ account, and thus

violate federal law."

In an affidavit, Mr. Gottstein stated: "Our contribution

to the New Hampshire Democratic Party Non-Federal account was

unencumbered. We did not direct or request that this

contribution be used for any particular purpose, nor in

connection with any particular candidate." The Gottsteins

submitted a copy of the $10,000 contribution they made to the

New Hampshire Committee. The $10,000 check was made payable to

"New Hampshire Democratic Party - Non-Federal A/C. 3 Further,
the NH Committee's response indicated that the Gottsteins,

contribution was deposited in the non-federal account.

The Act limits the dollar amount of contributions made by a
person to any candidate and his authorized political committees

with respect to any election for Federal office to an aggregate

of $1,000. 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a)(1)(A). Section 441a(a)(8) of the

Act provides that for purposes of the contribution limitations

imposed by the Act, all contributions made by a person, either

directly or indirectly, on behalf of a particular candidate,

including contributions which are in any way earmarked or

otherwise directed through an intermediary or conduit to such

candidate, shall be treated as contributions from such person to

such candidate. The term "earmarked" is defined in Commission

3. Although this contribution was written on the account ofMr. Gottstein and signed only by him, the NH Committeeattributed only $5,000 to him, and attributed the other $5,000
to his wife.
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regulations as a designation, instruction, or encumbrance,
whether direct or indirect, express or implied, oral or written,
which results in all or any part of a contribution or
expenditure being made to, or expended on behalf of, a clearly
identified candidate or a candidate's authorized committee.
11 C.F.R. 5 110.6(b)(1). Additionally, the Act prohibits any
candidate or political committee from knowingly accepting any
contribution or making any expenditure in violation of the
limits of 2 U.S.C. 5 441a. 2 U.S.C. 5 441a(f).

Pursuant to 11 C.F.R. 5 110.1(h), a person may contribute
to a candidate or his or her authorized committee with respect
to a particular election and also contribute to a political
committee which has supported, or anticipates supporting, the
same candidate in the same election, as long as --

(1) The political committee is not the candidate'sprincipal campaign committee or other authorizedpolitical committee or a single candidate committee;
(2) The contributor does not give with the knowledge thata substantial portion will be contributed to, orexpended on behalf of, that candidate for the sameelection; and

(3) The contributor does not retain control over the
funds.

11 C.F.R. S 110.1(h)

In Advisory Opinion 1976-20 the Commission cited the
legislative history of Section 441a which stated that:

The conferees also agree that the samelimitations on contributions that apply to acandidate shall also apply to a committee makingexpenditures solely on behalf of such candidate.
H.R. Rep. No. 1057, 94th Cong. 2d Sess. 58 (1976), reprinted inFEC, Legisl-ative History of Federal Election Campaign ActAmendments of 1976 at 1052 (GPO 1977).
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In that Advisory Opinion, the Commission concluded that a
person could contribute $1,000 per election either (1) directly

to a federal candidate or the candidate's authorized committee,

or (2) to an unauthorized single candidate committee that makes

independent expenditures on behalf of the candidate, but not to

both. The Commission further stated that such person could

"contribute $5,000 during a calendar year to a political

committee other than the type described in (1) and (2) only if

the conditions of Section 110.1(h) of the [then) proposed

regulations are satisfied."

The Commission has also applied Section 110.1(h) in the

case of contributions to a candidate's committee and

contributions to a multicandidate political committee for its

independent expenditure project on behalf of that candidate.

See Advisory Opinion 1984-2.

The circumstances suggest that the contributions of the

Gottsteins may have violated the Act. The Gottsteins were

clearly aware of the purpose of the contributions; the

Gottsteins are not residents of New Hampshire; the contributions

resulted from Rep. Lantos' solicitation; and Rep. Lantos'

interest in New Hampshire clearly involved the campaign of his

son-in-law.

The NH Committee did, in fact, make expenditures on behalf

of Swett, some of which appear to have been coordinated

expenditures. If the contributors gave their contributions with

knowledge that all or part of the contribution would be

contributed to, or expended on behalf of, the candidate to whom
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they had previously contributed the maximum amount, in
contravention of Section 110.1(h), then such contributions would

be violative of 2 U.S.c. 5 441a.

The Gottsteins also argue that the contributions could not

have been designated for the Swett Committee because they were

made to the non-federal account. However, whether the

contributions were to the non-federal account should not be

controlling. Subsequent to the receipt of these contributions,

the NH Committee's non-federal account apparently made $10,487
in expenditures for a mailing, and $10,000 for telephone banks.
At present, this Office does not know if those expenditures were
allocable to the Swett Committee, but it appears that they may
have been. If the Gottsteins contributed to the NH Committee
with the knowledge that all or part of such contributions were
to benefit the Swett campaign, and portions were, in fact, spent
for the benefit of the Swett campaign, the fact that the
contributions were made out to and placed in the non-federal

account would not be determinative.

Therefore, there is reason to believe that Barnard J.
Gottstein and Rachel L. Gottstein violated 2 U.S.C. 5 441a(a).
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

February 26. 1993

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUISTED

Robert F. Bauer, Esq.
Perkins Coie
607-14th Street, N.W.
Suite 800
Washington, D.C. 20005-2011

RE: MUR 3241
Honorable Thomas Lantos

Dear Mr. Bauer:

On April 2, 1991, the Federal Election Commission notified
Honorable Thomas Lantos ("Lantos"), 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(s) at that time.

Upon further review of the allegations contained in the
complaint, the Commission, on February 2, 1993, found that there
is reason to believe Lantos violated 2 U.S.C. 5 439a, 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 Lantos. 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 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 Lantos, 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 Offi-ce 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
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pursued. The Office of the General Counsel may recommend that
pro-probable cause conciliation not be entered into at this time
so that it may complete its investigation of the matter.
Further, the Commission will not entertain requests for
pre-probable cause conciliation after briefs on probable cause
have been mailed to the respondent.

Requests for extensions of time will not be routinely
granted. Requests must be made in writing at least five days
prior to the due date of the response and specific good cause
must be demonstrated. In addition, the Office of the General
Counsel ordinarily will not give extensions beyond 20 days.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. 55 437g(a)(4)(B) and 437g(a)(12)(A) unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made
public.

If you have any questions, please contact Tonda Mott, the
attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3400.

Sincerely,

Scott E. Thomas
Chairman

Enclosure
Factual & Legal Analysis
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FED3RAL ELECTION CONNISSION

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Thomas Lantos MUR 3241

I. GENERATION OF MATTER

This matter was generated by a complaint filed by

G.M. (Bill) Quraishi ("Complainant") on March 26, 1991.

Supplemental information to the complaint was filed by

Complainant on June 17, 1991; July 11, 1991; and August 5, 1991.

The Complainant alleges that a number of transactions which

occurred during the 1990 campaigns of Tom Lantos and Dick Swett

violated provisions of The Federal Election Campaign Act of

1971, as amended ("the Act"). Complainant alleges that after

the Tom Lantos for Congress Committee ("Lantos Committee")

contributed the maximum amount permitted to the Dick Svett for

Congress Committee ("Swett Committee"), Rep. Lantos devised

other ways of providing funds and services to aid the Swett

campaign.

II. BACKGROUND

Complainant was the Republican candidate for the llth

Congressional District in California in the 1990 election.

Complainant's Democratic opponent was Thomas Lantos, one of the

respondents in this matter. 1 Dick Swett, Congressman of the

Second District of New Hampshire (Democrat), is the son-in-law

of Rep. Lantos.

1. Mr. Quraishi received 29% of the total vote and Mr. Lantos
won the election with 66% of the vote.
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Dick Swett is married to Rep. Lantos' daughter,

Katrina Lantos-Swett. Ms. Lantos-Swett served during the last

ten years, including the 1989-90 election cycle, as treasurer

and manager of fundraising of the Lantos Committee. Further,

Ms. Lantos-Swett has served as campaign director, advisor and

strategist for the Lantos Committee. Ms. Lantos-Swett also

served as treasurer of the Swett Committee during the 1989-90

election cycle.

The consulting payments made to Katrina Lantos-Swett by tt

Lantos Committee are as follows:

1981-1982 cycle
12-31-81 $18,000
[Debt owed/reported to FEC $10,000]

1983-1984 cycle
[Repayment of 1981 debt)
[2-31-83 $2,5001
[4-11-83 $4,000]
[6-30-83 $3,5001

[$1o0,000

1985-1986 cycle
4-27-87

1987-1988 cycle
11-10-88

1989-1990 cycle
3-16-89
5-17-89
6-26-89
9-1-89
10-3-89
11-22-89
12-12-89
1-20-90
1-25-90
3-1-90
4-1-90
4-26-90
6-6-?0
7-1-90
8-27-90
9-9-90

$10,000

$7,500

$2,000
$2,000
$1,500
$1,000
$1,200
$1,200
$2,500
$1,500
$ 750
$1,800
$2,000
$2,200
$3,600
$2,200
$2,200
$2,300

0e
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10-2-90 $2,200
10-26-90 $2,200
10-30-90 $2,200
12-5-90 $50000

Total $41p550

On April 27, 1987, the Lantos Committee paid MS. Lantos-

Swett a lump sum payment of $10,000. The Lantos Committee

reported this disbursement; however, the Committee did not

indicate in its reports that the payment was for anything other

than for consulting within the reporting period. The Committee

did not report any outstanding debt to Ms. Lantos-Swett for

either 1985 or 1986, or any repayment of such debt in 1987.

This payment occurred one month prior to Ms. Lantos-Swett's

May 28th closing on the purchase of a home.

III. FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

Complainant questions the $10,000 payment to Ms. Lantos-

Swett on April 27, 1987, just one month prior to the closing on

her house in New Hampshire. Complainant alleges that

"Congressman Lantos has a pattern of using campaign funds as a

family enterprise as can be seen by the $10,000 paid to Katrina

Lantos-Swett on April 27, 1987." Complainant alleges that the

actions by Rep. Lantos and his Committee violated 2 U.S.C.

5 439a and House Rule XLIII, Clause 6.2

Regarding this payment, Rep. Lantos stated in an affidavit:

"Never have I provided campaign funds to my daughter Katrina for

personal purposes, in connection with the closing on a home as

alleged by my Complainant or for any other personal purpose."

2. Any violation of House Rule XLIII, Clause 6, does not fallwithin the jurisdiction of the Commission.
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The response appears to indicate that the 1987 payment was for

services rendered by MS. Lantos-Swett during the 1985-86

election cycle. The response from Congressman Lantos and the

Lantos Committee indicates that a $10,000 payment for consulting
was made to Me. Lantos-Swett on April 27, 1987. However,

according to the response, this payment was for services

rendered by Ms. Lantos-Swett during the 1985-86 election cycle.

Pursuant to 2 U.S.C. 5 439a, amounts received by a

candidate as contributions that are in excess of any amount

necessary to defray his expenditures, may be used by such

candidate to defray any ordinary and necessary expenses incurred

in connection with her duties as a holder of Federal office, may

be contributed to any charitable organization as described at

26 U.S.C. 5 170(c), or may be used for any other lawful purpose,

including transfers without limitation to any national, State,

or local committee of any political party; except that no such

amounts may be converted by any person to any personal use,

other than to defray any ordinary and necessary expenses

incurred in connection with his duties as a holder of Federal

office. 3

The Act requires that committees report "the amount and

nature of outstanding debts and obligation owed by or to such

political committee." 2 U.S.C. 5 434(b)(8). The regulations

3. Rep. Lantos was first elected to Congress in 1980, and
thus is not covered by the grandfathering provision of
Section 439a. Therefore, he cannot convert any of the funds ofhis principal campaign committee to personal use because he isnot a "qualified Member." See, 11 C.F.R. SS 113.1(f) and
113.2(e).
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require that "[dlebts and obligations owed by or to a political

committee which remain outstanding shall be continuously

reported until extinguished." 11 C.F.R. S 104.11(a).

The Committee reported no debt to Ms. Lantos-Swett in its

reports for 1985-86. Further, the Committee did not report the

payment made on April 27, 1987 as being made to extinguish debt.

Because this payment was not properly reported, and because of

its close proximity to the closing date on Ms. Lantos-Swett's

home purchase, the allegations raise legitimate questions.

Therefore, there is reason to believe that Thomas Lantos

violated 2 U.S.C. 5 439a.
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February 26, 1993

Phil Swett, Jr.
The Woolen Mill
20 Canal Street, Apt. 101
Winooski, Vermont 05407

RE: MUR 3241

Dear Mr. Swett:

On April 2, 1991, the Federal Election Commission notified
you of a complaint alleging violations of certain sections of
the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended.

On February 2, 1993, the Commission found, on the basis of
the information in the complaint, that there is no reason to
believe you violated the Act. Accordingly, the Commission
closed its file in this matter as it pertains to you.

This matter will become a part of the public record within
30 days after the file has been closed with respect to all other
respondents involved. The Commission reminds you that the
confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. 55 437g(a)(4)(8) and
437g(a)(12)(A) remain in effect until the entire matter is
closed. The Commission will notify you when the entire file has
been closed.

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

BY: erner
Ass 6ciate General Counsel
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February 26, 1993

Henry E. Berman, Treasurer
Feinstein for Governor
164 Marco Way South
San Francisco, CA 94080

RE: MUR 3241
Feinstein for Governor
and Henry E. Berman, as
treasurer

Dear Mr. Berman:

On April 2. 1991, the Federal Election Commission notified
Feinstein for Governor ("the Committee") and you, as treasurer,
of a complaint alleging violations of certain sections of the
Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended.

On February 2, 1993, the Commission found, on the basis of
the information in the complaint, that there is no reason to
believe the Committee and you, as treasurer, violated the Act.
Accordingly, the Commission closed its file in this matter as it
pertains to Feinstein for Governor and Henry E. Berman, 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 other
respondents involved. The Commission reminds you that the
confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. 55 437g(a)(4)(B) and
437g(a)(12)(A) remain in effect until the entire matter is
closed. The Commission will notify you when the entire file has
been closed.

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

BY: Lois Lerner
Associate General Counsel
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February 26, 1993

Robert F. Bauer, Esq.
Perkins Coie
607-14th Street, N.W.
Suite 800
Washington, D.C. 20005-2011

RE: MUR 3241
Timber Dick

Dear Mr. Bauer:

On April 2, 1991, the Federal Election Commission notified
counsel of a complaint against your client, Timber Dick,
alleging violations of certain sections of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, as amended.

On February 2, 1993t the Commission found, on the basis of
the information in the complaint, that there is no reason to
believe your client violated the Act. Accordingly, the
Commission closed its file in this matter as it pertains to
Timber Dick.

This matter will become a part of the public record within
30 days after the file has been closed with respect to all other
respondents involved. The Commission reminds you that the
confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. 55 437g(a)(4)(B) and
437g(a)(12)(A) remain in effect until the entire matter is
closed. The Commission will notify you when the entire file has
been closed.

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

BY: Lois G
Associate General Counsel
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Scott E. Thomas, Chairman
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20463

RE: MUR 3241
New Hampshire Democratic State Cmmittee
and Robert M. Walsh, as Treasurer

Dear Mr. Thomas:

This is to acknowledge receipt of the FEc's Subpoena to Produce
Documents with regard to the above complaint.

Because of the extent and nature of the docmtrequested, I
would like to request a 20-day extension. My jundrstng is
this would be 20 additional days from the due date of March 25,
1993, or April 14, 1993.

Thank you for your assistance in this regard.

Very truly yours,

Robert A. Backus

RAB: jsr

cc: B. Holly Schadler, Esquire
G. M. Quraishi
Robert M. Walsh, Esquire
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHIN(;IO% D('2044B

March 23, 1993

Robert A. Backus, Esq.
Backus, Meyer & Solomon
116 Lowell Street
P.O. Box 516
Manchester, NH 03105

RE: MUR 3241

Dear Mr. Backus:

This is in response to your letter dated March 15, 1993,which we received on March 19, 1993, requesting an extension of20 days to respond to the Commission's Subpoena to ProduceDocuments. After considering the circumstances presented inyour letter, the Office of the General Counsel has granted therequested extension. Accordingly, your response is due by theclose of business on April 14, 1993. No further extensions will
be granted.

If you have any questions, please contact me at (202)
219-3400.

Sincerely,

Tonda M. Mott
Attorney
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Tonda Mott, Esq. c -

Federal Election Commission 7<

999 E Street, N.W. : -=

Washington, D.C. 20463 n;

Re: MUR 3241 (Barnard J. and Rachel L. Gottstein)
z

Dear Ms. Mott:

This office represents Mr. and Mrs. Barnard J. Gottatein in
the above-captioned matter. On March 3, 1993, I received a letter
from Chairman Scott E. Thomas which, among other things,
transmitted a subpoena directed to Mr. and Mrs. Gottatein vith a
requested return date of 30 days after receipt.

I advised you today by telephone conversation that Mr. and
Mrs. Gottstein are in Israel where Mr. Gottstein is recuperating
from surgery through medically supervised physical therapy and
rehabilitation. The Gottsteins will not be returning to the United
States until May 8, 1993. It is their intention to respond to the
subpoena within a week of their return to the United States.

I trust that the return date can be revised accordingly by
mutual agreement.

Sincerely,

Jan WiodBaran

cc: Mr. & Mrs. Barnard J. Gottstein
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March 26,, 1993 E ITIVE

TO: The Commission

FROM: Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

BY: Lois G. Lerner
Associate Gener Counsel

SUBJECT: M4UR 3241
Request for Extension of Time

By letter dated March 9. 1993, counsel for Barnard J. andRachel L. Gottstein requested an extension until Ray 14, 1993 inwhich to respond to the Commission's subpoena. (Attachment 1.)The letter explains that an extension is necessary because Mr. andMrs. Gottstein are in Israel until May 8, 1993, whereMr. Gottstein is recuperating from surgery.

The Office of the General Counsel recommends that theCommission grant the requested extension because counsel does nothave access to the requested documents until the Gottsteins returnto the United States. Furthermore, the alleged violations by theGottsteins represent a minor part of the case, and therefore thecase can proceed without their timely response.

rqCONI I ION

1. Grant an extension until May 14, 1993 to Barnard J. andRachel L. Gottstein.

2. Approve the appropriate letter.

Attachments
1. Request for Extension

Staff Assigned: Tonda M. Mott



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

in the Matter of

Barnard J. and Rachel L. Gottstein -
Request for Extension of Time.

)
M UR 3241

CERTIFICATION

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

Commission, do hereby certify that on April 1, 1993, the

Commission decided by a vote of 6-0 to take the following

actions in MUR 3241:

1. Grant an extension until May 14, 1993 to
Barnard J. and Rachel L. Gottstein.

2. Approve the appropriate letter, as
recommended in the General Counsel's
Memorandum dated March 26, 1993.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, McDonald, McGarry, Potter,

and Thomas voted affirmatively for the decision.

Attest:

Date

I -A J 0'
r I ( I

Marjorie W. EmmonV-1
secretary of the Commission

Received in the Secretariat: Fri., Mar. 26, 1993 4:23 p.m.
Circulated to the Commission: Mon., Mar. 29, 1993 11:00 a.m.
Deadline for vote: Thurs., Apr. 01, 1993 4:00 p.m.

bjr

A6



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHI%CTO ) D( 2046A

APRIL 2, 1993

Jan Witold Baran, Esq.
Wiley, Rein & Fielding
1776 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006

RE: MUR 3241
Barnard J. and Rachel L.
Gottstein

Dear Mr. Baran:

This is in response to your letter dated March 9, 1993,
which we received on March 10, 1993, requesting an extension
until May 14, 1993 to respond to the Commission's subpoena
directed to your clients, Mr. and Mrs. Gottstein. After
considering the circumstances presented in your letter, the
Federal Election Commission has granted the requested extension.
Accordingly, your response is due by the close of business on
May 14, 1993.

If you have any questions, please contact me at (202)
219-3690.

Sincerely,

Tonda M. Mott
Attorney
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Tonda Mott, Esq.
Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 3241
S. Daniel and Tanmv Abraham

Dear Ms. Mott:

As we discussed on Wednesday, March 24, 1993, we received
on that date a letter dated February 26, 1993 and signed by Scott
E. Thomas, Chairman of the Federal Election Commission (the
*Commission") in connection with the above matter. The letter was
sent by Certified Mail, Return Receipt Requested, and accompanied
a Subpoena to Produce Documents dated February 25, 1993 and a
Factual and Legal Analysis of the Commission.

.I

- -

-1

Sincerely,

Mark H. O'Donoq~ue

CURwns,
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April 1, 1993

Tonda Mott, Esq.
Office of the General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, NW
Washington, DC 20463

Re: NIUR 3241

Dear Ms. Mott:

On behalf of the Honorable Thomas Lantos; the Tom Lantos
for Congress Committee, and Katrina Lantos-Swett, as
Treasurer; and the Dick Swett for Congress Committee, and
Katrina Lantos-Swett, as Treasurer, we request an extension of
time to respond to the Commission's letters dated February 26,
1993. Due to my clients' travel schedule and the unexpected
hospitalization of a family member, we have not had an
opportunity to finalize and review the responses with our
clients. Therefore we are requesting an extension until
April 9.

r. truly yours,

B olrytF. Bauer
B. Holly Schadler

BHS:mah

(09901-9700,DA93C930.004)

T E 4-4 02- P( N '] a Fk(im 1.'L (20'2) 4 34 - 161)
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

APRIL 2, 1993

Robert F. Bauer, Esq.
Perkins Coie
607 Fourteenth Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20005-2011

RE: MUR 3241
Honorable Thomas Lantos;
Tom Lantos for Congress
Committee and Katrina
Lantos-Swett, as treasurer;
Dick Swett for Congress
Committee and Katrina
Lantos-Swett, as treasurer.

Dear Mr. Bauer:

This is in response to your letter dated April 1, 1993,
which we received on April 1, 1993, requesting an extension
until April 9, 1993 to respond to the Commission's subpoenas.

After considering the circumstances presented in your letter,
the Office of the General Counsel has granted the requested
extension. Accordingly, your response is due by the close of
business on April 9, 1993. No further extensions will be
granted.

If you have any questions, please contact me at (202)
219-3690.

Sincerely,

Tonda M. Mott
Attorney
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Dlemocrai Naional Comittee
March 30, 1993

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

(3

.=.

Attention: Tonda Mott, Esq.

Re: MYLL3241

Dear Ms. Mott:

Enclosed for filing in the above-referenced NUR on behalf

respondents Democratic National Comittee and Robert T. Matsui
Treasurer please find

(1) all documents in the custody, possession or control
respondents that are responsive to the subpoena served
respondents and dated February 25, 1993 and

(2) a Memorandum of the Democratic National Committee
Support of No Probable Cause and Dimissal of the Complaint.

of
as

of
on

In

If you have any questions or need further information, please
contact the undersigned.

Sincerely yours,

J7eeaE. Sandler
General Counsel

Attorney for Respondents
Democratic National Committee
and Robert T. Matsui as
Treasurer

430 South Capitol Street, S.E. Washington. D.C. 20003 (202) 863-8000

Paid tr by the Democratic National Committee- Contributions to the Democratic National Committee are not tax deductible.
* q *.Printed on Rcycled Paper



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the matter of:) 1

Democratic National Committee ) MUR 3241
and Robert T. Matsui,)
as Treasurer W

MEMORANDUM OF THE DEMOCRATIC NATIONAL COMMITTEE a
IN SUPPORT OF NO PROBABLE CAUSE AND DISMISSAL

OF THE COMPLAINT

The Commission has found reason to believe that respondents

Democratic National Committee ("the DNC") and Treasurer Robert T.

Matsui have violated sections 44la(a) (B) and 441a(f) by accepting

contributions, indisputably lawful in amount, from the Lantos for

Congress Committee ("Lantos Committee") and, within the same

election cycle, making transfers, also indisputably lawful in

amount, to the New Hampshire Democratic Party (the "New Hampshire

State Party").

The General Counsel takes the position that the contributions

were "earmarked" for the campaign of Rep. Dick Swett (the "Swett

Campaign") and that the DNC should have reported as a conduit,

because the Lantos Committee asked the DNC in a letter to consider

using the funds to help any or all of five different candidates in

three different states, including the Swett Campaign. It is

manifest, however, that there was no "earmarking" through the DNC

in this case within the meaning of the Commission's regulation, 11

C.F.R. S 110.6(b).

First, the language of the letter from the Lantos Campaign to

the DNC does not, under Commission precedents, constitute an

earmarking designation, instruction or encumbrance. Second, even

if it did, such language did not result in the making of any



2

contribution to or expenditure on behalf of the Swett Campaign by

the DNC because it is undisputed that the DNC in tact made no such

contribution or expenditure. Third, there was no designation,

encumbrance or instruction whatsoever given by the DNC to the State

Party with regard to Swett and, consequently even if there was an

expenditure for Swett by the State Party, it could not have been

part of any earmarking.

The General Counsel further suggests that the DNC knowingly

accepted an illegal contribution because the Lantos Committee,,

having made the maximum contribution to the Swett Campaign, made a

contribution to the DNC with "knowledge" that the latter

contribution would be used to benefit Rep. Swett, thereby violating

the conditions of 11 C.P.R. S 110.1(h). In effect the General

Counsel has concluded that a party comittee, by accepting a

contribution lawful in amount from a permissible source, can

nevertheless be charged with knowingly accepting an illegal

campaign contribution because of the separate actions of a

contributor--actions of which the party itself has no knowledge.

That conclusion is as preposterous as it is unprecedented.

In any event, it makes no sense to apply section 110.1(h) to

contributions made to party committees, since contributors to a

party always have some "knowledge" thiat the party spends its funds

to benefit its candidates. The legislative history on which

section 110.1(h) is based refers only to contributions to

unauthorized single-candidate committees. The Commission has

applied the regulation only to such single-candidate committees;



and the General Counsel has previously found that section 110.1(h)

should & be applied to contributions to party committees.

For these reasons, the Commission should find that there is no

probable cause to believe that any violation of the Act has

occurred and should dismiss the complaint.

FACTUAL BACKGROUN

The relevant facts are apparent from the documents produced in

the case to date, additional documents being produced by the DNC

herewith in response to the Commission's subpoena, and from reports

filed with the FEC. On October 16, 1990, the Lantos for Congress

Committee sent to the DNC two checks, one for $20,000 and one for

$30,000. The checks were accompanied by a letter dated October 16,

1990, from Robert Bauer on behalf of the Lantos Campaign, addressed

to Paul Tully, then political director of the DNC.

By letter faxed by the Lantos Committee to the DNC on October

22, 1990, the contributions were re-designated to "Victory 90", a

joint fundraising committee of the DNC and 21 state Democratic

Parties.

As our FEC reports plainly show, during 1990, the DNC

transferred approximately $1.2 million from its federal account to

40 different state parties. Among those transfers were two

transfers in the amount of $5,000 each to the New Hampshire

Democratic Party, one on October 4, 1990 and one on October 10,

1990.

In addition, the 21 state parties involved in the Victory 90

joint fundraising project included New Hampshire. Pursuant to the
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joint fundraising agreement, the New Hampshire Democratic Party

received a certain percentage of the net proceeds, amounting to

$41,000 in federal funds and $4,000 in non-federal funds.

Transfers of federal funds from the Victory 90 joint fundraising

account were made to Now Hampshire in the amounts of $39,000 on

October 25, 1990; $1,000 on November 1, 1990; and an additional

1,000 on November 2, 1990.

It is undisputed that the DNC made no contributions or

expenditures on behalf of Mr. Swett.

DISCUSSION

I. keo Was No ar-markina

The Commission found reason to believe that DNC had violated

2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (8) by failing, as an "intermediary or conduit",

to report the contribution from the Lantos Committee to the DNC as

"earmarked" for the Swett campaign. The Commission's regulations

define "earmarked" to mean--

a designation, instruction or encumbrance, whether direct
or indirect, express or implied, oral or written, which
results in all or any part of a contribution or
expenditure being made to, or expended on behalf of, a
clearly identified candidate or a candidate's authorized
committee.

11 C.F.R. S 110.6(b) (1). The regulations define "conduit" or

intermediary" to mean--

any person who receives and forwards an earmarked
contribution to a candidate or a candidate's authorized
committee. ...

11 C.F.R. § 110.6(b)(2). The DNC was not an "intermediary" or
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"conduit" for any "earmarked" contribution in this case, for the

following reasons.

A. The Language of the Letter from the Lantos Committee to
the DNC Did Not Constitute a Designation, Instruction or
Encumbrance-

The language of the October 16, 1990 letter to the DNC from

Robert Bauer on behalf of the Lantos Campaign does not contain

language amounting to a "designation, instruction or encumbrance"

under commission precedents. That letter reads in pertinent part:

The disposition of the funds is, in his view, a matter
for the discretion of the DNC. The Congressman [Lantos]
would like to note certain campaigns in which he holds
special interest and to ask your consideration of any use
of the funds helpful to those campaigns. These are the
gubernatorial campaign in California; the reelection
effort of Congressman Bates in the same state; the House
candidacy of his son-in-law, Dick Swett which presents
also with the Durkin Senate candidacy rare opportunities
in New Hampshire; and the House candidacy of Tin Roemer
in Indiana. Any support provided directly to those
candidates, or to the efforts of the entire Democratic
ticket in those states,, would appeal to the congressman
as additional options for you to consider along with
other you may have separately (in] mind.

This letter mentions no less than five different campaigns in

three different states, including two different races in New

Hampshire. The letter plainly says that the disposition of the

funds is "a matter for the discretion of the DNC." And the letter

encourages the DNC to support "the efforts of the entire Democratic

ticket" in those five states. This language simply does not amount

to a designation or instruction that the funds be transferred to

benefit Mr. Swett.

In MUR 2632, the Commission considered a contribution from the

Better Government Committee to the South Dakota Democratic Party.



6

A letter accompanying the contribution stated, "Please convey our

best wishes to Tom (Daschle] in his difficult senatorial race and

hopefully he will carry Tim Johnson into his old congressional

seat." The letter was addressed to an individual who was employed

by Sen. Daschle's campaign at the time of the contribution. (MUR

2632, First General Counsel's Report at 2-3 (October 12, 1988)).

The General Counsel concluded that this letter--

does not, on its face, exhibit earmarking. The letter
does not provide the express or implied instruction of 11
C.F.R. S 110.6(b) that Senator Daschle should ultimately
receive the benefit of their contribution. The letter in
fact states that the contribution is being made to the
South Dakota Democratic Majority Program Federal Account.
Although it refers to the Daschle caRnaign, it also
mentions a House candidate's campaigmn. The letter does
not contain a specific designation of the amount to be
used for or contributed to either candidate.

Id., First General Counsel's Report at 6 (emphasis added). The

Commission adopted this conclusion, unanimously finding no reason

to believe that there had been any earmarking for Sen. Daschle.

Here too, the October 16 letter from Bob Bauer on behalf of

the Lantos Committee also mentions another New Hampshire

candidate's campaign, as well as three other candidates in

different states. Here, too, the letter does not contain a

specific designation of the amount to be used for any of those

races. Like the language of the Better Government letter in MUR

2632, then, the language of the October 16 letter simply does =

provide an express or implied instruction that Mr. Swett should

receive the benefit of any of the contribution. For this reason,

the language of the October 16 letter does not amount to earmarking

under the Commission's regulations.



B. The DNC Did Not Make Any Contribution to or Expenditure
on Behalf of the Swett CaMaaign

Even if the language of the October 16 letter amounted to a

"designation, instruction or encumbrance," it still would not

constitute earmarking through the DNC--and the DNC would not be an

"intermediary" or "conduit"--unless such language resulted in a

contribution or expenditure being made on behalf of the Swett

Campaign, by the DNC. It is undisputed, however, that the DNC made

absolutely no contributions to or expenditures on behalf of the

Swett Campaign. There was simply no earmarking of any kind through

the DNC.

C. The DNC Did Not Make Any Designation, Instruction or
Encumbrance With Respect to Its Transfer to the State
Party

The General Counsel's entire earmarking case rests on the

assertion that funds were "ultimately spent on the Swett Committee"

by the New Hampshire State Party. Factual and Legal Analysis at 9.

Even assuming that were true,' there is no earmarking under the

Commission's regulation unless that expenditure resulted from a

designation, instruction or encumbrance, that was somehow

communicated to the expending entity, the supposed ultimate

conduit, i.e., the State Party.2

As far as the DNC knows, no such expenditures were made.
The FEC reports filed by the State Party show no contributions to
or expenditures made on behalf of Swett during 1990. The General
Counsel cites a letter from the Swett Campaign to the New Hampshire
Secretary of State but the DNC has never seen that letter and has
not been provided with a copy by the FEC even now.

2 Indeed, the General Counsel's theory that the contribution
was earmarked through two conduits--first the DNC, then the State
Party--in itself has no basis in the Commission's regulations.



In this case, however, there is no evidence of any

designation, encumbrance or instruction that "resulted" in that

expenditure. The October 16 letter was addressed to the DNC.

There is no evidence--none--that this letter or any other

instruction or designation relating to Swett was ever given by the

DNC, in turn, to the New Hampshire State Party. Indeed, the

General Counsel offers no evidence at all that the DNC had any

knowledge of, or reason to know, how the New Hampshire Democratic

Party would spend or did spend the money being transferred, nor

that the State Party had any knowledge of the October 16 letter or

any other information about the desires or preferences of the

Lantos Committee or any other contributor to the DNC.

For these reasons, there was no wearmarking" through the DNC

as "intermediary" or "conduit" in this case.

II. The DNC Did Not Accet My Prohibited Contribution

It is undisputed that the $50,000 contributed by the Lantos

Committee to the DNC represented excess campaign funds which could,

pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 439a, be contributed without limitation to

Since the DNC, at worst, used the supposedly earmarked funds to
transfer to the State Party, rather than to make any contribution
to or expenditure on behalf of a candidate, the earmarking
regulations are inapplicable. There is no such thing as earmarking
through one party committee to another. In the Explanation and
Justification for the revised regulations, the Commission stated:

The Commission has decided that S 110.6 should continue
to be limited to contributions earmarked to candidates
and their authorized committees, and thus should not be
extended to include contributions earmarked to other
tYes of Dolitical committees.

54 Fed. Egg. 34105 (Aug. 17, 1989) (emphasis added).
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the DNC. The contribution was, therefore, unquestionably lawful

both in source and amount. It is thus inconceivable how the DNC

could be charged with "knowingly" accepting an unlawful

contribution under 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f).

A. Section 110.1(h) Cannot be Applied to Hold a Party
Committee Liable for a Contributor's Separate
Contribution to an Authorized Candidate Committee

The General Counsel cites 11 C.F.R. S 110.1(h), arguing that

the Lantos Committee's contributions would exceed that Committee's

limits under that regulation if they "were given with the knowledge

that a substantial portion would be contributed to, or expended on

behalf of the Swett Committee. . . ." Factual and Legal Analysis at

9. But that regulation refers exclusively to the situation where

a contributor contributes to an authorized candidate committee and

to another committee supporting that candidate.

Clearly the DNC cannot be charged with "knowing" that a

particular contribution has been magically rendered unlawful by

reason of the contributor's contributions to anoe, completely

unaffiliated committee, i.e, an authorized candidate committee.

The DNC often has no way of knowing whether a contributor has made

a contribution to a candidate's authorized committee at the time

the contribution to the DNC is made, since the candidate's FEC

report showing that contribution may not have yet been due. It

would be absurd to suppose that a party committee could be charged

with violating S 441a(f) by accepting a contribution lawful in

amount, from a permissible source, because of something the

contributor has done of which the party committee itself has no
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&flMlisAge. The General Counsel has cited no authority or precedent

whatsoever for such a proposition and, as far as we know, there is

none.

B. Section 110.1(h) Cannot Logically Be Applied to
Contributions &o Party Committees At All

indeed, it makes no sense to apply section 110.1(h) to party

committees at a.ll. That is, it makes no sense to apply this

provision to hold eitherz the contributor or the party committee

liable for a contribution made to a party committee after the

contributor has made the maximum contribution to the candidate's

authorized committee. Virtually any contribution made to a party

committee is made with the knowledge that some portion may well be

expended for the party's candidates. For example, in any state

with a hotly contested Senate race, a contributor to the State

Party knows that the State Party is likely to make some coordinated

expenditure, or at least undertake exempt activity,, on behalf of

its Senate candidate. Surely such knowledge cannot disqualify the

contributor from making a contribution both to the candidate's

authorized committee and to the State Party.

C. The Legislative History Does Not Support Application of

Section 110.1(h) To Party Committees

There is no indication whatsoever that, in the absence of

earmarking, Congress intended to forbid a contribution in these

circumstances. To the contrary, the legislative history cited by

the General Counsel states that:

The conferees also agree that the same limitations on
contributions that apply to a candidate shall also apply



to a cMmittee makina expenditures solely on behalf of
such candidate.

Factual and Legal Analysis at 6, citing H.Rep. 1057, 94th Cong., 2d

Sas. 68 (1976) (emphasis added). Thus, Congress simply

contemplated that a contributor making the maximum contribution to

an authorized candidate committee could not then contribute to an

unauthorized committee making expenditures sol on behalf of that

same candidate--i.e., a single-candidate committee. There is no

basis whatsoever for supposing that Congress ever intended the

principle of section 110.1(h) to apply to contributions to party

committees, as opposed to such unauthorized single-candidate

committees.

D. The Commission Has Never Applied Section 110.1(h) To
Party Committees and the General Counsel Has Suggested It
Should Not Be So AD2lied

The Commission has never applied section 110.1(h) to party

committees and the General Counsel has, indeed, previously

suggested that it should not be so applied. The only two cases

cited by the General Counsel both involved contributions made to

sing le-candidate committees. In Advisory Opinion Request 1976-20,

cited by the General Counsel, the unauthorized committee in

question was "Volunteers for Reagan." The question was whether

persons who had already given the maximum to Gov. Reagan's

authorized committee could also give to this unauthorized committee

which was supporting only Gov. Reagan's candidacy. The Commission

applied its then-proposed regulation at S 110.1(h) to hold that

this would be permissible only if the contributor did not give with

knowledge that a substantial portion would be expended for Reagan.



Similarly, in Advisory Opinion 1984-2, the other precedent

cited by the General Counsel, the unauthorized committee was

*Americans for Phil Gramm in '84.0 The Commission observed, in

dicta, that a contributor who gave the maximum to then-Rep. Gramm's

authorized committee could not also give to "Americans for Phil

Gramm" since the contributor would have knowledge that

contributions to the latter committee would be expended on behalf

of Rep. Gramm. Thus both precedents involved single-candidate

committees.

The General Counsel has in fact previously suggested that

section 110.1(h) should not be applied to party committees. In MUR

2335, the Commission considered a series of contributions made by

one Jane Morrison to the Connecticut Democratic Party, with a

series of matching coordinated expenditures made by the State Party

in identical amounts, on behalf of Ms. Morrison's husband, a

candidate for Congress in Connecticut. After the Commission had

found reason to believe that the State Party had violated S 441a(f)

based on section 110.1(h) of the regulations, the General Counsel,

at the probable cause stage, concluded that while the earmarking

provisions of the Act were applicable, section 110.1(h) should not

be:

Section 110.1(h) has never been apDlied to circumstances
similar to these. . . (T]he Commission has not
previously extended the a~olication of Section 110.1(h)
to state 2arty committees claiming to make coordinated
exoenditures.

General Counsel's Report, January 10, 1989, at 9 (emphasis added).

The General Counsel then concluded that the earmarking provisions



should be applied and that section 110.1(h) should not be applied.

The instant case does not even involve a contribution made by

a contributor to a State Committee but rather a contribution to the

DNC which, in turn, made no contributions or expenditures

whatsoever to or on behalf of Rep. Swett. Even if the Lantos

Committee is regarded as having made a contribution through the DNC

to the New Hampshire State Party, however, section 110.1(h) should

be held inapplicable to contributions to party committees, for the

reasons suggested above, and as the General Counsel apparently

concluded in MUR 2335.



COWCLUSION

For the reasons stated above, the Commission should find no

probable cause to believe that the Democratic National Committee

has committed any violation of 2 U.S.C. 441a(a)(8) or 2 U.S.C.

441a(f), or of any other provision of the Act, in connection with

this matter, and should dismiss the complaint.

Respectfully submitted,

20hph E. Sandler
General Counsel
Democratic National Committee
430 S. Capitol Street, S.E.
Washinqton, D.C. 20003
(202) 863-7110

Attorney for Respondents
Democratic National Comittee and
Robert T. Natsui, as Treasurer

Dated: March 30, 1993
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October 16. 1990 "

Mr. Paul Tully
Political Director
Demcratic National Committee W ;
430 South Capitol Street, S.E. 4r

Washington, DC 20003

Dear Paul:

This letter serves to confirm the contribution made to the
Democratic National Committee by the Lantos for Congress
Committee. The contribution, in the amount of $50,000, will
have been delivered today by hand.

The Congressman currently has meager opposition and a
substantial cash on hand which enables him to declare and
transfer to the DIC a surplus under Section 439a of the Federal
Election Campaign Act. He is aware that the Democrats have
been presented at this time with a significant opportunity in
Congressional and gubernatorial campaigns; the public appears
prepared to entertain a new traditional Democratic messages and
to question the direction of the country under Republican
policies.

The disposition of the funds is, in his view, a matter for
the discretion of the DNC. The Congressman would like to note
certain campaigns in which he holds special interest, and to
ask your consideration of any use of the funds helpful to those
campaigns. These are the gubernatorial campaign in California;
the reelection effort of Congressman Bates in the same state;
the House candidacy of his son-in-law, Dick Swett, which
presents also with the Durkin Senate candidacy rare
opportunities in New Hampshire; and the House candidacy of Tim
Roemer in Indiana. Any support provided directly to those
candidates, or to the efforts .of the entire Democratic ticket
in those states, would appeal to the Congressman as additional
options for you to consider along with others you may have
separately mind.

I am glad that the Congressman can be of help to the
efforts of the DNC at this crucial moment in the cycle. Should
you have any questions, please do not hesitate to let me know.

Very truly yours,

'obert F. Dauer

TILf 44-02 - - P'%o L', a F,-_-,tLF (20212) k-208



Democratic National Commttee

September 26, 1990

Mr. Tom Connally
Office of the Secretary of State
State House
Concord, NH 03301

Dear Mr. Connally:

I am vritinq to confirm my understandinq of our telephone
conversation of this date. You vii .recall that I inquired about
the Democratic National Couittee's(DIIC) ability to make
contributions to mew Haapshire candidates.

You will recall that the DUC is a national political party
committ e and was organized as a not-for-profit corporation
registered in the District of Columbia. Notwithstanding the
corporate prohibition In Nev Hampshire Rev. Stat. Ann. 1 664:4 (1.),
it is my understanding that the WC may make unlimited
contributions to candidates for state-wide office, as well as
candidates for state legislative office.

Further, the DVC is not required to file a statement of
organization, nor file regular reports to the Secretary of State.

if my understanding of our telephone conversation is
incorrect, as repreen te by this letter, please do not hesitate to
contact me at (202) 479-5110 or at the 1addres below.

Thank you for your assistance in this matter.

SInC~~l,_..

Coupli Director

430 South Capto4 Street. S E Washington. D C 20005 (202) 864000
Plud f*w bv the De roctmic ,tiuonl Committee. Contnbutions to the Denocmrtic Nt onal Committee am not -ix

Prined on Recvcled PAper



Deffmcfat Nad C

RonAId H Bmna n

Chairman

October 4, 1988 2

-o

Mr. Ned Helm
Chair -

New Hampshire Democratic Party
922 Elm Street, Suite 210
Manchester, NH 03101

Dear Ned:

on behalf of the Democratic National Comittee (ODKCO), I am
pleased to enclose .a check in the amount of $5,000.00 payable to
the Democratic Party of Wev ilavvbire. IMu account on which this
check is drawn contains only CONtributim r*e"Ved in accordance
with the limitations and prohibitions of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, as amne.

This contribution to the Oaw e State Democratic Party
will be reported by the DEC to the Fedeal Election omIon
(oFECO) on our next report. Your recept of this contribution
should be shown when filing Your net s port with the
FEc. if you would like additional guidance concerni the use and
reporting of federal funds, we sugget that you contact the Federal
Election Commission at (600) 424-9530.

On behalf of the D atic National Ccmitte I am pleased
that we are able to provide this support to the Party.

Sincerely,

Ronald H. Brown

4 50 South Captol Serr,. S. E. Watshingon. D C 20003 (202) 8634000
Paid fo by the D rmo ,cic Nacton l Committee. Contnbuton to the Deumocnitc bnonsl Committee an no tax dedu,;.',te

Pnnied on ecyced Papet
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Democazc Nationa Comminuee

Ron.aild H Bmrn~
C hai r ma n

October 11, 1990

Mr. Ned Helms
Chair
New Hampshire Democratic Party
922 Elm Street, Suite 210
Manchester, NH 03101

Dear Ned:

On behalf of the Democratic National Co ittee ("wMiC"), I ampleased to enclose a check in the amount of $5,00.00 payable tothe New Hampshire State Democratic Party. The account on whichthis check is drawn contains only contributio received inaccordance with the limitations and prohibition8 of the FederalElection Campaign Act of 1971, as amended.

This contribution to the New Hampshire State Dmcr-atic Partywill be reported by the DNC to the Federal Election Comi"sion("FEC") on our next report. Your rweelpt of this contributionshould be shown when filing your next scheduled report with theFEC. If you would like additional guidance concerning the use andreporting of federal funds, we sugqest that you contact the FederalElection Cmission at (800) 424-9530.

On behalf of the Democratic National Committee I am pleasedthat we are able to provide this support for the New HampshireDemocratic Party.

Sincerely,

Ronald H. Brown

-W0 South Capitol Srerm. S E Washington. D C. 20003 (202) 868000Paid for by the Demomnrac NnonaJ Commattee. Contrbutions to the Denmazc Nnomm CuAmug an not tax i -
Printed on Recycled Paer
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October 25, 1990

Ned Helms
Chairman
New Hampshire Democratic Party
922 Elm Street, Suite 210
Manchester, NH 03101

Dear Ned:

On behalf of the Democratic National Committee (DNC), the
joint fundraising representative for "Victory 90", a joint
fundraising program of the DIIC and various state committees, I an
pleased to enclose a check in the amount of $39,000.00 payable to
the New Hampshire Democratic Party. The account on which this
check is drawn contains only contributions received in accordance
with the limitations and prohibitions of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, as amended. Accordingly,, this check may be
deposited in your state Party's federal account.

In the near future ye will be forwarding you an itemization
of donors who have contributed to "Victory 900 and are the source
of the enclosed proceeds. You will need to report these
contributions on your Federal Election Commission report.

Good luck on November 6.

Sincerely,

Ronald H. Brown
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Democratic Nsvonal Comm'e

October 25, 1990

Congressman Lantos
Lantos for Congress Committee
P.O. Box 611
Burlingame, California 94010

Dear Cong. Lantos:

Thank you for your most generous contribution to "Victory 90",
a federal joint fundraising project of the Democratic National
Committee and twenty-one state Democratic parties. Proceeds from
"Victory 90" will be shared by the following state parties
according to their stated percentaqes: Hawaii 12.2%, Massachusetts
24.4%, New Hampshire 32.5% and the following states all at 1.6%:
Arizona, California, Colorado, Connecticut, Florida, Idaho,
Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Kentucky, Michigan, New Mexico, North
Carolina, Ohio, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island and Texas. This
contribution will be reported to the FEC in accQrdance with federal
election laws.

.Sincerely,

William Cross
Legal Counsel

430 South Caqktoc Stut. SE. Wahunapon, D.C. 20003 (202) 8634000
Paid x by the Dmocatc Nationma Comman. Cosmbmuom to the Democruc NamW Comm M not tax ae. - _e

Phated on Recyced NPqm
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Dmocraic Natona Comtt

Rotuld H Brown
Chairman November 2, 1990

Mr. Ned Helms
Chairman
New Hampshire Democratic Committee
922 Elm Street, Suite 210
Manchester, NH 03101

Dear Ned:

On behalf of the Democratic National Committee ("DNCO), I am
pleased to enclose two checks in the total amount of $5,000.00.
The check drawn on the Victory '90 - Federal account is from a
joint fundraising proqram of the DNC, the Rew Hanshire State
Committee and various other state party comittees. The account
on which the check is drawn contains only contributions received
in accordance with the limitations and prohibitions of the
Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as ane and thus may be
deposited in your Committee's federal account. This checks
represents a partial disbursement of the proceeds due the New
Hampshire State Committee under the Victory 90 joint fundraising
agreement.

This contribution to the New Hampshire State Comittee
should be reported to the Federal Election commision (OFECO) in
your next report as a transfer from an affiliate. Under
separate cover, we will provide you with a m entry which
should be submitted with your post-election FEC report.

The second check, in the amount of $4,000.00, is drawn on
an, account which contains non-federal contributions received
from individuals and is maintained for use in connection with
elections to state and local offices in states where such
contributions are permitted.

This contribution is transmitted for use only in connection
with your party's efforts allocable to candidates for state and
local office. We wish to remind you, however, that the Federal
Election Commission requires that party committees defray the
portion of party-wide activities allocable to federal elections

430 South Capito Stfet. S E. Washington. D C 20003 (202) 8634000

Paid foe by the Democratic NKcaW Coimattee. Contmbutos to the Demoiarc N&aam Coamnm a not tax dedw .":r
Pnnted ou Reycled Paper



with contributions allowable under the Federal Elections Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended ("federal funds"). Accordingly, we are
transferring these funds subject to the express condition that
they be used only in accordance with applicable federal and state
laws and upon the express condition that, if these funds are to
be used to defray a portion of party-wide activities that
include a federal election, that portion allocable to a federal
election be paid with federal funds.

It is our understanding that New Hampshire election law
allows individuals to make political contributions in connection
with state and local elections but we make no representation or
warranty to that effect and you should consult with your state
party attorney to determine that this is correct. If our
understanding in this regard of New Hampshire state law is
incorrect, kindly return this contribution.

If you would like additional guidance concerning the
reporting or allocation of federal and non-federal funds, we
suggest that you contact the Federal Election Commission at (800)
424-9530.

On behalf of the DNC, all best wishes for Election day.

Sincerely,

Ronald H. Brown



I0 o

I

I

09 ,00%00
-,wo m /liDJ FORL C"nW l IVM

,O00,0LCu ,:O5 hOO S?: IO,

uemocratic Party of New gampsabire
(Non-Federal)

taumm uwm
New Hampshire Docratic Party
922 Elm St.. Suite 23.0

Manchester, UN 03101

S no= -- m am _

_ ma / sUm

-_ AUI/

fA~ "~> ccc'

. ... to New 1,. Caerdinat.~ ~amaigp~

- 2/6.

)"C 1MVIKS CTION4W SOW" CArro 3llMY. s.IL
WAS4NY0N. 0 C M

Democratic Party of New Haapshire-Federal

November 2. ,m*90 V

SC Z. 0 __ $ 1,000.00

(oWl CooaG~

0 1 nc4(

II



it Y rO * )UA
DUNC SERVICES COR;= = \= SOL"4 CAP L SIMt. S.I.0C .- Nove ber 2, 190

TOM°S Democratic Party of Nov !Mashir, Non-Federal Individual $ 4000.00

-1'.i ,49;000'r.0 -'OLLM

It ,% mm,.-----OS 
(A J_

"00 &OO'. ' oSa, OoaiS ?&: 0& 4 .. -.. ,.

oemocratLc varty or NW nSpwazre
(Non-Federal)

New Hampshire Democratic Party
922 Elm St., Suite 210

Manchester Nil 03101

- aoe / Eormmf

snlms / Caww
- mewI ! Co)

Nam
VtoNe' a r "f° ,Ov ,A

Pr

I I

II 
IJI

I



uUG- 'WWO

KN PARw Avtpmuc

?.~gw XXV N 'Y 1007006M

A'&T 4#U'1l7.a

N,-04t fOx NO &04d

2 HOJSIrON CE(N'Tw

909 FANNN SvIlCE,

S4JT 3725

HOS!Ot4 TX -'70'0

-t C:O*(- 7113 7$10 071Z

P,,f8A No

COI. ROMA

087o MExiuC0 D F

'rC-~L-ft 5,2S-ZGC '6S4

CUlrs, MAL.rT-PfPEVOT, COLT & MOGLE
ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELLORS AT LAW

1801 K ST'ECT N W

SuiT 1205 L

WASHINGTON 0 C 20006

Tmapwtew ace-4a-731
CA6Lt MIGNiAR0 WASHINGTON D C

Ttt[x TT 44O79 CmPut

T~CLCOVIC ?Z-452-733,3

V Ni j Mweo 202 452 '.37

Two THooomomq ON AVENUE

LONIOON CIN 20L

?4t'%,CO'-Oht 4411 03,,, 4-P
ZtL 64 ()04 CMPcM

"0" aC* 44Pt 638 15SIR

AvrcNt V( .toq HUGO

715115 PA...

TILCO..Opo 3.); AS00-99-68

T.CLCX 6407S4 WVGN;AQ

TcIECOP~aft 331 4S 00 84-o06

FCINERR-VOM-Syt.N 5Tr 24+ZI5

6000 FsANstron? ^m MA. F i

Tt~tw-OPC 4069 '30 03

WRI'rrn S C) CC' 0,A ,$mr

April 7, 1993

By Fax (219-3923)

4Z
Tonda Mott, Esq.
Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: NUR 3241
S. Daniel and Tamy AbrahaM

Dear Ms. Nott:

I write to confirm our telephone conversation today
during which I requested an extension to May 7, 1993 for responses
of S. Daniel Abraham and Tammy Abraham to the Subpoena to Produce
Documents dated February 25, 1993. As I explained during our
conversation, I am requesting this extension because of travel
arrangements on the part of our clients and myself over the next
month which will make it impossible for us to consult prior to the
current due date of April 23, 1993.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

Mark H. O'Donog ue,



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
ASHI%(TO% DC 20461

April 9, 1993

Mark H. O'Donoghue, Esq.
Curtis, Mallet-Provost, Colt & Mosle
1801 K Street, N.W.
Suite 1205 L
Washington, D.C. 20006

RE: MUR 3241

S. Daniel and Tammy Abraham

Dear Mr. Donoghue:

This is in response to your letter dated April 7, 1993,
which we received on April 8, 1993, requesting an extension
until Nay 7, 1993 to respond to the Commission's Subpoena to
Produce Documents dated February 25, 1993. After considering
the circumstances presented in your letter, the Office of the
General Counsel has granted the requested extension.
Accordingly, your response is due by the close of business on
May 7, 1993.

If you have any questions, please contact me at (202)
219-3400.

Attorney
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April 8, 1993 -

Lawrence M. Noble, Esq.
Office of the General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, NW
Washington, D.C. 20463

Attention: Tonda Mott

Re: KUR 3241 - Congressman Thomas Lantos

Dear Mr. Noble:

This letter, filed on behalf of Congressman Tom Lantos,
responds to the Commission's letter and Factual and Legal
Analysis dated February 26, 1993. The Commission found reason
to believe that Congressman Lantos violated 2 U.S.C. S 439a by
paying a consulting fee of $10,000 from his principal campaign
committee to his daughter, the treasurer of the committee.
This payment was one of dozens of similar payments made by the
Committee to Katrina Lantos-Swett over an almost ten year
period, justly compensating her for her services as treasurer
and campaign consultant to the Lantos Committee.

This compensation was singled out by Complainant, who
alleged that there was some link between this payment and the
closing on Ms. Lantos-Swett's house in New Hampshire. But,
these allegations have no basis in fact as the earlier
submission of the Lantos Committee documents through affidavit
and written response.

Ms. Lantos-Swett's Compensation

The Factual and Legal Analysis gives no weight to the
affidavits of Congressman Lantos or Ms. Lantos-Swett and
relies instead on Mr. Quraishi's spurious conclusions
regarding a professional relationship about which he has no
information. The General Counsel's readiness to cast doubt on
the legitimacy of consulting payments paid to Ms. Lantos-Swett
is offensive and raises the question of whether similar
payments made to a man in her position would be looked on with
such skepticism. We do not believe so.
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Lawrence M. Noble, Esq.
April 8, 1993
Page 2

Ms. Lantos-Swett has served Congressman Lantos' campaign
for a decade. As her affidavit states, she has provided a
broad range of services to the campaign including performing
all of the treasurer's duties, as well as acting as a key
strategist for the campaign through several difficult
elections. The constancy and high caliber of her service
would be difficult, if not impossible, to find in Washington,
D.C. or any where else in the country.

It is nothing but blatant and gross sexism initiated by
Mr. Quraishi that is driving an inquiry into the issue of
whether Ms. Lantos-Swett was appropriately compensated for her
services. Hundreds of consultants receive fees that are
vastly in excess of what Ms. Lantos-Swett received without a
question raised. But here, the question is being raised
whether a woman of obvious capability and exceptional
educational background should be paid adequately for her
services.'

As the earlier submission by the Lantos Committee stated,
Ms. Lantos-Swett and Congressman Lantos decided periodically
what amounts should be paid to her and in all cases these
amounts reflected the level of service rendered to the
Committee. As with most election-related work, the time frame
for performance of services by Ms. Lantos-Swett was sporadic
and irregular. The payments for her work were similarly
irregular. Nevertheless, Congressman Lantos and his daughter
agreed on the work to be performed and the Lantos Committee
made periodic payments that reflected services rendered. The
1987 compensation was handled in precisely this manner.

Indeed, the Commission's reason to believe finding is
thoroughly inconsistent with Advisory Opinions addressing
committee expenditures. The Commission has held on numerous
occasions that candidates or their principal campaign
committees have broad discretion in deciding what expenditures

iMs. Lantos-Swett graduated from Yale University and went on to get a
law degree three years later. She served as legal counsel to the Senate
Judiciary Committee, and later worked on several political campaigns. She
clearly has more than the requisite skills to provide these services.

115994-" 1 /DA930760 0561 4/8/93
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will best advance their candidacies.2 Accordingly, it was the
Lantos Committee's appropriate decision that compensating
Ms. Lantos-Swett for her services was in the best interest of
his candidacy.

Ms. Lantos-Swett delivered indispensable strategic and
financial accounting services to the Lantos Committee. In
Congressman Lantos' judgment, and there can be little doubt
based on the record, the Committee should compensate her for
these services. In fact, the amounts ultimately paid for her
services were significantly below the fees normally paid to
consultants with her skills and longevity of service.

Debt Reporting Issue

The General Counsel raises the question of whether the
Committee was required to report a debt for $10,000 from the
Committee to Ms. Lantos-Swett under 11 C.F.R. S 104.11(a).
The suggestion is that if this compensation were truly
justified, the Committee would have continuously reported a
debt to Ms. Lantos-Swett. But, there was no "debt" as
contemplated by the Federal Election Campaign Act or pursuant
regulations. Section 104.11(b) of the Regulations provides:

A debt or obligation, including a loan,
written contract, written promise or written

2 j Advisory Opinions 1990-21, 1 Fed. Election Camp. Fin. Guide

(CCH) 2 5994 (Oct. 1, 1990) (travel expenses for spouses); 1988-13, 1 Fed.
Election Camp. Fin. Guide (CCH) 2 5921 (April 21, 1988) (campaign may pay
portion of candidate's rent if residence is used for campaign-related
functions); 1985-42, 1 Fed. Election Camp. Fin. Guide (CCH) 2 5841
(Jan. 24, 1986) (campaign funds to pay lease on apartment used by campaign
staff for election-related activities); 1984-8, 1 Fed. Election Camp. Fin.
Guide (CCH) 5756 (April 20, 1984) (candidate may receive per diem from
campaign); 1983-1, 1 Fed. Election Camp. Fin. Guide (CCH) 1 5706 (Feb. 10,

1983) (campaign committee may rent office space from candidate); 1980-49, 1
Fed. Election Camp. Fin. Guide (CCH) 1 5492 (May 16, 1980) (candidate may

pay living expenses during campaign); 1980-29, 1 Fed. Election Camp. Fin.
Guide (CCH) 5485 (April 28, 1980) (campaign may pay officeholders

convention expenses); 1978-80, 1 Fed. Election Camp. Fin. Guide (CCH)
5369 (Oct. 30, 1978) (campaign may rent office space from candidate);

and 1978-5, 1 Fed. Election Camp. Fin. Guide (CCH) O 5299 (Mar. 10, 1978)

(campaign may pay living expenses of candidate).

11 5994-OIDA930760.056 34,11'93
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agreement to make an expenditure ... shall
be reported.

Here, there was no written contract, promise, or agreement
with Ms. Lantos-Swett that the Committee would pay her $10,000
or any other sum.

The understanding reached by the Congressman's Committee
and Ms. Lantos-Swett was simply that she would continue to
perform these services and that, over time, they would
negotiate some appropriate compensation as mutually agreed.
The understanding did not rise to the level of a legally
binding "agreement". As elemental contract law holds, the
terms were simply too indefinite. 1 Williston, Contracts S 1
(3d. ed. 1957); Restatement (Second) of Contracts S 1 ("A
contract is a promise or a set of promises for the breach of
which the law gives a remedy, or the performance of which the
law is some way recognizes a duty.") Here, there was no duty
of promise to pay; therefore, there was no debt to be
reported.

Congressman Lantos and Ms. Lantos-Swett reviewed her
compensation for the 1985-86 election cycle and agreed in
April, 1987 that she had performed services for which she had
not been, but should be, paid. She had not been compensated
for some time for her services and they decided to remedy that
shortfall. But there was no obligation on the Committee's
part, nor requirement under the FECA, to compensate
Ms. Lantos-Swett; it simply made a payment that was justified
based on the services rendered. The parties had not
previously agreed to compensate Ms. Lantos-Swett at a set rate
or on a particular schedule. In fact, if Ms. Lantos-Swett had
chosen to volunteer her services, she could have.

The Commission should dismiss this matter with no further
action.

Sincerely,

'~e t F . 'Ba ue
B. Holly Schadler
Counsel to Respondents

BHS:mah
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April 8, 1993

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

Attention: Ms. Tonda Mott

Re: KUR: 3241 - Dick Swett for Congress Comittee and
Katrina Lantos-Swett as Treasurer

Dear Mr. Noble:

This letter responds on behalf of the Dick Swett for
Congress Committee ("Swett Committee") and Katrina Lantos-
Swett as treasurer to the Commission's reason to believe
finding in MUR 3241. Responses to the Subpoena to Produce
Documents are attached as Exhibit 1. We request that the
Commission take no further action in this matter. The
spurious allegations of Mr. Quraishi have no basis in fact or
law.

A. Work by Ms. Lantos-Swett

Ms. Lantos-Swett's compensation from the Lantos for
Congress Committee is addressed in the responses to this
matter prepared by the Lantos Committee and Congressman Tom
Lantos. While the consulting payments were a matter between
the Lantos Committee and Ms. Lantos-Swett, the Swett Committee
joins in these responses to the extent that information
regarding this issue is known to the Committee.

To characterize these payments as "subsidiz[ing] her work
on the Swett Committee," thus excessive contributions to the
Swett Committee, is totally groundless. Moreover, the fact
that Ms. Lantos-Swett was not paid by the Swett Committee has
no relationship whatsoever to whether she was compensated
fairly by the Lantos Committee for her services. Candidates'
spouses and family members often assist, even devote full
time, to their campaigns and are never compensated or
reimbursed. This is particularly common in challengers' races

(16268-000"IDA930810.0721
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Lawrence M. Noble, Esq.
April 8, 1993
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like the 1990 Swett campaign. one cannot logically conclude
on this basis, however, that Ms. Lantos-Swett's consulting
income constituted contributions to the Swett Committee.

As with the majority of working people, her compensation
assisted in paying for family living expenses, which clearly
have no relationship to the Swett campaign. If the
compensation of a candidate's spouse were to be considered as
an indirect subsidy of the candidate's campaign as
Mr. Quraishi suggests, spouses would be prohibited from
working during an election. Surely this is not an equitable
result nor is it in any way contemplated by the FECA.

Indeed, it is highly insulting to Ms. Lantos-Swett, and
women in general, that the Commission questions whether she
could have worked as a consultant and at the same time, played
an active role in her spouse's campaign. Ms. Lantos-Swett
fulfilled her responsibilities to both Committees; she was
paid by the Lantos Committee commensurately with the services
she performed and she served as a volunteer to the Swett
Committee.

In fact, had Katrina Lantos-Swett accepted payment from
the Swett Committee, she would have risked a political concern
with "nepotism". She took the task on as a volunteer and now
is under suspicion for not taking money from her husband's
committee. Her choice was evidently a poor one. At the same
time, the Commission expresses skepticism about payments she
did accept for services rendered from her father. This
situation is Kafkaesque.

The General Counsel also raises questions regarding the
equipment used by Ms. Lantos-Swett to do her work for the
Swett Committee. The majority of equipment used for the Swett
Committee was owned by the Swett family. Ms. Lantos-Swett
used the family's personal computer and other equipment
including phones and office accessories owned by the Swetts.
The Swett campaign also had a computer, facsimile and copying
machines. No Lantos Committee equipment was used for Swett
Committee activities.

fI6268-OOOI'DA93(M10 (---/8/9 4i8/93
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3. Alleged Earuarking/Laundering and Allocation

violations

I. Contributions by Lantos

The Commission finds reason to believe that the Swett
Committee knowingly accepted excessive contributions in
violation of 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f). Specifically, these
contributions were allegedly "earmarked" or "laundered" funds
contributed by the Lantos Committee. While it is difficult to
determine from the Factual and Legal Analysis the amount of
contributions the Commission finds may have been excessive,
the issue appears to arise from the contributions and
expenditures by the New Hampshire State Democratic Committee
("NH Committee" or "the Party") made for or on behalf of the
Swett Committee.

Like other federal candidates throughout the country,
Congressman Dick Swett received contributions and other
assistance from the state party in the form of Section 441a(d)
expenditures and ticket-wide support. Dick Swett again, like
other candidates, helped the state party raise funds by
tapping friends, family members, and other prospective
supporters. The NH Committee then used these funds to support
its candidates individually and ticket-wide. This is a
traditional relationship between state parties and candidates;
it is essential to the strength of the political parties as
well as the candidates they support.

The Lantos Committee supported the Party's fundraising
efforts by contributing $10,150 to the NH Committee. The
Democratic National Committee ("DNC") also transferred funds
to the NH Committee, as it did to state parties across the
country. The funds sent to New Hampshire were intended to
encourage Party activities for a number of candidates,
including Joseph Keefe, John Durkin, and Dick Swett, as well
as nonfederal candidates such as Joe Grandmaison, the
Democratic gubernatorial nominee.

As the General Counsel notes, Congressman Tom Lantos also
gave funds to the DNC. All of these transfers, contributions,
and expenditures reflected traditional forms of support
between candidates and party committees. Nevertheless, the
Commission finds reason to believe that the Lantos Committee
transfers to the two party committees, and the Swett

It 6268-4,-A10 DAQ30M 10 0721 '94-!S,'93
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Committee's receipt of Party support, may have resulted in
excessive contributions to the Swett Committee. The only
basis for this finding is Mr. Quraishi's wild speculation
about a conspiracy by the Lantos Committee to "launder" money
through the party committees to benefit Dick Swett.'

The Swett Committee certainly would not be expected to
turn down support from the NH Committee merely because the
Lantos Committee contributed to the state and national parties
during that same year. Candidates rely on all of the sources
of support available under the Act. Dick Swett should be no
exception regardless of what contributions his father-in-law
may have made to the Party. This would be a preposterous
result that undermines a state party's essential function of
candidate support.2

2. contributions Solicited by Lantos for the Nov
Hampshire Committee

Again, the Commission's finding with regard to the
Abraham and Gottstein contributions takes issue with the
traditional relationship between candidates and political
parties. Candidates and officeholders play a critical role in
encouraging support for state parties; state parties, use this
support to promote their candidates.

1The General Counsel also suggests that an attempt to avoid the
voluntary expenditure limitations under New Hampshire law may have provided
a motive for these alleged violations. Even if this statute were not
preempted by federal law, as the Commission ruled, it limits candidate
spending, and expenditures by family members and the political parties on
behalf of the candidate. Therefore, even if the alleged violations
occurred, which they did not, such a strategy for directing money through
the Party would not have circumvented the state limits.

2The Factual and Legal Analysis notes that the New Hampshire Party
reported no contributions to or expenditures for the Swett Committee. it
may be necessary for the Party to amend its reports or provide additional
information to the Commission; the Swett Committee has no knowledge
regarding the Party's reporting procedures. Nevertheless, the Party's
activities benefiting Swett and other candidates were authorized by the
FECA and constituted precisely the type of party support that the statute
contemplated would be made available to candidates.

116269-4)001sDAQY3I 
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Members of the Abraham and Gottstein families contributed
the legal limit to the Swett Committee; they also contributed
to the NH Committee. The evidence provided in this matter
demonstrates, however, that these contributions were neither
earmarked nor given in contravention of the FECA.

The Abraham and Gottstein contributions were
directed to the New Hampshire Party's non-federal
account. Therefore, because the Party cannot spend
funds from that account to influence a federal race,
they could not have benefited Dick Swett.

Affidavits from the Abrahams and Gottsteins
demonstrate that the contributions were not
"earmarked." In the case of the Abrahams, they were
"contributed without restriction, direction or
limitations on their use." Abraham Affidavit. The
Gottstein check was also "unencumbered." They "did
not direct or request that this contribution be used
for a particular purpose." Gottstein Affidavit.
These statements neither suggest nor imply
earmarking or direction of their contributions.

Nor did the contributors have any "knowledge",
pursuant to Section 110.1(h), about how their
contributions would ultimately be used. They may
have preferred that their contributions might
benefit Dick Swett in some indirect way, but mere
preference does not constitute "knowledge". See
MURs 2898 and 1414. In fact, because the checks
were all directed to the nonfederal account, they
knew the funds would not go to support Dick Swett's
campaign.

Moreover, the fact, that Congressman Lantos solicited the
contributions provides no evidence, nor does it have any
significance, in determining whether these contributions were
"earmarked." He is permitted to assist Dick Swett by raising
funds for the state party that might support his candidacy.
It is likely that he conducted this fundraising activity with
the hope that the Swett Committee benefited. But, again such
a desire does not constitute earmarking or indicate knowledge
on the part of contributors.

(16268-0001 /DA930 10.0721 4/8/93
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C. Alleged Violat ions Concerning the Rowan Group

The Commission finds reason to believe that the Lantos
Committee made contributions to the Swett Committee in the
form of payments to the Rowan Group for services rendered to
the Swett Committee. Alternatively, the Commission finds
reason to believe that the Rowan Group made corporate
contributions to the Swett Committee by charging the Swett
Committee discounted rates for its services. Neither of these
alleged violations occurred.

The Swett Committee retained the Rowan Group to provide
polling and consulting services. The campaign contracted for
those services that it could afford on its limited budget.
All fees and expenses incurred for the polling and other
services conducted on behalf of the Swett Committee were paid
for by the Swett Committee or the NH Committee. Rowan Aff.
2. Under this agreement, the Rowan Group conducted one poll

in July. The NH Committee paid for part of the polling
expense, $4,000, and the Swett Committee paid the remaining
cost. The Rowan Group charged the Swett Committee fair market
value for its services. Rowan Aff. 3.

While other candidates may have paid considerably more
for polling services, they received additional services or the
fees charged were higher. Thus, comparing the Swett
Committee's expenditures for polling with other New Hampshire
candidates, as the Commission has, is meaningless. John
Durkin was a U.S. Senate candidate running a statewide race;
Joseph Keefe was running a well-financed campaign for an open
seat that he was expected to win. It is not surprising they
spent more on polling. Dick Swett was an underdog challenger
in one of the country's most difficult races. Few expected
him to win:

Not since 1912 -- the year the Titanic sank,
Arizona and New Mexico were admitted to the
union, and Ronald Reagan turned one year old --
have the Democrats won a House race in the New
Hampshire 2nd. The Democrats' long losing
streak is not expected to end this fall ...

Congressional Quarterly, October 13, 1990 at page 3332.
He entered the race in February, 1990, had no primary opponent
and struggled to raise funds for his campaign. Under these

( 16268-"] /DA9309 10 0721 4894/8/93
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circumstances, he commissioned only those polling services the
campaign needed arid could afford.

The Commission should dismiss this matter with no further
action.

Sincerely,

V// 7 -" ,

B. Holly SchadlerCounsel to Respondents

Attachment

BHS:lja
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IN THE XTTER OF

Dick Uwett for Congress
Committee and Katrina Lantos-
flvett, as Treasurer

MUR 3241

AFFIDAVIT OF MICHAIL ROWAN

I# Michael Rowan, under penalty of perjury pursuant toSection 1746 of Title 28, declare as follows:

1. I have personal knowledge of the facts set forth hereinand if called on to testify in this matter, I would testify
as set forth herein.

2. All fees and expenses incurred for the polling andother service$ conducted on behalf of the Dick Swett forcongress COMittee ("Svett Committee") were paid for by the"vett Comittee or the New Hampshire State Democratic
Party.

3. My firm, Rowan & Michaels, Inc., charged the aettComittee at its customary rates, which reflect fair market
value, for all services performed.

Further Affiant sayeth not.

Michael Rowan

Signed on this day of April,

[1"94-0O1/DA91 12M.090)

1993.
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

MUR 3241

RESPONDENT: Dick Swett for Congress Committee arnd
Katrina Lantos-Swett, as Treasurer

RESPONSE TO SUBPOENA TO PRODUCE DOCUMENTS

1. Produce copies of all records, including but not limited
to, timesheets, logs, calendars, and agreements of employment
and compensation, documenting work performed by Katrina
Lantos-Swett for the Dick Swett for Congress Committee ("the
Committee") during 1989-90 election cycle.

There are not, and never have been, any records,
timesheets, logs, calendars, or agreements of employment
or compensation documenting work performed by Katrina
Lantos-Swett for the Dick Swett for Congress Committee.

2. Produce copies of all records, including but not limited
to correspondence, logs, and agreements between parties,
documenting expenditures made for the benefit of or on behalf
of the 1990 congressional campaign of Dick Swett by any person
or entity other than the Committee.

Other than reimbursements documented in FEC reports made
to individuals for expenditures made by them for the
campaign, the Committee does not have any records
documenting expenditures made for the benefit of or on
behalf of the 1990 Congressional Campaign. The Committee
is, of course, aware that the New Hampshire State
Democratic Party made expenditures benefiting the
Committee, but has no records of any kind related to
these expenditures.

(15994-"JO1I/DA930890 0461' 94/8,'93
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As the only Holocaust survivor ever elected to Congress,
and the only Member of Congress who lived under both a fascist
and communist dictatorship, I have a passionate commitment to
our free and open society. I also have a profound distaste
for the deliberate and purposeful distortions and exploitation
of our system by individuals who attempt to abuse our laws and
governmental procedures as instruments of vengeance to vent
their personal frustrations.

Two defeated political candidates, Douglas of New
Hampshire and Quraishi of California have collaborated in
drafting a complaint laced with virulent anti-feminism against
the Lantos and Swett campaigns. Their complaint before the
FEC should be dismissed since it lacks all merit.

Compensation to Katrina Lantos-Swett

During the course of the 1989-1990 campaign cycle, all of
my actions and all of the actions of my daughter, Katrina
Lantos-Swett, were ethical, proper, and legal under all
relevant campaign finance laws and regulations. No violations
of campaign finance laws occurred, as my earlier response and
sworn affidavit to the FEC made abundantly clear.

It is, of course, true that I worked very hard to help in
"c) the election campaign of my son-in-law Dick Swett, but all of

my activities were well within the confines of all relevant
laws and regulations. My volunteer participation in his
campaign transcended any financial contribution or fundraising
effort. I spent many hours briefing Congressman Swett on a
wide range of issues and participated in discussions
concerning campaign tactics and strategy. Both Mrs. Lantos
and I have a wonderful relationship with our daughter Katrina
and her husband Congressman Dick Swett. We were delighted to
be of assistance with his campaign.

My daughter Katrina Lantos-Swett graduated from Yale at
age 18. I believe she is the youngest graduate in the history
of the University. She becane a lawyer at age 21 and upon
completion of her legal studies served as one of Senator
Biden's legal counsels on the Senate Judiciary Committee.

Her professional work on all of my campaigns was never
fully compensated. I categorically reject the innuendo in the
Douglas-Quraishi complaint that this brilliant, experienced,
and seasoned woman attorney was somehow over-compensated for

I 504-4kX) DAQ30Q)0Y) O"SN429 4,"2)93



her professional services. Just the opposite is the case.
During my entire political career - 1979 to date - in every
single election cycle, Katrina was under-compensated - during
periods dramatically so. Allowing for inflation, her
compensation in the 1989-1990 election cycle was less than
during the 1979-1980 election cycle, at a time when she was
much less experienced and seasoned in all matters pertaining
to professional campaign work. The Douglas-Quraishi attempt
to concoct a relationship between payments to Katrina and the
purchase of a house is absolutely without foundation.

I never had, nor do I ever intend to have, a contractual
relationship with my daughter. During the 1985-86 election
cycle, we never discussed any compensation f or her services;
therefore no debt to her was reported at the end of the year.
In the following spring I insisted on paying what I consider
to be a token amount for her services which was then paid.
only in the minds of Douglas and Quraishi is there a nexus
between this payment and wholly unrelated financial
transactions by Katrina and Dick Swett.

All payments during my entire political career made by my
campaign to Katrina were for professional services performed.
Scores of responsible individuals throughout the dozen years
in question would verify the extent, nature, and professional
character of the work of this fine individual for my campaign.

I have just finished three terms as Chairman of the
Employment and Housing Subcommittee of the Government
Operations Committee. This subcommittee has under its
jurisdiction the EEOC. Although in my work with the EEOC I
have run into many instances of appalling condescension and
discrimination of a sexist nature, they are rarely as
disturbing as the attempts in this instance to establish a
nexus between a perfectly proper professional payment and a
subsequent real estate transaction by a professional couple -

an attorney and an architect.

One is also at a loss to respond to the complaint of
Douglas-Quraishi as to why Katrina was not compensated by her
husband, Dick, for working on his campaign. I gravely doubt
that Eleanor Roosevelt was compensated by FDR for her work or
Hillary Clinton for her contribution to the Clinton campaign.

DNC Support for the New Hampshire State Party

The DNC's funding of the New Hampshire State Party was
obviously a rational and astute decision. Dick Swett defeated

11 994-OOOI DA93')90) 05t,'-2-4//9 -2- 4/2193



a Republican incumbent in a seat which had been held by a
Democrat in this century for only one term in 1912. Moreover,
although not ultimately victorious, the Senate and House
candidates in 1990 ran strong campaigns worth of Party
support.

Contrib~utions to the New Hampshire State Party

I approached a number of long-standing friends, and urged
then to support the Swett campaign, as well as the New
Hampshire Democratic Party. None of these individuals were
"mine to direct" with respect to their contributions. If it
is proper to urge people to contribute, such proper
solicitation cannot be rendered improper by virtue of the fact
that the funds solicited helped the Swett campaign. Neither I
nor Katrina had any control over either the National
Democratic Committee or the New Hampshire Democratic Party.
We neither sought nor could control how their funds would be
spent.

Rowan Polling for the Lantos Committee

The suggestion that my committee paid for a pollster in
New Hampshire is absurd. Michael Rowan designed and analyzed
polls for my campaigns for many years and provided valuable
consulting services for which he was compensated.

Concusin

It certainly is understandable that two defeated
politicians vent their fury by filing complaints against the
campaigns of their successful opponents. But their
allegations have no merit. The existence of a family
relationship does not preclude payments for professional
services rendered. It is also obvious that the urging of
one's friends and colleagues to support a candidate or a
political party are perfectly proper actions protected by the
Constitution. But of all the irritating aspects encountered
in this matter, one stands above all others. It is the
patronizing sexism that permeates the Douglas-Quraishi
complaint. It is time that our society understands that women
have as much right to do valuable professional work and get
paid for it as men do.

Thomas Lantos Date
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I am pleased to take this opportunity to respond to the
various claims and allegations made in the complaint filed by
Mr. Quraishi of California and authored by Mr. Douglas of New
Hampshire, the two defeated opponents of Congressman Lantos
and Congressman Swett respectively.

Following theiz respective defeats in the election of
1990, these two individuals apparently determined that, having
lost at the polls, they would nonetheless seek a "hollow
substitute" victory by creating mischief for the two
victorious candidates through filing specious and speculative
complaints against them. According to published reports,

-_ Mr. Douglas initiated this collaborative effort which was
enthusiastically undertaken by the thrice defeated
Mr. Quraishi. (See Attachment 1). In fact, the complaint
ultimately filed by Mr. Quraishi tracks virtually verbatim an
earlier complaint filed by Mr. Douglas alleging violations by
the Swett campaign of the New Hampshire voluntary spending
limit law.

The state matter was resolved in July, 1992. It is
interesting to note that the state Attorney General's
investigation concluded in favor of the Swett Committee on
each one of the allegations that the FEC is now considering.
It was only on the question of allocation of spending between
the primary and general elections and the permissibility of
state party Section 441a(d) expenditures on behalf of the
Swett campaign that the state Attorney General ruled against
the Swett Committee. The first issue is of no relevance to
the FEC since federal law does not impose spending limits.

As to the second question, the Swett Committee argued
vigorously that the portion of the state statute which sought
to limit party spending was unenforceable since the FEC had
previously ruled that this portion of the statute was
preempted by the FECA under the Supremacy Clause of the
Constitution. The State of New Hampshire chose to ignore the
FEC ruling and insisted that the party limits were
constitutional; but, it acknowledged that there were questions
and ambiguities related to the statute and therefore offered
to cut in half the amount of penalties the State Attorney
General believed were applicable. Rather than undertake
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costly and lengthy litigation, and in a spirit of cooperation,
the Swett Committee agreed to this compromise.

1MITOB SUPPORT FOR SWET? CANDIDACY

Elsewhere in the various responses we deal in detail with
the specific allegations of the complaint. Here I would like
to make some general observations about what I believe to be
its underlying theory and flaw.

The Douglas/Quraishi complaint hinges on an attempt to
turn conduct which is entirely proper and legal into something
improper through the application of conspiracy theories for
which they offer no shred of evidence other than their own
speculations. Their first claim is that the Lantos Committee
made excessive contributions to the Swett Committee. Tom
Lantos wanted to assist his son-in-law, Dick Swett, in his
campaign for Congress both directly, and by encouraging
support from the National and State Parties as well as
individuals. He, in conjunction with the efforts of many
others, including Congressman Swett and myself, was successful
in doing so. Therefore, the complaint argues, all support
received by Mr. Swett from these sources must be attributed to
the Lantos Committee as excess contributions. This is absurd.

There is nothing in the law, nor could there be, that
precludes Congressman Lantos from working as vigorously as he
chooses for the candidacy of his son-in-law, or any other
candidate of his choice. Whether by contributing directly
within the legal limits, encouraging others to support a
candidate; making the case to party officials as to the
worthiness of a particular candidate or group of candidates;
or, providing strategic, tactical or issue related counsel,
the propriety of all such activity is beyond question and
above reproach. This is in fact what Congressman Lantos did,
and only if one chooses to ignore the facts and the law, and
instead accept the conspiratorial theories of two defeated
candidates, can one characterize this proper conduct as
anything but proper.

LANTOS COMMITTEE SUPPORT FOR PARTY COMMITTEES

Furthermore, the effort to link the Lantos Committee
transfers to the DNC and the New Hampshire Democratic party,
and these entities' support of Mr. Swett's campaign, is again
based on the incorrect speculation that Mr. Lantos had
knowledge of how these funds would be spent or an ability to
control their use. In both cases the transfers of funds were
unencumbered and the factual record bears this out. The
decision by the DNC to transfer funds to the New Hampshire
party was clearly a st rategic one based on the fact that a
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Senate seat as well as two congressional seats were being
vigorously contested in the state. Obviously, the New
Hampshire party's decision to support the Swett Committee
pursuant to its Section 441a(d) authority was both savvy and
rational as borne out by Mr. Swett's eventual victory over the
better funded Republican incumbent -- the first such victory
by a Democrat in nearly a century.

The law explicitly sanctions both the Lantos Committee
transfers to the party committees, as well as the party's
support of its candidates. The Quraishi complaint hinges on
the legal theory that because Mr. Lantos hoped that the party
would decide to provide some support to the Swett campaign,
and because it ultima~tely did, that this somehow transforms
otherwise proper conduct into improper conduct. Thankfully
our political system is not in the business of penalizing the
legitimate hopes and aspirations of candidates for office and
their supporters.

KATRINA LANTOS-SWETT COMPENSATION

The same specious allegation characterizes the charges
made in the complaint about professional payments made to me.
The complaint acknowledges the propriety of my receiving
payment from the Lantos Campaign for work performed. Mr.
Quraishi does not question the amount of compensation.'

Finally, there is no suggestion that I was not in fact
performing significant work on behalf of the Lantos campaign.
Rather my "offense" seems to be that as the wife of Dick
Swett, my income was somehow benefiting him or his campaign,
and, therefore, was improper. Were such an absurd line of
reasoning to be accepted by the FEC, it would truly impose an
insurmountable burden on candidates with working spouses. I
do not believe that the FECA contemplates the absurd result
that only individuals who are single or have non-working
spouses may seek elective office without running afoul of
contribution limits.

As one of the earliest groups of women to integrate the
previously all male Yale University, this is not the first
time I have confronted bigotry, but I certainly would have
hoped that in the nearly twenty years that has elapsed since
my college days we would have progressed further than this.
But Mr. Douglas has not. His campaign qained national
notoriety during the 1988 election when, during an hard fought

1An examination of Mr. Douglas' reports will show that he paid an

iivid ;al doing comparable consulting o~ the amount of 52000 per month.
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primary, his campaign suggested that his female opponent must
be an unfit parent if she thought she could be a mother and a
Congresswoman at the same time. In response to an enormous
public outcry against such bigotry, the Douglas campaign
rapidly backpedaled but the damage been done and the tactic
worked.

Finally, I wish to respond directly to the particularly
demeaning implication that because I have a personal
relationship to Congressman Lantos, as well as a professional
association with his campaign, that payments to me should
somehow be regarded with suspicion. The reality is that for
more than a decade I have served as Treasurer, Fundraiser,
Campaign Director, and key media and strategic advisor to the
Lantos Committee. In addition to the very specific
bookkeeping and other functions enumerated in an earlier
response there has not been a single campaign event,
fundraiser, print production, media production, or strategic
campaign decision in which I have not been intimately and
pivotally involved.

I am compelled here to echo the comments of Congressman
Lantos that, while in some cases I may have been
undercompensated relative to other consultants, I have not
been overcompensated. I am happy to compare my record of
stewardship and success in my work for the'Lantos Committee to
other consultants' work on behalf of other candidates. The
payments that I have received from the Lantos Committee have
always been for my professional work. I have never worked
under contract with the Committee.

Finally, in rebuttal to the suggestion that my
compensation from the Lantos Committee increased in 1990 in

order to benefit the Swett campaign, let me reiterate that the
increase in compensation was a function of a significant
increase in my responsibilities. The massive increase in
individual contributors and its attendant work load increase
has been detailed previously. What should also be pointed out
is that in 1990 the Lantos Committee relied almost exclusively
on my services to fulfill a whole range of campaign duties,
whereas in other campaigns there were additional consultants
working for the campaign.

For example, in 1988 the campaign retained the services
of Mr. Timber Dick at approximately $4000 a month. In 1992,
the Lantos campaign retained Jack Davis Associates at the rate
of $25,000 for approximately five months of work. Heather
Harris for $10,000 and Mary Oshea, at the rate of $8000 for
approximately two months of work. our analysis of the
Committee's paynents to m~e in 1990 confirm that, not only were
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payments to me warranted, they were also relatively modest
compared to the compensation paid to other consultants.

Lantos-Swett Date 7 /
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April 9, 1993 2

Lawrence N. Noble, Esq. W
Office of the General Counsel -
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20463

Attention: Tonda Nott

Re: MUR 3241 - Vou Lantos for Congress Conmmittoe
and Katrina Lantos-fvett, an Treasurer

Dear Mr. Noble:

This letter responds on behalf of the Tom Lantos for
Congress Committee (the "Comittee") and Katrina Lantos-Swett,
as treasurer ("Respondents*) to the Commission's letter and
Factual and Legal Analysis dated February 26, 1993. Responses
to the Subpoena to Produce Documents are attached as
Exhibit 1.

The Commission found reason to believe that certain
activities of the Lantos Comittee violated the Federal
Election CaMign Act of 1971, as amended ("FECAN). These
findings are not supported by the facts or the evidence
presented to the Commission in this letter or in the
Committee' s prior response.

Introduction

A reason to believe finding permits the Commission to
employ a broad range of investigatory powers, including
issuance of subpoenas and requests for documents to retrieve
information and answer outstanding questions. The finding is,
in fact, a prerequisite to any investigation. 2r 11 C.F.R.
S 111.10; also see FEC Annual Report 1987. Because of the
preliminary nature of the reason to believe stage, the
Commission may, and often does, make such a finding on
eda evidence. The Commission for all intents and
purposes has made no decision of what i& the evidence. It has
merely evaluated competing claims -- the complainant's and the
Respondent's -- and concluded that some inquiry would be
appropriate. The Commission has not come to AMly conclusions
regarding violations of the Act or the veracity of the
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Lawrence N. Noble,, Esq.
April 9, 1993
Page 2

complaint. For these reasons the General Counsel may properly
request documents and set forth any unanswered questions of
fact requiring Respondents to provide additional information.

Instead the General Counsel seems compelled to justify
the Commission's finding by setting forth, at length, the
allegations of the Complainant -- in this case, Mr. Quraishi.
This is done in such a manner that the original allegations
are effectively converted from third-party speculation into
something more -- a showing or "case" which the Respondent is
now bound to rebut. The move is subtle but significant: for
a case is "Proven" or a showing "made," whenever a
Complainant, like Quraishi has simply made unsubstantiated and
wholly unexamined claims. Nothing in short has transpired to
warrant "rebuttal." Still what began as speculation takes on
the character and weight of evidence against Respondents.

Respondents' own statements, given under penalty of
perjury, are treated with equal or lesser weight, leaving the
impression that the General Counsel hM. weighed the evidence
and concluded that Mr. Quraishi's allegations are more
credible than Respondent's sworn statements. This is
particularly troubling in light of the fact that Mr. Quraishi
admits in an article, appearing in the Union Leader, that
former Congressman Douglas prepared his complaint. Therefore,
Quraishi's filing reflects nothing more than third-party
speculation about the 1990 election activities that are the
subject of this matter.

The General Counsel's approach raises fundamental
questions about the procedures used to address complaints.
Moreover, it is entirely inconsistent with the Commission's
own characterization of the reason to believe stage:

The statutory phrase 'reason to believe' is misleading
and does a disservice to both the Commission and the
respondent. It implies that the Commission has evaluated
the evidence and concluded that the respondent has
violated the Act. In fact, however, a 'reason to
believe' finding simply means that the Commission
believes a violation may have occurred if the facts as
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described in the complaint are true. An investigation
permits the Commission to evaluate the facts as alleged.

1

1987 Annual ReDort, Federal Election Commission. Here,
preempting its own investigation, the General Counsel suggests
through its Factual and Legal Analysis that the Commission baM
evaluated the evidence and reached at least a preliminary
conclusion that Respondents violated the law.

The General Counsel could have initiated its
investigation in this matter by simply requiring the Committee
to respond to the unanswered questions of fact which
constituted the basis for the reason to believe finding. For
example, the list of questions would have included: who owned
the computer equipment Katrina Lantos-Swett used to prepare
the Lantos' and Swett Committee's reports; was the amount of
the transfer to the DNC by the Lantos Committee $30,000 or
$50,000; and, what services did Katrina Lantos-Swett and the
Rowan Group perform for the Lantos Committee? In effect,
Respondents would carry the burden of producing evidence to
complete the record and to answer open questions.

Rather than presenting these questions of fact, the
General Counsel instead uses the Analysis to reiterate
one-by-one Complainant's arguments. The effect of this
approach is to shift to Respondents not only the preliminary
burden of producing evidence, but also, prematurely, the
burden of persuasion. The burden of producing documents and
other evidence is distinct from the burden of persuasion and
should be a preliminary requirement in any reasoned and
even-handed investigation:

This burden of coming forward with the
evidence needed to avoid an adverse
resolution . . . is called the burden of

These comments appear in the Coamission's legislative 1987
recommendation. The Commission encouraged Congress to modify the language
in 2 U.S.C. S 437g in order to make the language sound "less accusatory"

and "more accurately reflect what, in fact, the Commission is doing at this
early phase of enforcement." In this case, however, the General Counsel's

approach does not reflect the preliminary, investigatory nature of the
"reason to believe" stage, but instead the very "accusatory" character the
Commission suggests is inappropriate.
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producing evidence (or 'burden of
production'). It is a responsibility distinct
from the burden of persuasion -- the u
burden of convincing the factfinder . . .

G. Lilly, Introduction to the Law of Evidence (1978).

In addition to providing supplemental information and
documentation to complete the record, Respondents are required
at this stage to satisfy the ultimate burden of persuading the
Commission that Mr. Quraishi's "views" about Respondent's
activities are not accurate and that no violation of the Act
occurred. This procedure was never contemplated by the
statute or the regulations as demonstrated by the Commission's
own recommendations to congress cited above. Moreover,
shifting the burden of persuasion at this stage of the
proceeding is highly prejudicial to Respondents. It not only
allocates the burden of persuasion to Respondents, but also
the "risk of nonpersuasion." )&. at 48. At a time when the
General Counsel's office should be acting as a factfinder, it
is instead challenging Respondents to defend themselves
against accusations based on grossly insufficient evidence.

A. ReDorting Violation

The Commission found reason to believe that the Committee
violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b)(8) because it failed to report
compensation paid to Ms. Lantos-Swett as repayment of a debt
by the Committee. Specifically, the Commission finds that the
payment to Ms. Lantos-Swett of $10,000 in 1987, as
compensation for services performed in the 1985-86 election
cycle, constituted the repayment of a debt that should have
been reported until extinguished. But this compensation was
not payment of a "debt" owed to Ms. Lantos-Swett as that term
is defined under the FECA.

The Federal Election Commission ("FEC") Regulations
require that "certain debts and obligations must be reported
continuously until repaid." 11 C.F.R. SS 104.3(d) and 104.11.
Unpaid bills and written contracts or agreements to make
expenditures (such as media contracts) are considered debts.
FEC Campaign Guide for Congressional Candidates and Committees
at 27; see also 11 C.F.R. S 100.8(a)(2). The compensation to
Ms. Lantos-Swett was not a payment of an unpaid bill; nor did
the Committee have any written or oral agreement or contract
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with Ms. Lantos-Swett to pay her a specified or unspecified
sun for her services.

Indeed, there is absolutely no requirement under the Act
for such a contract or agreement to exist. Therefore, there
was also no requirement for the Committee to report a debt to
Ms. Lantos-Swett or to characterize the $10,000 payment as
fulfilling a debt obligation. If there had been such an

agreement, as there was in the 1981-82 cycle, the Committee
would have reported a debt. At that time, the Committee and
Ms. Lantos-Swett had an oral agreement that she would be paid
$10,000 in addition to the $18,000 she received on
December 31, 1981. Therefore, the Committee reported a debt
of $10,000 until it was paid in 1983.

Over the approximately ten year period Ms. Lantos-Swett

has worked for the Committee, her duties have been performed
over irregular time frames dictated by the nature of the
campaign cycle. Similarly, the payments to her have been
sporadic. In 1981, for example, the Committee paid
Ms. Lantos-Swett a lump sum of $18,000.

The periodic nature of these payments for her services
has been exaggerated by the fact that Ms. Lantos-Swett has
never asked for compensation. For example, she was not paid
at all for her work in 1983 and 1984. She conducted these
services on a volunteer basis. While she did considerably
less work during that cycle for the Committee, she attended to
all of the treasurer's bookkeeping and reporting requirements.
Nevertheless, as a general matter, the Committee wished to
pay, and insisted upon compensating, her for the indispensable
services she performed. It was only in April, 1987 that the
Committee decided to make a payment to Ms. Lantos-Swett and
only at that time that $10,000 was deemed, based on services
performed, to be an appropriate sum.

B. Excessive Contributions by Lantos

The Commission also found reason to believe that the
Lantos Committee violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) by making
excessive contributions to the Swett Committee. The
"excessive contributions" allegedly came in the form of
payments to Ms. Lantos-Swett. Specifically, the General
Counsel questions whether Ms. Lantos-Swett's compensation from
the Lantos Committee was commensurate with the time she spent
on the campaign, "especially in light of the fact that
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Ms. Lantos-Swett received no compensation from the Swett
Cm -ittee for her work on that campaign." The suggestion is
that the Lantos Committee may have subsidized the Swett
Committee by paying Ms. Lantos-Swett more than she rightfully
earned.

First, the suggestion that No. Lantos-Swett was
overcompensated for the work she did for the Lantos Committee
is patronizing and sexist. It is appalling that despite sworn
affidavits from Congressman Lantos and No. Lantos-Swett,
providing a detailed description of the nature of her services
and time commitment involved, that the value of these services
would be questioned. There is absolutely no justification for
the Commission to question whether the payments to
No. Lantos-Swett were legitimate compensation. She has
provided professional, highly valuable services to the Lantos
Committee for over ten years. The Commission does not
generally question the massive payments campaigns routinely
make to consultants. But here, the relatively nominal
payments to a woman acting as treasurer and campaign
consultant are somehow suspect.

In a statement accompanying this response,
Ms. Lantos-Swett provides additional detail about the services
she performed for the Committee. Exhibit 2. Again,, as
conveyed in the Committee's earlier response, the amount of
work she did for the Committee, thus the amount of
compensation she received, varied with each election cycle.
Ms. Lantos-Swett's duties to the Committee increased during
the 1989-90 cycle because of the competitiveness of the race,
the additional workload caused by recording and administering
many more small contributions (confirmed by the General
Counsel's research) and added responsibility because the
Committee did not retain a campaign manager.

The General Counsel also questions whether Congressman
Lantos' 1990 race was actually competitive. It generally is
not the Commission's practice, however, to second-guess a
candidate on the marginality of his race as it does here.
Moreover, it is inappropriate. The Commission has always
recognized and the Act reflects that an individual candidate
is uniquely and singularly qualified to evaluate the needs of
his or her campaign. Nevertheless, by referring to six years
of election results, the Commission concludes that the 1990
race was not a difficult campaign for Mr. Lantos.
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Such a conclusion is groundless and reflects no
understanding of the election process and particularly the
difficulties incumbents faced in 1990. Congressman Lantos von
in 1990, but by the lowest margin since 1982, a year when
redistricting threatened many incumbents. More importantly,
an anti-incumbent ground swell swept the country in 1990
threatening all incumbents no matter how safe in previous
campaigns.

Indeed, the disbursement figures cited by the General
Counsel on page ten of the Factual and Legal Analysis bear out
the Committee's view of the race. In 1990, the Committee
spent $465,099 in the general election; more than in any
election since 1982. It spent only one to two hundred
thousand dollars in previous elections. In 1990, there was a
need to spend more both to win that year and to position
Mr. Lantos as a strong candidate for 1992 when redistricting
threatened every incumbent in California. And, it was
precisely the Committee's readiness and ability to make these
expenditures that ultimately widened the margin.

The General Counsel also questions whether, because
Ms. Lantos-Swett received no compensation from the Swett
Committee for her work on that campaign, the Lantos Committee
was subsidizing her work for the Swett Committee. Drawing
such a link between the two committees is preposterous. The
only basis cited for this suspicion is that Ms. Lantos-Swett,
was not paid by the Swett Committee. But there is no reason
she should or would have been paid by the Swett Committee.
She, like hundreds of candidates' spouses, supported her
husband's candidacy as a volunteer. She was reimbursed for
expenses she incurred on behalf of the Committee, but did not
accept compensation. The fact that she had a compensated
position with the Lantos Committee has absolutely no bearing
whatsoever on the assistance she provided to her husband's
committee.

This issue is particularly troubling in another respect.
Complainant and the General Counsel appear to suggest that
Ms. Lantos-Swett's compensation somehow benefited the Swett
campaign. But the payments were made to Ms. Lantos-Swett.
Her income in 1990, as in previous years, was used to support
her family. Surely, a candidate's spouse is not expected to
terminate his or her job for fear the compensation received
could be viewed as subsidizing the spouse's campaign. But,

( I 594.OOI DA930730.033J /994/9193



S S
Lawrence M. Noble, Esq.
April 9, 1993
Page 8

this would be the consequence if the allegation in this matter
were found to have any validity.

Finally, the General Counsel requests more information
about the equipment Ms. Lantos-Swett used to do the work for
the two Committees. Ms. Lantos-Swett does the bookkeeping and
accounting work and takes phone calls at her home. The
computer equipment used for accounting, recordkeeping, and
other written work is owned by the Swett family. The Lantos
Committee owns a facsimile machine, file cabinets and several
other pieces of light office accessories that are kept in the
Swett's basement. The Swett Committee had a computer, copying
and facsimile machines in the campaign office. Each
Committee's equipment is used by that Committee for its own
work. Neither Committee benefits from the use of the other
Committee' s equipment.

C. Alleaed Earmarking/Laundering Violations

The Commission finds reason to believe that the Lantos
Committee violated Section 441a(a) by making excessive
contributions to the Swett Committee through earmarking or
"laundering" arrangements. During the 1990 election, in
addition to giving the Swett Committee $2,000, the Lantos
Committee gave $50,000 to the Democratic National Commission
(ODNC") and $10,000 to the New Hampshire State Democratic
Party ("NH Party"). 2 These transfers are expressly permitted
under Section 439a of the Act and constitute precisely the
type of support that the drafters of the FECA wished to
encourage to strengthen the political parties in their ability
to help candidates. While they may have been made with the
hope that in some way Dick Swett might benefit, they were
neither given with that knowledge, nor "earmarked" or in any
way directed for that purpose.

2 The total amount transferred by the Lantos Committee to the DNC was

$50,000. The Committee made an inadvertent error in reporting only the
transfer of $30,000. Subsequently, an amendment was prepared and has been
filed to correct the report to show the additional $20,000 transfer. In
addition, as disclosed on its reports, the Lantos Committee contributed a
total of $10,150 to the NH Party. The $150 contribution was for attendance
at a "100 Club" event.
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Nevertheless, the General Counsel concludes that the

"circumstantial evidence appears to indicate that the Lantos
Committee's contributions to the party committees were given
with the knowledge that a substantial portion would be
contributed to, or expended on behalf of the Swett Committee,
and such expenditures were, in fact, made." It is entirely
unclear how the General Counsel arrived at this conclusion,
other than by adopting wholesale Quraishi's wild speculation,
since the evidence presented by Respondents and Congressman
Lantos' affidavit is thoroughly inconsistent with this
conclusion.

One reason given for the Commission's finding is that the
Lantos Committee had a motive to commit these violations - to
by-pass the voluntary state expenditure limits a. 3 While the
Commission concedes that it has no jurisdiction over issues
related to the New Hampshire spending limit statute, it
nevertheless bootstraps its findings here on Complainant's
allegations related to the statute. Thus, a statute, which
the FEC ruled was preempted by federal law in part, and
indirectly ruled was preempted in full, is being relied on to
support its reason to believe finding. See Advisory Opinions
1991-22 and 1989-25; 1 Fed. Election Camp. Fin. Guide (CCI)
1 6032 (Oct. 7, 1991) and 1 5973 (Nov. 30, 1989).

1. There Was No armarking Under 11 C.F.R.
6 110.6(b) (1).

The Commission finds that the Lantos Committee gave
$50,000 to the DNC which may have been "earmarked for the
benefit of Dick Swett" in violation of 11 C.F.R.
S ll0.6(b)(1). The evidence already in the Commission's
possession does not support this conclusion. First, the
Lantos Committee transferred the funds to the DNC with a
letter expressly stating that the monies were to be used OM&
the discretion" of the DNC. He expressed an interest in
several candidates running in the 1990 elections, but did not

3 Even if the Lantos Committee had been attempting to circumvent the

expenditure limits, which it was not, transfers to the Party would not have
accomplished the goal. The New Hampshire expenditure limits restricted all
spending by a candidate's comittee and by political party and family
members on the candidate's behalf. Therefore, allegedly directing funds to
the NH Party would have had no beneficial effect.
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retain any "direction or control" over how the funds would be
spent.

Expressing an interest in particular candidates is
dramatically different than instructing or designating the DNC
to use the funds in a specified way. Expressions of
preference by the contributor have no legal bearing on the
nature or treatment of the contribution. The letter was
drafted precisely for the purpose of conveying the funds
unencumbered with no direction on how they would be used.

In a subsequent letter from Ms. Lantos-Swett to Paul
Tully, the contributions were redesignated to the Victory 90
joint fundraising project of the DNC and twenty-one state
Democratic parties. The NH Party and twenty other state
parties shared the proceeds raised by the project. This is
further evidence that the DNC controlled the distribution of
the Lantos Committee funds.

Similarly, the Lantos Committee transferred $10,000 to
the NH Party. The Committee did not desiqnate, in writing or
by oral instruction, how the funds should be used, nor did it
control the disposition of the funds once they had been
conveyed to the KH Party.

The General Counsel cites Mr. Quraishi's allegation that
a shared treasurer between the Swett and Lantos Committees
somehow contributes to the likelihood that the NH Party
contribution was "directed and controlled." But Ms. Lantos-
Swett had no control over how the NH Party spent its funds.
The NH Party made its own decisions to support candidates and
Ms. Lantos-Swett had no decision-making authority within the
Party. So it is hard to imagine how overlapping treasurers,
or even the fact that Ms. Lantos-Swett served as treasurer of
the Swett Committee, has anything whatsoever to do with the
expenditure of funds by the NH Party.

2. The Lantos Committee Had No "Knowledge" Under
11 C.F.R. 9 ll0.1(hl.

There is also D2 evidence, nor is it the case, that the
Lantos Committee had "knowledge" of how the funds contributed
would be used. Under 11 C.F.R. S 110.1(h) a person may
contribute to a candidate and to a political committee which
has supported, or anticipates supporting the same candidate in
the same election, as long as -- the contributor does not give

(1594-OMIDA930M3.033J /99419/93
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with the knowledU that a substantial portion will be
contributed to the same candidate for the same election.

There are circumstances, cited by the Commission, under
which a person would have "knowledge" that his or her
contribution would be directed to a particular candidate. in
AOR 1976-20t the Commission ruled that a person nay contribute
either directly to a candidate or to an unauthorized single
candidate committee that makes independent expenditures on
behalf of that candidate. In this case, the contributor would
have knowledge that his contributions would be directed to the
same candidate. Similarly, where a contribution is given to a
candidate's committee and to a multicandidate committee, with
that candidate's name in its title, and established primarily
to make independent expenditures for that candidate, the
contributor would have the requisite knowledge to violate
11 C.F.R. S 110.1(h). Advisory Opinion 1984-2, 1 Fed.
Election Camp. Fin. Guide (CCH) 5748 (Feb. 13, 1984).

But here, the Lantos Committee transferred funds to the
DNC, which makes contributions and expenditures to hundreds of
candidates and state parties throughout the country.
Similarly, the contribution to the NH Party went to support
the Party's general activities. Like the national party, the
NiH Party assists candidates on the federal and state level.
These are entirely different circumstances than those
presented in Advisory Opinions 1976-20 and 1984-2 where the
contributors would have had "knowledge" under Section 110.1(h)
because the recipient committees were organized for a limited
purpose -- to support the very candidates to whom the
contributor had previously given. Here, the Lantos Committee
had no knowledge which of the many candidates or state parties
supported by the Party committees would benefit from the funds
contributed.

Indeed, in somewhat analogous circumstances as are
presented here, the Commission has found no "knowledge" and,
therefore, no violation of Section 110.1(h). In NUR 2898, two
individuals made $1,000 contributions to a candidate and to a
political committee which gave a substantial portion of its
funds to that candidate. The Commission found no reason to
believe these contributors had knowledge under
Section 110.1(h) even though the candidate himself had
encouraged the individuals to give to the political committee
as an organization that shared his political philosophy and
had given to him in the past:

(115994-OOIt/DA930780.033J
4/91'93
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[According to Respondents affidavits:]
"PIPAC never discussed, directly or
indirectly, its plans or strategies for
contributing to Mr. Chabot's campaign with
[the contributors)

Similarly, the Commission found no violation where an
individual gave $1,000 to James Buckley and $5,000 to a
political committee. The contributor was informed that his
contribution to the political committee would help defray
campaign expenses of James Buckley, Stewart McKinney, and
possibly others. The Commission ruled, nevertheless: "It
appears he was not aware that a substantial portion of his
$5,000 contribution to the Committee would be used to support
James Buckley's campaign. Without evidence that he knew this,
under Section 110.1(h), his contribution was not limited to
$1,000.

In the present case, there was not even the potential for
"awareness" or "knowledge" that existed in these two matters.
The Lantos Committee gave to two party committees that, given
the diverse activities and large number of candidates
supported by the party committees, could not necessarily have
predicted how the funds would be used. Moreover, Dick Swett
was only one of many candidates to receive support from these
committees.

3. Legislative History of Section 441a Has No
Relevance to This Matter.

The legislative history of Section 441a 4 cited in the
Factual and Legal Analysis also is not applicable here since
neither of the committees the Lantos Committee gave funds to

4 The legislative history of Section 441a in pertinent part states:

The conferees also agree that the same limitations
on contributions that apply to a candidate shall
also apply to a couittee making expenditures solely
on behalf of such candidate.

H.R. Rep. XNo. 1057, 94th Cong. 2d Sees. 58 (1976), reirinted in FEC,
Leaislative History of Federal Election Cam2aian Act Amendments of 1976 at
1052 (GPO 1977).

[15994-0001 IDA937S0.033J 4/9193
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make expenditures "solely on behalf of* a particular
candidate. It is certainly true that one limit would apply
for contributions to a candidate and to a committee making
expenditures solely on behalf of that candidate. But,, here
the committees, the Lantos Committee contributed to support
many, not one, candidate.

D. Alleged Violations Concerning the Rowan Gro2up

Finally, the Commission finds reason to believe that the
Lantos Committee violated Section 441a by paying for polling
services actually rendered to the Swett Committee. The
evidence for this violation, taken from the Quraishi
complaint, is equally unsubstantiated and speculative. The
General Counsel's reasoning is that because the Swett
Committee's expenditures for polling were lower than those of
the other two federal candidates in New Hampshire, the Lantos
Committee may have paid some portion of the costs. This tact
hardly supports the Commission's finding.

The two examples cited by the Commission for this
comparison are the John Durkin and Joseph Keefe campaigns.
John Durkin was a U.S. Senate candidate. Senate candidates
invariably spend more on polling than House candidates because
they are generally better financed and conduct longer
campaigns covering a larger territory. Joseph Keefe was
running in an open Congressional seat, perceived as the
front-runner and, therefore, had a relatively well-financed
campaign. Thus, he could afford to conduct several polls
beginning, according to the Commission's chart, as early as
February 8.

Congressman Swett was not in a comparable position. He
joined the race in (February], 1990. He was challenging an
incumbent who was presumed for most of the campaign to be the
front-runner. He had no primary opponent so there was no need
to poll early. But, most importantly, he simply did not have
the resources to finance a series of costly polls.

As the General Counsel notes, the Lantos Committee used
the Rowan Group in past campaigns and did so again in 1990.
The services performed included: drafting a poll which was
conducted in-house by the Lantos Committee, interpretation and
analysis of polling results, and consultations on campaign
strategy. Invoices from the Rowan Group for these services

II5994-M0IDA93W7SO033) ~9 4/9/93
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are attached as Exhibit 1. The June 14 agreement referred to

in these invoices was an oral agreement

C2ncIuion

As demonstrated here and in the Committee's previous
response, Mr. Quraishi's allegations were based on wild
speculation with no basis in fact. Similarly, the
Commission's reason to believe finding has no support in the
record. We urge the Comission to close this matter with no
further action.

I .Silnyere,/

B. Holly Schadler

Counsel to Respondents

Attachment

BHS:nah

( 15994-Ml nDA93070.033 4/93
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The ichael Roa Group Inc.
Suite 643

420 Lexington Avenue
New York, NY 10017

(212) 370-1050

TO:

DATE:

INVOICE 1:

TEUS:

DESCRIPTION:

Lantos for Congress Committee

August 27, 1990

10265

DUE UPON RECEIPT

Professional services of Michael Rowan in
campaign, per 6/14/90 agreement.

For 4 days of services during the period July 23 -
August 26, 1990; at $500.00 per day.

Amount: $2,000.00

Past Due: $2,125.00: Invoice 1 10259 - 7/23/90
Amount due: $4,625
Amount paid: $2,500

TOTAL AMOUNT DUE:

4 EXHIBIT 1

$4,2.0
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INVOICE I:

JOB #:

D OS:

DEBCRIPTIXON:

TOTAL AMOUNT DUE:

4' ~ oO

S 0*

The Michael Rovan Group Inc.
Suite 643

420 Lexngton Avenue
NOW York, NY 10017

(212) 370-1050

M]IFLXCE

Lantos for Congress Committee

July 23, 1990

10259

90103

DUN UPON RBUCXI

Professional services of Michael Rowan in
campaign, per agreement June 14, 1990.

For: 9.25 days of services in the period
June 15-July 22, 1990

$4,625.00

a 4(tAu*1m
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The Michael Rowan Group

Suite 643
420 Lexinqton Avenue
Now Yorl, MY 10017

(212) 370-1050

TO:

DATE:

INVOICED :

TERMS:

DEB(cRZPYIOU:

Lantos for Congress Committee

October 16, 1990

10278

DUB UPON RECEIPT

Professional services of Michael Rowan in
campaign, per 6/14/90 agreement.

For 4.4 days of services during the period
September 12 - October 16, 1990 at $500.00 per
day.

Amount: $2,214.00

Past due: $2.000.00 (from invoice of 9/11/!90)

2TTA ANUK DUZ:

^ It
%LW W Vm

'Y

$4, 14. 00

• . . .. . . . . • ff



The Michael Rovat Group Inc.
Suite 643

420 Lezington Avenue
NoW Yorkv MY 10017

(212) 370-1OS0

zNOII

TO:

DATZ:

INVOICE I:

TERMS:

DESRBIPTION:

Lantos for Congress Committee

September 11, 1990

10268

DUE UPON RECEIPT

Professional services of Michael Rowan in
campaign, per 6/14/90 agreement.

For 4 days of services during the period
August 27- September 11, 1990 at $500.00 per day.

Amount: $2,000.00

TTL ANOUNT DUE: $2vO00.00
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

MIJR 3241

RESPONDENT: Tomi Lantos for Congress Committee and
Katrina Lantos-Swett, as Treasurer

RESPONSET1 SUBPOENA TO PRODUCE DOCUMENTS

1. Produce copies of all checks (front and back) paid by the
Tomn Lantos for Congress Committee ("Lantos Committee") to the
Democratic National Committee, whether as a contribution or
transfer, during the 1989-90 election cycle. Produce copies
of all correspondence and documents accompanying or relating
to such checks.

Check dated October 9, 1990, made payable to the DNC-
Democratic National Committee in the amount of $30,000.

Check dated October 17, 1990, made payable to the DNC-
Democratic National Committee in the amount of $20,000.

Letter dated October 16, 1990, to Mr. Paul Tully,
Political Director of the Democratic National Committee,
from Robert F. Bauer, counsel to Lantos for Congress
Committee.

Letter to Mr. Paul Tully, Political Director of the
Democratic National Committee, from Katrina Lantos-Swett,
Treasurer of the Lantos for Congress Committee. This
letter redesignated the contribution from the Lantos for
Congress Committee to the Democratic National Committee
"Victory 19011 Fund, a federal joint fundraising project
of the DNC and twenty-one state Democratic parties.

Letter from William Cross, counsel to the Democratic
National Committee, to Congressman Lantos dated
October 25, 1990, confirming redesignation.

Letter dated April 4, 1991 to Todd Gerlough, Reports
Analyst, from Katrina Lantos-Swett.

I 15Q944OOI / DA9 30$910 C46) 
4g9418i93



2. Produce copies of all checks (front and back) paid by the
Lantos Committee to the New Hampshire Democratic State
Committee, whether as a contribution or transfer, during the
1989-90 election cycle. Produce copies of all correspondence
and documents accompanying or relating to such checks.

Check dated March 19, 1990 made payable to the New
Hampshire Democratic Party in the amount of $150.

Check dated October 23, 1990 made payable to the New
Hampshire Democratic Party in the amount of $10,000.

Letter dated March 5, 1991, to Katrina Lantos-Swett from
R. Todd Gerlough, Reports Analyst.

Letter dated March 20, 1991, to R. Todd Gerlough from
Katrina Lantos-Swett.

3. Produce copies of all records, including but not limited
to, timesheets, logs, calendars, and agreements of employment
and compensation, documenting work performed by Katrina
Lantos-Swett for the Lantos Committee during 1989-90 election
cycle.

There are not, and never have been, any records,
- timesheets, logs, calendars, or agreements of employment

or compensation documenting work performed by Katrina
Lantos-Swett for the Lantos for Congress Committee.

(1 5994-kW1 DA9308)i) 0461 -2- 44893
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October 16, 1990

Mr. Paul Tully
Political Director
Democratic National Committee
430 South Capitol Street, S.E.
Washington, DC 20003

Dear Paul:

This letter serves to confirm the contribution made to the
Democratic National Committee by the Lantos for Congress
Committee. The contribution, in the amount of $50,000, will
have been delivered today by hand.

The Congressman currently has meager opposition and a
substantial cash on hand which enables him to declare and
transfer to the DNC a surplus under Section 439a of the Federal
Election Campaign Act. He is aware that the Democrats have
been presented at this time with a significant opportunity in
Congressional and gubernatorial campaigns; the public appears
prepared to entertain a new traditional Democratic messages and
to question the direction of the country under Republican
policies.

The disposition of the funds is, in his view, a matter for
the discretion of the DNC. The Congressman would like to note
certain campaigns in which he holds special interest, and to
ask your consideration of any use of the funds helpful to those
campaigns. These are the gubernatorial campaign in California;
the reelection effort of Congressman Bates in the same state;
the House candidacy of his son-in-law, Dick Swett, which
presents also with the Durkin Senate candidacy rare
opportunities in New Hampshire; and the House candidacy of Tim
Roemer in Indiana. Any support provided directly to those
candidates, or to the efforts .of the entire Democratic ticket
in those states, would appeal to the Congressman as additional
options for you to consider along with others you may have
separately mind.

I am glad that the Congressman can be of help to the
efforts of the DNC at this crucial moment in the cycle. Should
you have any questions, please do not hesitate to let me know.

Very truly yours,

obert F. Bauer

TELEX: 44-02"-' PI-o U - FAca4.UL, (202) 223-208
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October 25, 1990

Conqressan Lan"ts
La ntos for COnrass CouittOO
P.O. Box 611
urlifnqaze, calitornia 94010

Dear' COnq. LafltOUDearuz C:os ~tc l generous conrJJ~ ton to -,vco y g0*,

Thank you for your .os - of_*X _, thn tiociaoic toationl

a federal joinft fUnd-ra2iflV Pret oc tPereoceic fatoal

Committee and tvty le state DoA ar. e. f

*victory 90" will be shared by the following stats parties

accordinW to their stated P~rceftae Uawiiv 12.2* Nallsaths-61:
24.4%, NOW Hampshire 32.5% ard the 1 ut, ste alo , at 1.
'al "ornia, Colorado, ConiMeti@ Foia. woah

tl1inorka Cniaa owa, VYflt~1O)C, ihiqUI. MeW x O@ ot

car~li~ ae O i n, Penns.~ h lfylvania # Uhod* islavd anA TOMaS - ftis
Carolina, Ohio, b to the OlCiya=c-r-- n-e vnith federal. contribuStion Vill be rpze : ---

election laws.

.Simterolye

Willi"m Cross

Sao0 b.Cis mI i~i.C. 20005 Q004 I.SO ow Sdd ti

paid be* by da S3bdmi C* CFqMs.aC~u C ~~~
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TOM LANTOS FOR COUBRESS COWlITTEE

P.O. Box 611
8urlingame, California 94014

April 4, 1991

R. Todd Gerlough
Reports Analyst
Federal Election Camaission
Washington, DC 20463

Dear Mr. GerloUgh,

I an writing following our tel ph onversation on April 2. 1991.
In response to your question regarding the Lantos campaign's contribution
of $30,000 to the DNC, this contribution was made from surplus campaign
funds. As you know the FECA permits such contributions to be made without
limit. (24SC 1439 (a) )

Please advise me if any further information is needed.

Sincerely,

Katrina Lantos-Swett
Treasurer

KLS/jh
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION RQ-2
WASIICfON. D.C. 20463

WiR 5 19

Y. Katrina Lantos Swett, Treasurer

urlingame, CA 94011

Identification Number: C00112250

Reference: 30 Day Post-General Report (10/18/90-11/26/90)

Dear Me. Swetts

This letter is prompted by the Co~mission's preliminary
review of the report(s) referenced above. The review raised
questions concerning certain information contained in the
report(*). An itemisation follows

-Schedule B of your report (pertinent portion attached)
discloses a contribution(s) which appears to exceed the
limits established by the Act. The Act precludes an
individual or a political committee from making a
contribution to any other political committee in excess
of $5,000 per calendar year. (2 U.8.C. S441a(a))

If the contribution(*) in question was incompletely or
SqV Er tly...d'IaIQ6e#L.YY95 .ar9u4I...gmod .XRV r 9alse~
contribution made vas excessive, you should notify the
recipient and request a refund of the amount in excess
of $5,000. You should inform the Commission in writing
of such a refund, and the refund should appear on Line
15 of the Detailed Summary Page and on Schedule A of the
report covering the period in which the refund is
received.

Although the Commission may take further legal steps,
prompt action by you to obtain a refund of the excessive
amount(s) will be taken into consideration.

A written response or an amendment to your original report(s)
correcting the above problem(s) should be filed with the Clerk of
the House of Representatives, 1036 Longworth House Office
Building, Washington, DC 20515 within fifteen (15) days of the
date of this letter. If you need assistance, please feel free to



contact ae on our toll-free nuabet, (800) 424-9530. My local
number is (202) 376-2480.

Sincerely,

1. Todd Getlough
m*Grts Analyst
ROPOrts Analysis Division
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As

March 20, 1991

R. Todd Gerlough
Reports Analyst
Federal Election Commission
Washington, DC 20463

Dear Mr. Gerlough.

I am writing in response to your letter dated March 5, 1991.

Pursuant to the Federal Election Campaign Act, Congressman Lantos
made a contribution to a state party committee from surplus campaign
funds. As you know the FECA permits such contributions to be made with-
out ltimt. (2 USC 1 439 (a) )

I hope this
General report.
clarification Is

clarifies the infomation provided on the 30 day Post-
Please advise me If any further information or
required.

Sincerely,

4trina Lantos-Svett
Treasurer

KLS/jh
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Rowan&Mkt s, Inc.
Suite 203 / 73 Spring Street TEL 212-226.251

New Ykrk. New York I 012 FAX 212-22fi$3758

April 9, 1993

Ms. Tonda Mott
Office of the General Counsel _

Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, NW
Washington, D.C.

Re: Response to SaUbpoen& - MU= 3241

Dear Ms. Mott:

I received only yesterday the materials from the Commission

dated February 26, 1993, which includes a subpoena for 
documents,

sent to me at an old address by certified mail. 
The package was

sent to my firms former address and the Post Office did not deliver

it to my home address until yesterday. I assume the 
certified mail

recept will be returned to you by the Post Office confirming

delivery.

Nevertheless, because your letter requests a response 
within

thirty days of receipt, I wanted to be sure you were 
notified

the delay. And I will respond by May 8.

Sincerely,

Michael Rowan

-
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April 13, 1993

Ms. Tonda Mott
Office of the General Counsel
Federal Election Comission
999 E Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20463

RE: NUR 3241
New Hampshire Democratic State Committee
and Robert N. Walsh, as Treasurer

Dear Attorney Mott:

The New Hampshire Democratic Election Cmittee replies to the
General Couns.l2s analysis as follows:

Discussion

A. Earma'rki and Ex essive ,otrib=tions

The General Counsel takes the position that Congressman Lantos'
contributions to the Democratic National Conittee's (-DUC) and
the NH Party were earmarked for the Swett Campaign. Therefore,
having failed to report these contributions as earmarked, the
Commission finds reason to believe that the Party is in violation
of 2 U.S.C. §441a((a)(8). The facts in this matter do not
support this conclusion nor the evidence of any earmarking for
the Swett Committee.

The NH Party received transfers from the DNA in 1990. The DNC
made similar transfers to a number of strong candidates running

'/On page twelve of the Factual and Legal Analysis, the
General counsel states that there is reason to believe that the
Democratic National Committee violated 2 U.S.C. §441a(f) by
accepting excessive contributions. The NH Party has no
information on which to base a response to this finding.



Page 2
April 13, 1993

on the Democratic ticket including Senate candidate John Durkin,
House candidates Joe Keefe and Dick Swett, and gubernatorial
nominee Joe Grandaaison. ks our earlier response indicated, in
many ways 1990 appeared to be a watershed year for the Democratic
Party in New Hampshire. We fielded one of the most competitive
tickets in years.

The DNC contributed funds to help this ticket. Contrary to
Complainant's allegations and the General Counsel's speculation,
there was no designation or instruction from the DNC to the NH
Party that these funds should be used for Dick Swett. There was
no designation or instruction whatsoever about how this money
should be used. The Party expended the funds to pay for
materials and other activities to assist many of its candidates -
- some were generic, ticket-wide activities, others were directed
to support specific candidates.

1. Contributions by Lantos

Similarly, the Lantos contributions were unencumbered. The
Congressman gave no instructions whatsoever to the Party
regarding the use of these funds. They went into the Party's
general account and were used to support Party activities. It is
true, as the General Counsel's chart on page eight demonstrates,
that Mr. Lantos was not a longtime supporter of the NH Party and
that he generously supported the NH Party in 1990. But that fact
does not constitute evidence of earmarking.

Candidates, including Dick Swett, are perennial fundraisers for
their state party. National and state parties reoly on their
candidates to fundraise on their behalf. In turn,, the state
party has the resources to support its candidates. Here too,
this was the case. Dick Swett raised funds for the NH Party
through traditional networks of family and friends. Congressman
Lantos was apparently able and willing to contribute to this
appeal. But he gave with no instructions on how the money would
be used, and the NH Party expended the funds as it determined for
a broad array of candidates -- not solely to benefit Dick Swett.

The General Counsel reiterates Complainant's theory that money
may have been contributed to the NH Party, and subsequently used
to benefit Dick Swett, in order to evade the voluntary spending
limits imposed by state law. This is absurd, particularly in
light of the fact that the New Hampshire statute limits Rat
s22nding for a candidate as candidate and family spending.
Therefore, under New Hampshire law for purposes of determining
adherence to the voluntary limits, party spending was added to
any expenditures by the candidate or his family.
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2. Cmtributions Solicited by Lanto for the NH

The allegations regarding the Abraham's and Gottstein's
contributions are equally specious. Close family friends of the
Lentos and Swett families were recruited to assist the NH Party.
Again, this approach to fundraising for a state party is
exceedingly common. Like many candidates for Congress, Dick
Swett turned to his family and friends to support his campaign
and the state party.

The Gottsteins and Abrahams responded by giving to the NH Party.
These contributions to the NH Party were given with no knowledge
about how the funds would be used, nor were they directed toward
any particular candidate. The Party's funds were allocated
generally to support a variety of activities to assist the
Democratic ticket and candidates. The NH Party did not violate 2
U.S.C. I 441a(f) and the Commission should take no further
action.

B. Allocation Issues

In an effort to address all of the questions regarding allocation
and reporting issues raised in this matter, the NH Party smits
with this repon a nmded reports for the 1990 election cycle.
Specifically, the General Counsel questions whether the Party
made contributions and expenditures for the benefit of the Swett
Committee. The anmded reports reflect all spending for the
Swett campaign as well as each of the other federal candidates.
In addition, administrative expenses are allocated on a
reasonable basis between the federal and nonfederal account.

In response to the subpoena from the Commission dated February
25, 1993, New Hampshire State Democratic Comittee, through its
treasurer, Robert N. Walsh, responds as follows.

1. With regard to the request to identify all expenditures made
by the New Hampshire Democratic State Committee, please see the
attached documents. However, due to the fact that, since the
relevant time period, the New Hampshire State Democratic
Committee has changed both its office location, and its officers,
the Committee is unable to identify each and every expenditure
made. We regret and apologize for the fact that our records are
not complete. Should we succeed in locating more records, we
will furnish them promptly.

2. With regard to requests 2 and 3, there are attached hereto
copies of the Committee's check register for the relevant period.
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The Comattee no longer has all checks. Se also statements of
account, ev RMquhire Oratic Federal Account, which relate
to them checks.

3. There is also attached hereto a note, indicating rcipt of
funds fz Daniel Abraham and Tammy Abr of 10/31/90 and
copies of contributions received by check.

Very tru yours,

Robert A. Backus

RAE:Jsr

Enclosures

cc: B. Holly Sabadler, Esquire
G. N. Quraimbi
Robert M. Wtlsb, Esquire
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REFER i'$
FIRST NH 8AK* .l
OE HAMPSHIRE PLAZA

"-b w MANNHESTER REV HAMPS4IRE 03101
-mm. 603 641-4176 OR 1-9OO-345-7764

1 DEMOCRATIC FEDERAL ACCT
922 ELM ST SUITE 210
4A4CHESTER N" 03101

of

02

CUSTOMER NO. 0232025100 PAGE I
11 FROM 11-07-90 TO 12-07-90

'VIOUS BALANCE NUMBERITOTAL CREDITS NUMBERITOTAL DEBITS
COMEACIAL CHECKING

4' 314. 63 2 17P 700o00 11 14v006.95

FEES NEW BALANCE

.00 8,007.68

COMMERCIAL CHECKING
ATE DESCRIPTION
-12 DEPJSIT
-29 DEPOSIT

EC( 40. DATE
122 11-19

-1 324 11-13
125 11-28

c% 129 11-26
131 11-20
133 12-07

AMOUNT
12,700.000
500000

AMOUNT CHECK NI.
11,098.00 123

250.00 125
375.00 127
425.00 130
300.00 132

8.95

DATE
11-14
11-14
11-26
11-26
11-21

AMOUNT
250a00
600.00
250.00
250.00
200.00

11-
11-
11-
11-
11-
11-
11-
11-
ii.-
11-
12-

DAILY BALANCE
09 4P314 .63
12 17001#4o63
13 16,764.63
14 15,914.63
19 4,816.63
20 4,516.63
21 4,316.63
26 3,391.63
28 3,016.63
29 8P016.63
07 8 00?. 68

NOTICE: SEE REVERSE IDE FOR UPORTANT IFORMATION
E4CLOSURES

mmm



FIRST NH &AM* N v 0
ONE HAMPSHIRE PLAZA

...... fMANCHESTERP it 03101

.... 603 641-4176 OR 1-S00-345-?764

NH DEMOCRATIC FEDERAL ACCT
922 ELM ST SUITE 210
MANCHESTER NH 03101

02

CUSTOMER NO. 0232025100 PAGE 1
3 FROM 1?-O7-90 TO 1-0-Qi

EVIOUS BALANCE NUMBERITOTAL CREDITS NUMBERITOTAL DEBITS
COMMERCIAL CHECKING

8,007.6 1 2P625.00 3 8#,000.00

FEES NEW BALANCE

o00 2,632.68

inin - ---- -- -

COMMERCIAL CHECKING
ATE DESCRIPTION
1-20 DEPOSIT

K NO. DATE
- 134 12-18

- 139 1-08

AnOUNT CHECK NO. DATE
5,0OO.OO 135 12-20
1,000.00

AMOUNT
2,625.00 It-

12-

DAILY BALANCF

AMOUNT 1-08
2,000.00

3VOOT68
3,632.68
2,632.68

NOTICE: SEE REVERSE SIDE FOR IMPORTANT INFORMATION

ENCLOSURES 3

I- - A I I Rkm",6f Abwlrw"s



ii mant of Aoeunt
f1RSI HIM BANK* N,*A.

ONIE HAMPSHIRE PLAZA
N-KCHICSTt Ell HAMPSHIRE 03101
6U3 b41-411b OR -OO--343m-b4

NH OIMOCkATIC FEDERAL ACCT
922 ELM ST SUITE 210
NAHCHESTkK NH 03101 CUSIONER No's 0232025100 PACE I

0 FROM 4-06-90 TO 5-07-90

REVIOUS IALAICE HUBIS/TOTAL CREDITS
0 KkSOURCE PLUS

&103O7oZ 1 4.27

NUBEITOTAL DEBITS

B00

FEES NEW BALANCE

D00 10011.46

6 RtSOJ*CE PLJS
UAft' ),kCItPTION

-U7 lINIERESI PAID TO DATE INDICATED
AMOUNT DA
4*27 5-07

ILY BALANCE
1#011.46

NOTICE: SEE REVERSE SIDE FOR MPORTANT INFORMATIG

It4CLJSURES 0

an 60 4m 4wwpwx4wp4O O



FUST N" RANKv N,.Ae
ONE HAMPSHIRE PLAZA
MANCHESTER INEW HAPSHIRE @5101

NNW-an 605 641-4176 OR 1S-00-345-fT64

NH DEMOCRATIC FEDERAL ACCT
922 ELM ST SUITE 210
MANCHESTER NH 03101

eement of Aeoount

02

CUSTOMER NO* 02320251@O PAGE I
0 FROM 3-07-9o TO 6-07-90

REVIOUS BALANCE NIMBERITOTAL CREDITS NOVIERITOTAL 0ESITS FEES NEW BALANCE
6 N 0 V

1 011. 6 1 4e3Q e00 0O0 10015.7

6 H 0 V
DATE DESCRIPTION
6-07 INTEREST PAID TO DATE INDICATED

AMOUNT DAILY BALANCE
4.30 6-07? 10015.76

NOTICE: SEE REVERSE SIDE FOR IMPORTANT 1IFORMATION
ENCLOSURES 0



ement of A~eount
FIRST NH SA4Kv NOAo
ONE HAMPSHIRE PLAZA
MANCHESTER NEV HAPPSHIRE 03101
603 641-4176 OR I-SOO .. T3457764

NH DEMOCRATIC FEDERAL ACCI
922 ELM ST SUITE 210
MANCHESTER NN 03101

02

CUSTOMER NCO 023202.1 C PAGE 1
a FROP E-C?-qQ TC 7-09-90

=~ mm

REVIOUS BALANCE NUMBERITOTAL CREDITS NLMBER/TOTAL DEBITS FEES NEW BALANCE
6 N 0 W

,OlgoT8 2 505o96 B00 B000 2#5•?4

-mamm wlmiqwrmi069 m0m m mmmmmmnmmm

16 N 0
DATE DESCRIPTION
6-15 DEPOSIT
P09 INTEREST PAID TO DATE INDICAIED

AMOUNT
3€0,0©

5o 96
DAILY BDLANCE

6-15 1,51.7e
7-49 lt!21.74

NOTcE: SEE REVERSE SIDE FOR MPORTANT UWFORATION
9 NEI ft IMW vq r



*tomont of Aooount
FIRST NH SANKP N.A*
ONE HARPSHIRE PLAZA

0=4 MANCHESTER NEW HAMPSHIRE 03101
60 6417 6 OR 1-800-345-7764

NH DEMOCRATIC FEDERAL ACCT
922 ELM ST SUITE 210
MANCHESTER NH 03101 CUSTOMER NO. 0232025100 PACE 1

0 FROM 7-09-.90 TO 0-07-90

REVIOUS BALANCE NUMBERITOTAL CREDITS NUMJBERITOTAL DEBITS FEES NEW BALANCE
4, N 0 V

1521.•79 1 6000 .CO So0 1527.o76

16 N 0 V
DATE DESCRIPTION
-07 INTEREST PAID TO DATE INDICATED

AMOUNT DAILY BALANCE
60O4 8-07 1p527.78

NOTICE: SEE REVERSE SIDE FOR IMPORTANT fORMiATiON

EtCLOSI'RES 0



~. ,* ....

FIRST N" SANKA N.A.
ONE HAMPSHIRE PLAZA
MANCHESTER NEW HAMPSHIRE. 03101
603 641-4176 OR 1-800-345-77604

MN DEMOCRATIC FEDERAL AC:*T
922 ELM ST SUITE 210
MANCHESTER NH 03101

otement of AOoount

02

CUSTOMER NO. 0232025100 PAGE 1
0 FROM 8-07-90 TO 9-10-90

IREVIOUS BALANCE NUMBERITOTAL CREDITS NUMBERITOTAL DEBITS
16 N 0 W

1,52?.78 5, 31b. 39

FEES NEW BALANCE

S00 .0 6844.17

I6 N 0 v
DATE DESCRIPTION
8-09 DEPOSIT
;16 DEPOSIT

06 DEPOSIT
V-10 DEPOSIT
9-10 INTEREST PAID TO DATE INDICATED

AMOUNT
1 000. 00
19300e00

800000
2,200.00

16*39

DAILY
8-09
8-16
9-06
9-10

BALANCE
2#527.78
3P 827078
4,627.78
6P844.17

NOTICE: SEE REVERSE SIDE FOR IMPORTANT INFORMATION

ENCLOSURES 0

ai n co u eD dftW~m~en dm lM.Wem.aamlm m. e -lbe a-m-,u~m aD ,m~,lml~ ~ -- -- = 40- , lmbmm~l~m~ lm -mft em



* ***~**~,*, .~* ~.~.-~--,.*-..~-***-* ~

tomont of Aocount
FIRST N RAUK, t4.A.

ONE H4A PSHIRE PLAZA
MANCHESTER NEW HAMPSHIRE, 03101
603 641-4176 OR 1-400-34 5-7?64

MH DEMOCRATIC FEDERAL ACT
922 ELMi ST SUITE 210
MANCHESTFR NH 03101

02

CUSTOMER NO. 0232025100 PAGF 1
1 FROM 9-10-90 Tn 10-05-QO

PREVIOUS BALANCE NUMBERITOTAL CREDITS NUMBERITOTAL DEBITS FEES NFW RALAMCF
)b N 0 W

6P844o17 4, 215. 42 4P60000 o00 6kv459. 59

- m~ -

)b 0 V
DATE DESCRIPTION
9-19 DEPOSIT
4-21 DEPOSIT
,o-o INTEREST PAID TO DATE INoICATED

:ICK NO. DATE
101 9-11

AMOUNT
1,500000
2,700.00

15.42

AMOUNT CHECK NO. DATE
4,600.000

A MOUNT

DAILY BALANCE
9-11 2?244.17
9-19 3,744.17
9-21 6,444.17

10-05 6,459. 59

NOTICE: SEE REVERSE SIDE FOR IMPORTANT IWORMATION
ENCLOSURES 1



FIRST khl BANK* N.A.

ONIS HAnPSH1Rf PLAZA
MAfCHtSTUR #KW HAMPSHIRE 0310
603 641-4176 OR 1-800-345-4764

NH OkLMOCkATIC FEDERAL ACCT
922 ELIM ST SUITE 210
NAtCtIESTIK IH 03101

Oatomont of Ao-ount.,"

02

CUSTOMER ND 0232025100 PAGE 1
0 FROM 4-06-90 TO 5-0?-9

aM mmi

VRVIOS OALA KE hUROLR/TOTAL CREDITS NUMBEPITOTAL DEBITS
3* KC$OJACE PLUS

4.27 .00

FEES NEW BALANCE

.00 1#011.48

abf bw4t w 4w M do 4ft 4MQ 40" 41~f fdt4 m

)b R:$DJACE PLJS
LDAlrt )El:jC RLPT IOM

'5-47 iSiERESJ PAID TO DATE INDICATED
AMOUNT DAILY BALANCE

4027/ 50-07 0011o4 eSV

NODCE: SEE REVERSE ODE OR PORTANT WFRAN
tNCLJSURES 0

4mman



*oement of AoOeunt
FiRST NH 'ANK, N.*A
ON1 HAPSHIRE PLAZA

- - MANCHESTER NEW HAPPSHIRE 05101
601 641-4176 OR 1-S00-3495-7?64

NH DEMOCRATIC FEDERAL ACCT
922 ELM ST SUITE 210
MANCHESTER NH 03101

02

CUSTOMER NO. 0232025100 PAGE I
0 FROM 5-07-90 TO 6-0?-90

IREVIOUS BALANCE WNUBERITOTAL CREDITS NUMBERITOTAL DEBITS FEES NEU BALANCE
i4 N 0 v

lOl1.46 1 4.30 00 .O 10015.78

16 N 0 V
DATE DESCRIPTION
6-07 INTEREST PAID TO DATE INDICATED
07r)

AMOUNT DAILY BALANCE
4.30 / 6=? p015.78 V

NOTICE: SEE REVERSE WOE FOR IMPORTANT INFORMAllON

ENCLOSURES 0



FIST NH SANK* N40
ONE HAMPSHIRE PLAZA

- MANCHESTER Nf HAPPSHIRE 03101
-----map 603 641-4176 OR 1-000.mO34o-,776

NH DEHOCRATIC FEDEIAL ACCI
922 ELM ST SUITE 210
MANCHESTER N4H 03101

iotemont of Abount

02

CUSTOMER NCs 021202!1eC PAGE 1
0 FROP &-C€-90 IC 7-09o-90

-mu mmm m 4 M mm0 4 4000

PREVIOUS BALANCE NUMBERITOTAL CREDITS NLRBERITCTAL DEBITS FEES VEb BALANCE
06 N 0 V

I015.78 2 505e96 .00 .00 1. 21.Th

06 N 0 V
DATL DESCRIPTION
6-15 DEPOSIT
YO9 INTEREST PAID TO DATE INDICATED

AMOUNT DAILY

5.96.,, 7-09

BALAKCE1,515.76e
1, s21.74v

NOTICE: SEE REVERSE DE FOR EPORTANT WO IAOI
ENCLOSURES 0



vtement of Aoount
FtRST NH BANK* N.A.
ONE HAMPSHIRE PLAZA
M ANCHESTIR NEW HAMPSHIRE 03101
603 641-4176 OR 1-O-345-7764

NH DEMOCRATIC FEDERAL ACCT
922 ELM ST SUITE 210
MANCHESTER NH 03101

02

CUSTOMER NO* 0232025100 PAGE 1
0 FROM 7-09-90 TO 8-OT-9g

PREVIOUS BALANCE NUMBERITOTAL CREDITS
06 N 0 W

1,521.74 1 6e04

NUMBERITOTAL DEBITS FEES NEW BALANCE

.00 1#527o78

3b N 0 V
DATE DESCRIPTION
8-0? INTEREST PAID TO DATE INDICATED

AMOUNT DAILY BALANCE
6.04 V 8-07 i 527.78

NONCE: SEE REVERSE SIDE FOR IMPORTANT INFORMATION

ENCLOSURES 0



*tement of Aooount
FIRST NH SANK* "*A*
ONE HAMPSHIRE PLAZA
MANCHESTER NEW HAMPSHIRE 03101
603 641-4176 OR 1-800-34 5-?764

NH DEMOCRATIC FEDERAL AC."T
922 ELM ST SUITE 210
MANCHESTER NH 03101 CUSTOMER NO. 0232025100 PAGE 1

0 FROM 8-07-90 TO 9-10-90

PREVIOUS BALANCE NUMBERITOTAL CREDITS NUMBERITOTAL DEBITS FEES NEW BALANCE
06 N 0 W

1,527.78 5 5, 316.39 .000 .000 6p 844.1 ?

-00 .w ta

06 N 0 V
DATE DESCRIPTION
8-09 DEPOSIT
X-16 DEPOSIT
9-06 DEPOSIT

'r-10 DEPOSIT
-p10 INTEREST PAID TO DATE INDICATED

AMOUNT
1,000. 00 
1.300.00./

800.001
2 6200.00 /

16.39'

DAILY
8-09
8-16
9-06
9-10

BALANCE
2P 527.78
3,827.78
4,627.78
6,844.17/

NOTICE: SEE REVERSE SIDE FOR IMPORTANT U44ORMATON
ENCLOSURE e\ 0



NH DEMOCRATIC FEDERAL ACbT
922 ELM ST SUITE 210
MANCHESTER NH 03101

, . \. i. - ,

02

CUSTOMER NO. 0232025100 PAGE 1
1 FRO" 9-10-90 TO 10-05-90

PREVIOUS BALANCE NIUJNERITOTAL CREDI TS
D6 N 0 v

6,844.17 3 4v 215.142

NUMBERITOTAL DEBITS

4V600.00

FEES NEW BALANCE

.00 6,V459059

b N 0 V
DATE DESCRIPTION
9-19 DEPOSIT
I ,Zl DEPOSIT

10.-O5 INTEREST PAID TO DATE INDICATED

t.%CK NO. DATE
101 9-11

AMOUNT CHEC K NO. DATE
49 600o 00 0/

ANOUNT
IVSoo., 00
2 700.00/

15.42/

AMOUNT

DAILY
9-11
9-19
9-21

10-05

BALANCE
2,244.17
3,744.17
6,444.17
6,459*59

NOTICE: SEE REVERSE SIDE FOR IMPORTANT WORMATION

ENCLOSURES 1

FIRST NH SlANtK, NoA.
ONE HAMPSHIRE PLAZA
MANCHESTER NEV HAMPSHIRE 03101
603 641-4176 OR 1-800-345-7764

tement of Aeount

QW.N.M.

ENCLOSURES 
1

.00.m



4 3 6 7 2s

062 3
m o-A 2 0 M er i0 4 , . . ... .

06 "

10-115

to-as

fo-.a

Qec
TO awI tmofamE

'U,, PG
3:
IsO.
1.29
II, I

9o

I q

'1

40

Mw
I,
I

''S
183#15.18

-L9 M

OAMW ma.floomyosm"

1"IPTICHIT

IT
IT
IT

IT

I ITITITI 
T
TTITITITITTTTT pal

,oIwo



03 CL't o3o
60) a,,,, two -i8'PD-;;

672 3 9

mvQ5 RANcM' 3u0 7P OlS M VS Fm M NUM06 N 0 m6,0"'9." 1z. mu.o.SAt 20 Me. 10.1#7 3

'P"in IT

I

oeIT

ITIT1I TO D Img0'ig

1# O

lei

auc

itr

Y

,t I
I,
'I
II
9,

I..
1O.
I

*

'Ii

*1

II

9

9.

U



IfER DIRIES TO
FIRST NH BANK# NA. 02
ONE HAMPSHIPE PLAZA
.NANCESTERp NH 03101
603 641-4176 OR li-900-345-7?64

NH DEMOCRATIC FEDERAL ACCT
922 ELM ST SUITE 210
MANCHESTER NH 03101

**ment of Aeaount

02

CUSTOMER NO. 0232025100 PAGE 1
3 FROM 12-07-90 TO 1-0R-91

tIEVIDUS SALANCE NUMSERITOTAL CREDITS NUMBERITOTAL DEBITS FEES NEW BALANCE

b CONERCIAL CHECKING
8,007o66 1 2,625.00 3 6,000.00 o00 29632*68

- D- qS -as~.- -.- -.a, inin m D smis D m ~ l m 1. mm 9w.b D n I D -m Pe

CONERCIAL CHECKING
ATE DESCRIPTION
-20 DEPOSIT

lECK NO. DATE
134 12-16 5

- 139 1-08 1

AMOUNT CHECK NO. DATE
P000000 135 12-20
p00000

AMOUNT DAILY
2P625.00 12-18

12-20
AMOUNT 1-00

2,000.00

B AL ANC _-
3, 007. 683, 632. 613
3632.68
2p1532o66

NOTICE: SEE REVERSE SIDE FOR IMPORTANT INFO6MATION

ENCLOSURES 3



New York, WY 10022
TalVe Mrahan

E30 East 5th Street
Nw York, NY 10022

Vt

S

$5000.00

$50M.00

4f-eo C._.

9J.

93 APR 16 PM 16- &

'00 0
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New Hampshire Credit Union League
P.O. Box 2167
Concord New Hampshire 03302-2167
ToN Free: 1-800-437-2401

October 31, 1990

Democratic State Committee
922 Elm Street
Manchester, NH 03101

Ladies and Gentlemen:

Enclosed is a check in the amount of $250. This check
represents the contribution of the New Hampshire Credit
Union League Political Action Cofmittee to your committee
for the candidates of your political party.

The New Hampshire Credit Union League represents over
3 (,000 credit union members in 47 credit unions
throughout the State.

This contribution is nde on behalf of the New Hampshire
Credit Union League Political ,Action Committee, which is
the credit union movemnt's registered political action
committee in the State of New Hampshire.

Sincerely,

Leonard D. Lacouture

Trustee

LDL:ac

Enclosure

Member of Credit Union National Association Inc, & World Council of Credit Unions, Inc,



* LOCAL N "131I
Comprised of

Plumbers, Steamfitters & Refrigeration
Journeymen & Appremices

RAYMOND WELCH RO
Biness Manager alui

flia

October 11, 1990

Dear -5 1#-

On behalf of Local Union 131 enclosed is a con-

tribution from the union political action committee fund. These funds

have been contributed voluntarily by individual members of the union,

in order to help defray the cost of political campaigns of candidates

favorable to the union movement.

Raym d Welch Roge E. Gagn..n
Busi ess Manager Bus Agt/Fin Secty
Local Union 131 Local Uni.on 131

. -- M---A----

LOCAL 131 P.A.C. FUND
161 LONDONDERRY TURNPIKE

HOOKSETT. NH 03106
'-~ VC

1068

A MA .,HESTER. NM 03105

uO0LO aves :0 L ,00o31: S k,

~10 LOmq~ M , ""0 .....

- D L RS

GER F. GAGNON
'iesi Agent &
tf( #at Secretary
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Acknowledgemenlt of Deposit
RrtNH B kN.A.

ft"Pf =Uf *W tow Ker

AWWf ftMWd D W spos" Sihjsd a
%AM wAWAM of to Sr*-

t'JV2- qo 13:12:26 01-000E 2320251-06 5000.00 DI) P~EP

S
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Ackowiedgement of Deposit

(~) ~'t 4 3mi, NA

Vewm

fts rwd ftba o d ft Dm akcl

DAIL TW 1 IT R B ACU .IUT. TRANSACTIN TY. AN MUMMER 3 M W

C-14B

Acknowledgement Of Deposit

NHm w

ft" == f s b w IDf

DEC2090 12:22:32 Ot-0003 t897278-06 2000.00 DD IEF

It1. Tw TELLE Kamm AOUNT MJN M0INRT TRAWACTIO TYE AND HMER AR I~mmED ASOVE.
c l a s I I III IIIII II

Mr, 7



Aokno%

tNH~anks FrIM COP Bank

Se" Th" Rtc LMnt You Kwe Veri ied
Yo Account StUnsnt.

Items R for to the
DueanI tr e o

. .~ k) of)O A N

tDATE TW61 TFLI RNMJMER ACCOL.R4T 'PR AMOUW4T MNSGCMMt4 ? M ASK)M.3R M 1D DO

P-11

Acknowledgement of Deposit

(First NH Bank,.
L. n Mea d vw Lfj

T@u I W MneM FDC

ftw Th IhfD Lou w tl

'fews AACd fgitr ofSI.

CrT;25; 0 4:it:i3 01-0004 1897P78-06 500.00 D T1EP 17C."

DATE. TIME TUELLR A COUNT WMSIf MOUrN. 1TRANSWTCTM MAM OM A TINO

C-188

Acknowledgement of Deposit

cfPI'SNHakNA __ J~
280911-0 -

Lo k - *Whomm n e- -
Sae TIo 111010 Wa You Hmw Vered
YOW A006 SbmNIaM.

ANM reRSSVtr Deposi Sebpa~ 3 ft C

misedftsgin "AOo tie Sank

2 C',:4: Ci-00 E 727-', 50.00 ID DEP 017t

DATE, TE TILLER U ,ER. ACCOUNT MNMM AMOUNT. T ANSATOW TWE AND NAM AFI PRWTED AIOE.

Acknowledgement of Deposit

C-IBI

(Di SOMEt - NH Bank, NA.
w10111"-y *wm - a
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INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF BRIDGE STRUCTURAL AND
ORNAMENTAL IRON WORKERS

LOCAL UNION 474
1671 BROWN AVE.

MANCHESTER, NEW HAMPSHIRE

November 2. 1990

New Hampshire Democratic
State Party
922 Elm Street
Manchester. N.H. 03101

Gentlemen;

Enclosed Is check #2291 dated October 30, 1990 in the amount

of *2.200.00 Issued by the Ironworkers Political Action League
(IPAL), a voluntary, separate, segregated political fund
established and maintained by the International Association of
Bridge Structural and Ornamental Iron Workers. This contribution
is for the following labor endorsed candidates:

$500.00
*400.00
$100.00
*100.00
*100.00
$100.00
*100.00
*100.00
*100.00
*100.00
*100.00
*100.00
$100.00
$100.00
$100.00

Durkin for Senate
Grandmalson for Governor
Otto Oleson"
Wayne King
Ralph Hough
George DIenard
David Currier
Clesson Blaldell
Mary Nelson
Beverly Hollingworth
Burt Cohen
Jeanne Shaheen
Jim St. Jean
Susan McLane -

Graham Chynoweth

We request acknowledgement of this contribution.

Best wishes for a successful campaign.

Sincerely;

.~nL ngS

'- 171* -r 'VF71'TM-- "I II
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Deposited Federal Account 9/19/90

Powell, Goldstein, Frazer & Murphy
Political Action Coxuittee
35 Broad Street, N.W.
Atlanta, GA 30335

$500.00

Democratic Congressional Fund
3000 K Street, N.W. Suite 300
Washington, D.C. 20007

$I,000.00

Deposited Federal Account 9/21/90

ASDC/Democratic Victory Fund
430 South Capitol Street, S.E.
Washington, D.C. 20003

k r



S

Deposited into the federal account 9/10/90

$2,000.00C.O.L.C.P.E.
National Assn. of Letter Carriers
100 Indiana Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20001

FEC # C-0023580

J. Wilcox Brown
RFD #2, Box 273
Dunbarton, NH 03301

$200.00



jriNlw HampshDDemocratic Party
IW401L~

AO,
State Headquarters
Be" Buildin. Suite 210
922 Elm Street
Manchester. NH 03101
16031 622-9606

Deposits into the Federal Account

Alice Irwin
P.O. Box 707
Sunapee, NH 03782

William Dunfey
One Harbor Place
Portsmouth, NH 03801

$500.00

$1,000.00

ASDC/Democratic Victory Fund
430 South Capitol Street, S.E.
Washington, D.C. 20003

Jean Hennessey
4 Webster Terr.
Hanover, NH 03755

Elaine Krasker
P.O. Box 1176
Portsmouth, NH 03801

Daniel Callaghan
63 Kidder Street
Manchester, NH 03101

George Keller
HC 61, Box 114
Etna, NH 03750

$1,300.00

100.00

Professor

100.00

State Senator

500.00

Lawyer

100.00

Retired

S

8/9/90

8/16/90

9/6/90
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Odomof)Toma aI( oap Gorjp bor va"ua ow_____

NEW RWH-EDEMOCRPATIC STATE£ CO(MITTF.E PO 1-1-90 To: 3-31-90
OLUMA €Oum "

L MCECTM TOW RI 4 w.e.-
I I CONTR4IrrONS (ofetha O m) FROM: ........

(a) P*AhacalPart O.w _ _ _ _____ ___._0) ftiz~ed (tm S.ti A) .. . .. .. .. .

(a ) . . . . . . . . .

(c) O , Po al Comlins " as PACS) ._._._._. .. '
(d) TOTAL CONTRI, U)O "d 1I(A!K. (b), " (n ) . . "

12. TRANSFERS FROM AFFILIATEDoOTHER PARTY COMMITTEES

13. ALL LOANS RECEIVED .

14. LOAN REPAYMENTS RECEIVED .

IS. OFFSETS TO OPERATING EXPENDITURES (Re ILRobaes. sc.)

1. REFUNDS OF CONTRIBUTIONS MADE TO FEDERAL CANDIDATES

AND OTHER POLITICAL COMITTEES .........

17. OTHER RECEIPTS Dtnds.MbL afc.) ......... .11.89 11.89

18. TOTAL RECEIPTS (add 11(d). 12. 1& 14. IS. 1S &nd 17) 11.89 11.89

it. OPERATING EXPENDITURES ................. ... 8.66 8.66

20. TRANSFERS TO AFFLIATEDrOTWER PARTY COMMITTEES
21. CONTRIUTIONS TO FEDERAL CANDIOATES AND OTHER

PCILTICAI. COMMITTEES _______

22. DEPENDENT EXPENDITUMr Sme E).......
23. COORDNTED EXPENDITRE MADE SY PAR o ITES

t2 U.S.C. 441 t (u.e SduFl ..........
24. LOAN REPAYMENTS MADE...............

2S. LOANS MADE....................

26. REFUNDS OF CONTRIBUTIONS TO:.dsi sroswll hsial w, .e.... __ _

4b) ,,. ,l." Pary C . ..............
(c) OthP, Conwnoll ( m PACe)
(d) TOTAL CON-TRIUTION RE,-NDS (a 26(a). (b). end (c))

27. OTHER DISBURSEMENTS... .... ................

29. TOTAL b UR_ MENTS (a 1. 20. 2. 22. 23 . 25. 26(d) "

and27 . 8.66 8.66
111. 04 COTA "50MI4 EXEDIUE " Aka *" , "**

29. TOTAL CONTRIBUTIONS lh tm qwnbWS) bwon Lmn. 11(d)) .... '"
30. TOTAL CONTRBUTION REFuNDS pm L 2d) .} ._._._...
31. NET CONTRIBUTKS (otew ow bsXsL*ae Lin 30 ftrm 29).

32. TOTAL OPERATIG EXPENDITURES (bor Lime 19) 8.66____________
33 OFFSETS TO OPERATING EXPENDITURES tfom Line 15). . . . 33
34 NET OPERATING EXPENDITURES tsubrae Lne 33 from 32? _ 8.66 3__.___



-- -- v 'WWWWWWII Wwww

Wddmn Loan for ret nmbred lint)

None of cb gomn f un) MEWNEW -- -- l onont fy~fent OuuwwvqW R)WSUIRE DD ATIC STATE COOIITTEE Babadim sAm 1 ound Th'iset Wboln M
This Ptrled lbis Period Ped Of TbbPeriod

Nev Hampshire Denocratic State Co ittee
922 Elm Street (State Account)
Manchester. NH 03101

-. of Mom.l .

Allocable share-aduinistrative expenses
9. Funl Woe. Mli Addrem end Zip C of 001ftor or editor

8,803.45 8,803.45

t~turof MOMt (PuipegaI:

0. Full NoW. Mbi.. Addend Zip -f of eor or dItor

Rturev of DMM PSp);

E. Fwl Ure. kft~ir Addr and Zip Eb& ef a@uo of Crudho

ttrwe of Debt (Punpm :

F. Fuf , Neme. bM ,.Adress and Zip CD& of Dubto or Creditor

Noum of Debt (Purpow).

11) SUBTOTALS This Period This P lop ion l.. .......................
A__V-A

. - ~~ ~ ~~.. . . . . . . . . ... J . .,p.

21 TOTAL This Period (am pop thisl eonly) ... ........................................... 8,803.45
31 TOTAL OUTSTANDING LOANS from S&hdue C (hl page only), -0-

41 ADD 21 and 31 end carry forvwrd to wSProwle line of Summa Pop (amt gag only) ......................... 8,803.45

a Rq Lk



I. OF COMTTER on w

NEW HAMPSHIRE DEMOCRATIC STATE CONIITTEE+I

I I I FEC FORM 3X

poloo i Few "*i"W" UC PPSTWSAT'NNUMBER-

922 Elm Street C00178038

CY. STATE i ZM CODE F3. .Tim Vw!w iMo M a w

Manchester, NH 03101 I v om I mm.

L TYPE OF REPORT

2. 0 Moro 2 0 July20 0 Nobw aooP 0 A 20 0 o," w 20o my20 0 OPW1u120 0 Dmw,1

O Ammy 31 Yea EMi fpofl Twoftw mv up @ asm dI

o 31 Li YVw A e potaNn-e. b n Yew or&,) ' nm ci an Sw ofEwa "

U day upse, tw 9,.. General eeg Dn

S. 4-1-90 ts ...6-30-90 COUM A LUMNS

Tum i a pn _____y__.__9_0 S. ._.. . ._ 1000.00

0 Cshon IWd t PSI ............ .S 1,003.23 1

W Tow PAm~efL im 1s) .... ............. $ 512.55 $ 524.44

U IN .ar.....Cokm.$ 1,515.78 S 1,524.44

7. TO..o. ....m .n. .) ............... $ -0- S 8.66

G mh a n aondme Cbmofw*Pm.1t-om LbwS(d)) $ 1,515.78 $ 1,515.78

9.08 Ord -bp Owd TO seoniS po WMVm 6 Wsft
mmo so an $do** C w Sd ..... ... .......... $ -0- oora:

to. Di Obmba Od BY g Co ComMm W Elm e

,4m0 son 5m C oma Sdaf t 0).... ....... 14,155.33 E ..t w

Suwa of T sw.ser y Date

TI
NAOTE S suwo ~ of take. emonous, or i-re".,, : O*"tmn Way SU4lM Vh WWo SQ"m fts qPo 10 fth WIM~S Of 2 U.S.C 14379

q pop)
r



. DE!lfGb
- - R~ DIIOCRA
NEW HAMPSi U DEOCRATIC STATE COMMITBTEE

IL WETSca
11. COtIBUTioNS (o wn Im) FROM: .......

(a) bovuAlu.frsong Oe Tan Poum coswnsm ..
M amized om S&Okft A).............
(ii)TobI wwrb~s from tmvieab ...

(b) Potcal Pony Corees . ...........
(C) Other Po*Cevwhmifles ( as PACs)
(M TOTAL CONTRISUTKNS 11 M. fa Wd (0)).

12. TRANSFERS FROM AFFUATE/OT.IER PARTY COAMaT"EES * .h-~:ooI 500.00
m9

13. ALL LOANS RECEIVED .m.....l.....

14 LOAN REPAYMENTS RECENED.

15. OFFSETS TO OPERATING EXPENDfIfURESR RebuIs t.)

1s. REFUNDS OF CONTRI TIONS MADE TO FEDERAL CANDIDATES
AND OTHER POLITICAL COMMITTEES.

17, OTHER RECEIPTS DvSe1ds oft.). ............ 12.55 24.44

I#. TOTAL RECEIPTS (add 11(d). 12 13 14 15. 16 and 17) 512.55 524.44

19 OEPE N D ITURES.. 0- 866
,20. TRNFRS TO AFFIL1TEDOHE PARTY ¢O~TES .

21. COTIBTONS TO FEEA CANem11[s AND) OTHER

29. NVOPENOENT EN&TmR.s et " E) . . . . l m a m

23. COORDINATED EXPENIRES MADE BY PARTY COMITES
2 U.S.C. "1 ( u .d F)........ .....

24. LOAN REPAYMENTS MADE. .............

2S. LOANS MtADE..................

2n. REFUNDS OF CONTRiUTONS TO
4L) lists . o w 1 PoIiR Cmmbm ....
(a) Pobcal P" Cmmm. .............
c) Otp w ot m imc w PACU)........

(d) TOTAL CONTRIBjlTON REFUNDS (a0 We(a). (b). end (c))
27. OTHER DISBARMENTS. ..................

S. TOTAL DISBURSEMENTS We 19. 3D. 21. 22. 24.2 .d)
27- 8.66

a. NET COTuUl~~ppygEPNIUES_
29. TOTAL CONTRIBUTIN (ot ow om fom LI I Eft.30- TOTAL CONTRIUTION REFUNDS# -m L0 0...
31. NET CONTRIBUT IONSc(p ".2 .AnnnbWISXSMrac Line 3. f0,90

32 TOTAL OPERATING EXPFlgffic n" I hm t.b%

500.00
[ 5,.doo

500.00

I-

-u-

33 OFFSETS TO OPERATING EXPENDITURES..from Line 15) . . -
34 NET OPERATING EXPEN4 TURESI tMrc Lwe 33 from 32)

50 . o.0 oo,



D1BT AND OBLIGATIONS
Excluding Loans

PepP - of , ow
LINE NUMBER -- __
(Un 8perte Shedul.
for inch numbered line!

Omlllill Amount Pawnw-t OwlllwidqNEM UANMSMIIU DOOCRAT1C STATE COMMITTEE Oumandin I Aona Tmi Ie Na~nI Cb
L} Th Pwiod Thi. Period Peri of This P.rio,

ii i iinningiUimIni i s lni 'c a

A, U ems. - UaV cub of Veo w Ueistot
NEW MAXIPSRI DEMOCRATIC STATE COMMITTEE
State Account
922 Els Street
Mancbester. WM 03101

fSte of Odnw fh lo:o

B. Fun... f .to ,. &Ww A*& aw wW .i o Dbtor or Crdior

$t&uve of Ddx Poes:

D. Full ftme. MW"la A m and Zip COabe of Debtw or Cmhtor

Elimum 1 - UM (PI a CbtmI,

E. PesO tNms. eg nm wnd Zap C~de of Osbtovr or Creditor

twu of Dt (Pumoer):

F. Ful Nsme. %dmg, Aedrse and Za €ds1 of Debtor or Creditor

Nmwfe of Debt (Pwr)pos).

8,803.45 5,351.88 14,155.33

I ,v oW ., LP., ftri-a I, .... I"n' to "" "w , . . . ... .. . ............. .. ........... ........... 14 9155 .33
2 TOTAL Thos Porsod fIlm ap ta isl I only) ...... ...................... ................... 14,155.33

3) TOTAL OUTSTANDING LOANS from -%lduie C (it pep Only) ....................................... -0-

41 ADD 21 and 3) endc cWV forrd to prooimte line of Surnnar¥ py Ilest p e only ) ...... .......... 14,155.33

otmuv ofr DowN O 'val:

C FwH ftwe. Aft&" Adtlmn wid &P Cabm of Oraor or Cr dowr

PIZ, r"s W"PW.JM



mw Pop)
1. ONrEaM TEEltiX

NEW HMPSH IRE DEMOCRATIC STATE COMITTEE* I~~
LI
I

NOTE Submisson .1 tebe. euwnes s. p ,-:-,,- , mttW13 I9 poaewm 9w Ai b 9 p . s'ftes co2 U.S.C. §4379

---- I I t 1 FEC FORM 3X

S

i
aCmig"~ev~www o I. VE IIwW Vbe~ SENTFCATCHt NUMpm

922 Elm Street C0017838

CRV TATE and curv CM I:=a=W90*it
Nanchester, NH 03101 ww"Mm 0~ TWS Ppoxnog Pg'wd

4. TYPE OF REPORT wft

(0) 0 Apt i mntw ftepoM" i% Due On

0 1nd~ipe 0 bawy 20 0 A** 20 0 0Isber20
0 Maid 0 .,,20 0 Novembe20

1) aft 2c 0 SePeeine20 0 Jwary 31o hnusry 31 Yew Do E i) id t€ Do ________

5 J*A 31 MdYew R oui p dn.bc Yogiar) (Tcn w o so a__ ___

5 Tgn m on in ft St9 r of

1W WhsUMMAfiY AO,,.tmaA,? !!)YEU Ow

Cu~w e 7-1-90 yml 9-30.90 COLMN Awm 00UM a ~ l~o

N. Cah an HW rIm" 1. sil0.. 1,000.0

ft CoshonHW~de w-g a poo ....... $ 1,515.78

0 Towpomeq.. .Umm .................. S 9,528.39 109052.83

44 Su $N-O1 L-W INdO C kw.hN A d. .......
, ,. I.wn 00@ wo 99 bW couma I..,$11,044.17 lls052.83

7. Tow vwwswP 0 *0L .. U . .................. S 4,600.00 4,608.66

8. CahnH&Ckmf0qm iPdld- -Lmn fmt #t6(d)). $ 6,444.17 $ 6,444.17

S. Defts -n Obl~oeu Owoeods 10w en ba.wnw
Fwwmf. eon Sme C dw w S a o.............$ -aw:

10. Cou and Obao.D OT f. coui ie F.. Ebio . Con,,uso,
(W........on....dW ...... .. $21,664.89 9E SWINK NW

he" Iw 10 " ~a bo best an NW'b~E L. Coma To@ Foes OW04awn1,ftM. Loc M2-376-314120
Type a P* Nem at Teem

ROBERT M. WALSH
~..~q a f Tos& mm m

Ds



. etas, nr PAGE~
bSS~W~ S~su3Xw

NEW -RAMPsHRE DE10CRATIC STATE ¢CM,,TrE FR 7-1;-90 o 9-30-90

13.M 
A CLEU M aE

I. EFIU S CONTRIBUTIONS DE TO ) F DR: AL CAN.. A
(a) kwhvickalwroons Orw The ....

(o7 TEiC (Se Sdo A) ............. 1.700 2,200
() uOPERAN E0..............
(ii)Tow of ca bIm m W a . .. . .. 2,a000 20r500ii

(b) PoltcM P"l Commfltt . .. .. .. .. .. ... 5,m000 .5,000
(c) 0ew Pol Cw t Od as PACQ ..) . 2. 500 2,500
(d) TOTAL COWRIUTV lad I (Wwj and. (Q)). - + - ) - 9500 1 0,000

12. TRANSFERS FROM AFFILIATEDO)THER PARTY COMMITTEES

13. ALL LOANS RECEIVED . ...............

14. LOAN REPAYMENTS PENES ... ...

12. OFFSETS TO OPERATING EXPENITURES (P BY PATba s, etc.)

16. REFUNDS OF CONTRIBUTIONSMAD TO F RAL CANIDATES
AND OTHER POLITICAL CGMIIWEES.

17. OTHER RECEIPTS (MNT...t etc.) ......... 28.39 5283

26. TOTAL RECEITS (dd 11(d). 12 .1. 2. 16 2 2(17)

19 OPERATING EXPENITUS . . ........ 0 8.66

20. TRANSFERS TO AFFIwTED OTHER PARTY COMMITTEES .... 9

31. CONTARMUOTO EF E L LNIDnES AND OTH-,E
31 LITICAL ONTIBUIONT(ES 4. 43600._ _, 4,600

32. TOTALEPERAETIN EXENDTURE (rm Linef 1) ____ _86

3. OCFoFETER EXPENNDTUE (fM LY PAM COMMITTEES
t__ u.S.C. _ %_(o_ _ _ _ _ _ _ ... . . .. 6

24. LOAN REPAYMENTS MADE

2S. LOANS MADE

ob) P Paft Com.-il. . . .. . .
(c) Optw Cawat "w as PACe) .. .. .. .
Wo)TOTAL CONTTN REUD (AN 26(a). (b). WO (c))

2 7. OTHER DISBURSEMENTS .. . ...

26J. TOTAL OISSURSEMENTS (ANd 19. W0 21.22. 23.2,4.2S$. 26(d)
w4d27) .. ...... . . .. .. . . 4. 600 4,608.66

29. TOTAL CONTRIBUTIONS tolhwrlmlm)(som Low 111i .. 915 00 " 10p000
30. TOTAL CONTRIUTION REFUNDS fromre 26mo ...

32. TOTAL OPERATING EXPENDTUE poe Line 19). . . 0 . 8.66 ,
33. OFFSETS TO OPERATING EXPIENNTlURES poeLine Is) . 0 0 ,3
34 NET OPERATING EXPENDITURES (subtract Lwwe 33 from 32) 0 _8.66 ,3

13

14

Is



- SCHEDULE 8
lot sory of low
Summery pop FOR LI I4UMSER

-K 21
Ay fiW%"Mhet lt . ecwh pRoe aod Stemem"m ay not be sMld or uod by any peron fr o purpose of soliciting conlrbuo 91 for

Pun"11_ Otw*"Wsterw n d no vPolitical committee to Woickt oanribuslon from suth committee.

U ISAM F I DDIORIC STATE Co1TE

A. Fee mn lMm" AddM d ZW Codb

U.S. Postal Service
Brown Avenue
Manchester, New Hampshire

Purpose of isb r ment
Postage for sailing for Dick
Swvett, U.S. House Candidate
Oisbuament Urn: U W Uoi (ea;-2

I Ovte (apacif Y) (NH1-2)

Dais (month Amount of Each
Date (month

day. ver)

9-10-90

Amount of Each
Dlurtvnt This period

$49600

6. PdI fta Mai" Am w ad RIP C o Pupoe of Dibur-mmsft Date (month. Amount of Each
day. ver) Disbursement This Period

Disbursement for U Primar U Genera
I Other (€ecif V)

C. FIll . 11601" Ad*Nm nd ZIP Cob Puroos of Odturament Dt9 (month. Amount of Each
day. yea) Disbursement This Period

Disbutsement for. U Priffary U Generl
Otier (mecify)

0. Pi N 00010iUIU A40 end ZIP NM Purpoe of Didauresment Date (month. Amount of Each
day. year) Disbursemen This Priod

Dwxawrm fr: UPriuttv UGsW~h

S. Pall NO. lmm b Add6 mad ZIP God PurPos of ibumenT Date (monWt. Amount of Each
day. year) DidwresOM Thi Period

D k b r w f o . m a y U i e " 0

P. FI ft in l m6111 m 64i ZIP a W Purpose of Dimursmwent Date (mow Amount of Each
day. year) DIsbursement Thi Pwid

Oiulsel-0 for: U f U Genera
_______________________ l Other (lfy)i

G. F49 MmN- 01131s AdWm sed ZIP Coda Putps of Disbunremet Date (month Amount of Each
day. Year) Disbursement This Period

Disbursemneni for. " Prima ry U ow I
Other (speciv)

H. r oe. Mm ISi Addmm mad ZIP Ceda Purpos of Disbursement Date (month Amount of Each
day. year) Disborsement This Period

Disbur-s-et f U Primary UGenver
Other (pecify)

I. FPc Nsrnw. Mihin Ad -mW ZIP WC Purpose of Disursement

D hurseent for i Primary
1Other (WweifV)

LiGeneral

Date (month,
day. veer)

AmouM of Each
Disbursement This Peiod

SJMTOTAL of DOfbursements This Pop (optional ...........................................................

TOTAL This Period lat oe this line number only) ......................................................... /1 $4,600

I

W.r



DE SI AND OBLIGATIONS
Excludinl Loans

LINE MLUUS10
(Ue wc U -bro ft lfor "ich -umber"e llne

Out~ading Amount Peyam t uamu
HAMPSIRRE DEMOCRATIC STATE CONITTFE Incured This imm t Chi

T146 Pftiod This Period Period of Thill 04Mi
A. F; NO1 i! f Afe iZpCd fDbo rCd.

New Hlampshire Democratic State

C ttee (State Account) 14,155.33 7,509.93 0 21,665.26
922 Ela Street
MKtheoter, Now Hampshire 03108

Allocable share-administrative expense

a. F&yI Name. IWiRn AMdre and Zi Od of Oebtor or Craditot

0. Fu Name, Wfqing Adm wdZip OO of Debtor or Oditr

Mature of .Debt (..--. . .: . . .... ..$ 2 1,6 6 5 .
F. FM None. Wiling Adrs end Zop Cd of Detor Creditor

1) SUSTOTALS This Period This Pae foptional) ................................................ $21,665.26

2 ) T O T A L T h is P eio d (list pOo p this line o nly) ................................................ . 1 a6 - .
3 ) T O T A L O U T S T A N D I N G L O A N S f ro m S h e d u le C ( l 4 M p a re o n ly ) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... 0

t41 ADD 21 end 31land carry foirvard to app opro line of $unvvory Pe 4M a g e onlf ) ....................... $ 1 6 5 2
$2, p652

, &



IN")I
I

4. TYPE OF REPORT

NAIm 15Qj fes~toe W~p

o h sQmtfo

o .jwy V 'few &W~ ft

5 .h4 31 Ltd Yer Ripon PNsn.*ws W Only)

ED Tww&smn Ripes

C001 7838

Tw commimeqMsds

wwa DUSN TMS papo pow

-CI Riput .On:
o Pebuw so 0 Amnwi0 0 0"a. 20o Msu 20 0 Joy 2O0 Nl w*g~ 2o Au6 20 0 Aupt20 0 Dgans ao
D) may w 0 "Mpwi20 0 IWOSV 31

9wo day vvWs pm,.,q General

islco n in ftSl al NH

0 TW40h da bouvigoV ersia DIC6n en

in 9w SUM of

$a) ra flit n msnsDw 0 s 0 rwo

UMMARY COLUMN A COLUMN a
pw, 10-1-90 ,, 10-17-90 "Mh P.sa, Vw

1 on Jm" .l 90 - ........ 1000ca,,,,, ,, , , ,t i alf,,m P,, ,a . . . . .ft . * _. 444.17

4c Tow Pimcs , 0L O .. ..... ............. $10,015.42 $ 20,068.25

M) BOM OW Una 1 () lW .W A . .... ...
.w6 moW6(C4m $ 16,459.59 $21.068.25

7. TeWDas@hLkm n) ..... ............. $ 16,014.00 $ 20,622.66

s wW*C b.Vlsponk s0* d**NwUfts m Lim 6S(d ) . 445.59 $ 445.59

.DWd 0~ Cbsft O TO f Vws CFm Wow 6 -b ioewi f as anS i I", mm W" sd * 10 w d

. D 06obm Owed ST ft Cobnt Feft Ebtn
(W.......S.. C.. .......... $ 20,045.16 WESm" v,,tdW

W....n DC 043
o lwy IM Ihasv =;dw ft~ 6Wad~A b ofmy know~dpe ai&W e 6W9iow. "N reciVlg Tom FM goog4g5waI opi" LW0237-32

T p or P Mw N oe o Tm s w rF Robert H. alsh
uwe w of maessw 'Dale

NOTE S Smuian of % be. vnoma. or rc;a ot ftewon way 50 00 peron *V fts Pepou to he pealies O 2 U.S.C §4379

... I I I FEC FORM 3X

922 Ei Street

MhY. STATE WI 1 1 C 0

Viuchester, NH 13101



If www

Newv Hampshire Democratic State Comittee

L WCEIPTS
1 . CONTRIBUTIONS (ot *awn bwe) FROM: ........

(a) oidv dalsWersoi s Orw Than PoI4aim Comm ..
() mnized (uw SUo" A) ...........
(.. . .. . . ..........
( )T@W of w ~iI tom Wd€vka~s..

(b) PolalS Paty CWY MM .. ................
(€) O Pollicad ~Cwwwi (suCh as PACs) .

(d) TOTAL C WONS0 (&X,). ae (€)).

12. TRANSFERS FROM AFFILIATE DOOTHER PARTY COMMITTEES

13. ALL LOANS RECEIVED ...... .................

14. LOAN REPAYMENTS RECEIVED.

15. OFFSETS TO OPERATING EXPENDITURES (RskodsRsbas, sic.)

1s. REFUNDS OF CONTRIBUTIONS MADE TO FEDERAL CANDIDATES
AND OTHER POLITICAL COMMITTEES..... . . ..

S2,200.00

- 1 2,500.00
s 1000.O0 $ 15,000.00I 2,500.00

S 10.000.00

I I

S 22.500.00

17. OTHER RECEIPTS nvWlftSt. Oc...) ........ ... $ 15,42 $ 68.25

1STOTAL RECEIPTS(add 11(d). 12.13.14. IS. 6WW 117) .. $ 10,015.42 $ 22,568.25

L. C S BURSEMENTS l ). -

1, OPERATNG EXPENDITURES ............ $ 764.00 $ 772.66

20. TRANSFERS TO AFFLIATEDOOTHER PARTY COMMITTEES $ 250.00 $ 250.00

21. CONTRIBUTIONS TO FEDERAL CANDIDATES AND OTHER

POI .€oIAV s.. .S $ 4,000.00 8 8,600.00

22 INDEPENDENT EXPENITURES (we S e E).•...

2 .COORDINATED EXPENTRES -SADE BY PARTY COWMATTEES $ 8 25- 0
(2U.S.C.441 d)l(WeSdwdhu Fj .... .......... $ 8,250.00 $ 8,250.00

24. LOAN REPAYMENTS MADE...........

25. LOAN MADE.....................

26. REFUNDS OF COTRUTIONS, TO.
(IsO, s-r 1-w,,P----- ca C~mim....__________

(b) Pellka Pa Y Ci s.................
(c) OlhWr orn Cwe'vws o as PAC) .......
(d) TOTAL CONTRBUTION REFUNOS (00 26(s). lb). W'd ())

27. OTHER DISBURSEMENTS $............... 2,750.00 $ 2,750.00

2". TOTAL DISBURSMENTS (add 1. 20.21. 22.23.24.25.26(d)
wl'd27) $ 16,014.00 $ 20,622.66

a. NET CONTRISUTIONSIOPERATMN EXPENDITURES
29. TOTALCONTRIBUTIONS ftIow t s amfromn LineI . .. 10,000.00 $ 22,500.00
30 TOTAL CONTRIBM U ION REFUNDS Orm L 26(1) .__...
31. NETCONRBUTONS o ran M*subtM U Lim30 from 29. $ 10,000.00 $ 22,500.00

32. TOTAL OPERATING EXPENDITURES (frm Low 19) .. . .$ 764 .00 $

33. OFFSETS TO OPERATING EXPENDITURES (from Lne 15) . n . . 0

34 NET OPERATING EXPENDiTURES (sbrae Line 33 from 32) $ 764.00 S .66

IT V

. ..... T- TTT ! -- l .... TTI i



Dt-AftLIMY PAGE.
Pags S. FC O. 33Q

11. CONTRIBUTIONS (~tth. An alni) FROM: ......
(a) If ur w er Tan Polal Cfo nes

(Q Itmzd ie Scem A) .......
(i) - , o.............
(im) Till;I .... wab ,' ro vidias .

(b) P Con ........
(c) owe P,)am *.ch w PAC*)
(d) TOTAL CONTRIBTIONS (ad I I (Offi). (b), amd (0). iii~0 70~

12. TRANSFERS FROM AFFILIATEOPOTHER PARTY COMMITTEES

13. ALL LOANS RECEIVED

14 LOAN REPAYMENTS RECEIVED..

15 OFFSETS TO OPERATNEG EXPENDITURES (RehslLRsbale&. etc)

is. REFUNDS OF CONTRIBUTIONS MADE TO FEDERAL CANDIDATES
AND OTHER POLITICAL C MEES.EE. .

17. OTHER RECEIPTS (Diidendsht. et.).... .. .. .. ..

18 TOTAL RECEIPTS (add 1id). 12.13,1415. IS and17) . 4, . . .t ""

19 OPERATING EXPE NDITURES. 7 7 7- ,

20. TRANSFERS TO AFFUATEDOOTHER PARTY COMMITTEES..

21. CONTRIBUTIONS TO FEDERAL CANDIDATES AND OTHER I I
POLM C L CW E . CC)

2. DEPE EENT EPNITURES m Sde h E.

23. COORDINATED EXPENOMURES MADE SY PARTY COMAITEES
(2 U.S.C. 441mW])urn Scdib F1

24. LOAN REPAYMENTS MADE .

2S. LOANS MADE

26. REFUNDS OF CONTRBUTIONS TO.
(a) W O Olhm Then co1 4mle . .
(b) Polic Pa tc Conn... .. . ....
(c) Oter P Cnwis esc am PAC).. .
(d) TOTAL COWTRIBTION VERNDS (odd Me(). (b). and (c))

2?. OTHER DISBURSEMENTS.

29. TOTAL DISBURSEMENTS (ad 1 . 0.21. 2. 23.24. M26(d)

0. NET CONTR0VpT1ON$pMRTINO XEDIUE
29. TOTAL CONTRIBUTIWOS ( o who t "MR fti)(om fIUn 11W).
30. TOTAL CONTRIBUTiON REFPM pm Une 2(d)] . . . . .

31. NET CONTRIBUTIONS (@thr ow ikwS30act 9n 30 Ir2m 29).. 01

32. TOTAL OPERATING EXPENDITURES m Us 10) b .w.. . - 4
33 OFFSETS TO OPERATING EXPENDITURES from Lne iS) 3.
34 NET OPERATING EXPENDITURES (subtrad LW 33 fro 32) .



H~OULS 5
I FOR LINE WWIS

AIy ktftmoewss)SA ap feoih each a t od e my ma bo ad beyperonfor t poof slicltingon rvktIs or fWnm
poa Ott hn 6M ew d v d es of any paltisol emmItM to solkh comtutions from wit uch e0Wmtm ,

WAAI OF 0M1E111 01 Pe4 0

Nev Hampshire State Democratic Committee

A. Pd Nbm&. MImg AMM m IP Dab Purps of Diaburument Dte (month. Ap.tov ofq Each
bay. yos) Dabumgmen This Period

Talbot Caterer* catering 10/6/90 $764.00
240 S. MaIn Street tiebPmiU J mry U$76 O0
anchester. NB 03102 -1o0W(Ntfy

I. ru nun .MA Addm ean ZIP oak Pupo Of Date (month. Amouoe of Each
dy y,) I mment This Period

Diura.M fo,. U Primary U Ge el
10the (pectify)

C. Pi Now. Ad*= smd ZIP Cede Pume of Oeburmmem Dote (month. Amout of Each
day. yearI DsW ill~ This. Period

by. yer) fiorsrins This Piod

D. Fa me.kdsAdhm l an pide !Pwa at DistmdvIPeCu Date (month. Amoum of Ec h
dby. ve) Dkwemw This Period

Ohe (pecify)

R..VI Wu. ,M dmod ZIP Cdod so oWN ,W"0.4. Date ,month. Aimm of Eah
yd. veer) Dwft w This Pe od

smW tor -U v U Gen"

Other (spwcfy) _ _ __ _ _ _ _

p. Pla $ma. O n* m and ZIP Cobf Purpeo of Disburement Dote (mtonth Amomm of Each

byv. veer) Oingmm Ths Piod

H. Pd Mai-s. MUi-- ,, ..,d ZI Coda0,Ce-- Date (m-onth Amn o Eac

dby. yew) Dieb-nen Thi Pe d001 t for t, .) U. .... U Co m

I. PLv dama. Mailimn A en ZIP Code Purpoge of Disburwment Dote (month. Amount of Each
day. year) D everswNst This Period

Dusement for -U Primary U Geners

O Other (specify)

SUSTOTAL of Dburvens This Pap (optionel ................... ...................................... ... $764.00

TOTAL This Period (let pep this fine nwer only) ........................................................ .... $764.00



4PH#OQLV* *TIMO*~~SW

...... -77fteN1.

FOR Llt40 UMBER

I Any, l ltf OVWesll ed from mch RaW" and S"temt mey not be sld or ued by any pon f r he purp of solling conributlof or for commeCis1pupoee. * r *on ushg the nme, and dsM of env pDe omWmitee to solichi eOtrutON frm such Committe.

rMUAW ODe oIcTES lie POt)LNew laupshire Democratic State Comittee

I

U C I 5 Amount of Each

Sullivan County Democratic Comiti
c/o Tom Sherman, Treasurer
Center Road, Goshen NIH 03752

Purpose of D-Isursement

Be contribution
Dieburserntet for. JPrim"
-' ther (specify)

IUGeea

Date (month.
day. veer)

10/6/90

Amnount of€ac
Disbuement Thie Perd

$250.00

8. Ud Meoa. 1IItlift Ailkm a ZIP Cde Purposw of Diebursement De (month. Amount of Each
day. year) Disbursement This Per;od

Disbursement for: U Priry U e

I Other (ecify)
C. Ful tMme. Mblam AdMm oa" ZIP C Purpose Of Disbursement Date (month. Amount of Each

day. vw) Disbursement This Period

Disbursement for. Priary U Geneal
Other (speify)

O. § NMm. M@lN" A m .ol ZP Cde Purose of Dsrsen Date (month. Amoum of Each
day. Veer) Disbmsment This Period

Ottw cwfv)

E. Ful Mom. Mltlq Addms and ZIP Cedb Date month. Amount of Each
day. ywr) Diburwsemnt This Period

Di~wrsem for. U Prim U Genera

SOther (pecifv)
V. I Now. M@inq Addnm ao ZIP Cetde Puose of Disbursement Dew (month. Amoun of Each

day. vrt) D niewwe This Period

Disbnoseen for: U Peimiry U Fw

SOthe (s pecify).________
G. Pus Otea. Mim dl m il ZIP Ced Pp ZCdof Disburswmnt Date (month. Amount of Each

day. Vee) isrsment This Period

Disbursement for: [ Pv U Genera
-Ote (specify)

O 141 I ftol &Wm.Mdif AdMbe *Wl ZIP Owe w of Dibuorot Dae (mont. Amun of Each
day. yer) Disbursement This Period

OD 511nen for. U rm U Gw-
IOther (wec~if y)

1. FM Meme. MIdlln Addra - ZIP Dada Purpoem of Disbursement

hDisbursm for: U Primary

Other lspecify)
Uj General

Ote (month
day. veer)

Amoum of Each
Disbusement The Period

SUBTOTAL of DOfburements This Poe (optional) ............................................................

TOTAL This Peod (lat po this lie number only) ........................................................... .. $250.00

,+



'71 ;w - 11

4 SCHNEDULE S .Tuzqvu ME
ase~ies)PAGE or

soegry of the I I
Pamypp FOR LIN UMBNERi

I Any lO tmop ed frm with 011opm wW Setemenis Aoy not be sold or umd by iy Person for the purpoe of soliciting contributions or for commercil
pupCM. oter 0hr" V4114g the nW* W 001, N of V Po l al committee to Wict contbutbn frm such committee.

Democratic State Comittee

A. Pe N100. Mge Admi a" ZIP Ce,
Rtowan Group
420 Lexington Ave #420
Nev York, Nev York 10017

U.S. ofca'Sett.. addate; (KH-2)
Disburemen for: U Pimary

SOther (Ipeclf y)
LWJ Gerol

Oute (month Amount of Each
Owte (month

day. y )

10/1/90

Amount Of Esch
Disbursement This Period

$4000. 00

IL A Owns. 1 ZIP Ca. Purpose of Disbursement Oune (month. Amount of Esch
day. Veer) Disbursement This Period

Disbursement for: U ! ,wv U General
I Other (specify)

C. Pol ftwoo. 11" ZIP ob Purpopa of Disbursement Dole (month. Amount of Each
doay year) Disbursement This Period

dey. yeor) Disburement This Period
/I Other (liraif y)

E. P1 Wooft. RIfim A mosld ZV Ca Purpose of DIsbursearmt 01 (month. Amount of Each
day. year) Disbursement This Period

D ,~ometfor: U P~ooyL U Gonro
--1Other (fewify I

1. Fd llomse. 11@1q Addliad Z Purpose of Olbursement Date (month. Amount of Each
day. yar) Disbursement This Period

Disbursement for: U Iarbvmrv U Genral

'I Other (specify)

F. PeE Nmme. Aft0" A a Zi Ca Purpose of Disburement Opt* (month. Amount of Esch
day. yew) Obursement This Period

Disbrsement for: U Ptmy Gener~l
Other (specify)

9. FUN "14. a Adbe a ZIP Coda Purpoes of Disburmment Oue (month, Amtount of Each
day, yew) Disbursernt This Period

Disbursement for: Li rmrv L Genes'

Other (specify)

I. fun ftwn. Moill Ars ae ZIP ob Purpose of Disbursement

Disbursement for: U Primary

7 Other (specify)
Th,

Date (month.
day, yeer)

Amount of Each
Disbursement This Period

SUBTOTAL of Dksbur emernt This Pap (optional) ..................................................... ....... .. $4000.00

TOTAL This Period (I pop this line number only) ..................................................... ........ ) $4000.0

F l !kAM O F COM 1ITTEE he F IWV New Hampshire



SCEUL JRSEMENTS ~rse sheules)PAGE - o
Suatepory of the 1

Summey Pegs FOR LItER PUMgERq
ot 27

Anyrw n eeW i pi fro sh Re s a S tt mey not be solder used by any person fur teprps of soliciting contritions of fur commercial
purpose. otinur than usinge ve nd w4 u of env political committ solk eflgft eatbft frem embs eommittee.

p NAMe OF WMiTTrEE 
eior UN

Nowe Hampshire State Democratic Comit teeDte(ot. AonofEc
-" I q

A. e mmne UWWi Aim, wal 2w Oa

Share Systems. Inc.
144 Rogers St.
Cambridge, Mass

Pur p o of Disbuement
Payment for voter ID
Grandmalson-Governor (NH)
Disbumement for U Primay
IOtte (Wecify I

U Gertel

Dote (month.
dy. yew)

10-17-90

Amn of Eah

Disburentent This Perio

$2750.00

a. Po Mom. U A i * ZV Cede Purpse of Disbunrmen Dete (month. Amount of E&Ch
day. ytr) Disbourwment This Period

DieburemeM for e_. Primerv U General

Other (specify)

C. FS Mme. Naltag A ewna ZI Cob Purport of Dilbwnent D" (month. Amount of Each

dy. yeer) Disbursement This Period

Disuwrsee for. U P1~' b" Gerwal
Other (acify)

D. Fa Saws. f dti ne Addit8 aN ZIP Cede Pwupose Of nt De (month, Amount of Each
dev. yta) Dissment This Perw

Durseme fur: U him" U www
SOther (s cify)

S. Ful Mmo. Wamgll A mnd ZIP e Purpose of Disbursement Dote (month. Amount of Each
day. yeer) Dsbuorement This Perood

Disbusem fur. U
IOther (peify

F. Pou NMme. Moir" Ad*m a ZIP C4d Prpoe of Didouerseent De (month Amount of Each
day. yew) Disbursement This Period

Disbursement ,o: U Pt&"rV U General

____ ____ ____ ___ ____ ____ ____ ___ ____ ____ __ I Other (spe ify)
~ ster (sciV)

' 0. FvMe Niai. -1il Adkdries mWt ZIP Go&1 Punmoe of Disbursementt Wel (month, Amount of Each
iIday, yer) Disbursment This Period

Dibreetfr rm Io

1. VWW untw. eueuq w 0100 Lwes= Purpose of Disburarment

Disbursemem fur: U Primy
Other lm ifw)

U Genea

Date (month.
daey, ver)

Amount of Each
Disbursement This Period

- - I I-~ - ~ _

"MTOlTAL of Dfbu nu Ths Page )............................................................ $ 2750.00

TOTAL This Period (1ot pep this line number only) ........................................................... . $2750.00

-1 Oter (Nwif/
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ScWSOULE D S, DEM AND OBLIGATIONS
Excuding Lovis

LINE NUMS tR

for fech numbeged 1)u01

WO of 0 amphi re c c t

Nev Hampshire Democratic State
A. F&A ftme. Wiling Add emd Zip mb of Ofbir or Creditor

Nev Hampshire Democratie State Committ
922 Elm St. (State account)
Manchester, KH 03108

"mews of Det (Punwgu:
Allocable shpre-administrative expense

1. Fan Nvme. helin A and Zip Omb of Debto or Creditor

metvw of DbN (Puwpow).

C. Full Nowne, lftn lm w'd Zip Cod of Dsbtor or Creditor

Nsmm tof DIbt Pmpom):

0. Fa NP me. Usiml Admn -W Zip Co* of Deeom or oditor

"Dow- of Debt fPnmmom):

E. Fun Ntme, &IWin Addrem end Zap Ded. of Debtwr or Ceditor
~2. -~

twm of Debt (Purpon):

F. Fuff Movi. IAiling Arem ed Zip CDdo of Debtor or (>editor

Ntreu of Debt (Puo):

1) SUBTOTALS This Period This peg (option'l) ..

2) TOTAL This Period (lgs1 Plen this line only) ...............................................

3) TOTAL OUTSTANDING LOANS from Scedule C (lt pep onlv). 0. 00

41 ADO 2) end 3),n andcrco forwd .,1o Mroprle.h f S Pg emspueo, Om.............................$20,045.53

I

L



.UcHEpULR P
POLSYK

ON OF CANDDATES FOR FEDERAL OFFICE(2 U.S.C. 6441a(d))

(To be wad ody by PoMi Csmmuem in Sbe Gwseven Elon)

ftw goPteJ Conwae ain Full)

ev Hampshire Democratic State Coaittee

NoW v 1 *00 bm do* 0 0 "si* mvfmed *200nditww byea poiltiie Povv eomgm? 0 YtES 2tw9

pu t. liq e m en ZIP Code o' S*o'*fm. Committee

#PW fte. Wag'i @ Add R ZIP Cods Nu. of Fedvi" Cen6ds RPOonMd. atpg o EaadiW"0 OMe (vmn. Amount
f -c ftmO am, District & Office ftulpi __________ _____I

Share Systems, Inc. John Durkin
144 Rogers St. U.S. Senate-NH2
Cambridge, Mass 02142 Voter ID 10-17-9 $2750

;qGgiM Gernsc ENC1S Eaedtr
_tois Cond bdw-S 2750

f m,. &WOW AM=td ZIP Cod to of Federu Cownsm gwoned. pwpon of Eiwmdltu Dan (month. Amount
of Each Pbme Soft, Ditrict & Offite Swu_________ _____

Share Systems, Inc.
144 Rogers St. Richard Svett Voter ID 10-17-9 $2750
Cambridge, Mass 02142 U.S. House

fhi Cendidmt-Z$ Z_ _ _--__w

PUS Sll l "dig 9" wad ZIP CMU t"w of FrOe CMn . Smo oed. PWQp of Ex"uM O0 bmeoth. Amount
of ..... bet,. Dstr act .... *, m... OiaOfie_00

Share Systems, Inc. Joe Keefe
144 Rogers St. U.S. House Voter ID 10-17-9 $2750
Cambridge, Mass 02142 NH-2

Agogepte Gnreal Election IEapnetore
___ ___ __ ___ ___ __fort'he Cardidete-1 1 -1 k

F,e Rl&14. &i Addre end ZIP Code See of Federal Cendaede Supported. Puipo. of Expenditure Do" (month. Amount
Of E... Paye Sa-e, Districi & Office Sought dav. veer I

Ae,.?.t General E Iejton E pendaurefor th , Candde_-$

.ISTOTAI. of IE xveriditures This Pa (op wion .. . ...... ...................... ........ $8250

TOTAL TaI Per od (test pae this tine nu on ........ ... ................. $8250

LIN I.NU-E of
L1042 kumlk3;



.1
*1

I 03101

4 TYPE OF REPORT

Ne Ham.;pshire Democrtic t ate. cowatt**

922 Elm StreetI

3. Q T qa.s- as a km ee"
-MfDso O hO THS - puo

an , .- -ot.

0)EJ A~tW i mftsppoe

El OA w ausyRpooo

Qobw is afr Rppa

El .Mriiy 31 Yow Endepr

0l .U 31 lW Yew eport *K yogeeccie y

Nof R4 Asm On:
o Fwuo go 0 Am 20 0 Sue 20o March20 0 Jo'y20 0 "~2o 4i 20 0 Au ,20 0 oe er30a
0 may2 0 ep"mbe"O .aw31

ElTwe#VI da M Impr s~n to ________9

(17. of EhW)

TWO da 1GW !e020 to wvigo Gwr" Eiecfn an

11-6-90. ""Smt~ New Hampshire

0) b~iAWa vow " W W16uw1. !) El woS01
SUMMARY CUMN A COUM a

Ik co ol" o, 10-18-90 teq 11-26-90 ftli cord OW46080

W() Cashondmsy .l, 90 ....... . 1,000

C on sb ew d Do ni f p au I P. . . 445.59

w Tow 14 tlnmuno Is . . ........ . $ 100,744.51 $ 120,812.76

Una GN __ ___________91$ 101,190. 10 $ 121,812.76

7. TmIOWDisbursema iLUoU) ............ .... $ 98,173.55 $ 118,796.21

4. ¢Ch On maO 1 m n0pPfUt Pwio - sl - tm Do 60) $ 3,016.55 $ 3,016.55

S. Dftft a'd MAPU~ Owd TO go5 Cwmftn Pa hoar IIs uamln

I&. D"b and Cb kP. B~Y ft Ce omgs an ~ CV
. .IIw S..........$ 21,236.42 9fSPK WNW

~, ~__ Wst~qon.DC 2043

-" ILoc 202-376-3120
Tip or Pf vio ofa Tooom

ROBERT H. WALSH
* s., of T asu. Do.

VOTE Subwssom of AW*. awoewo. v "W 01 * on may suw *e pfwo SWi ft ROo" the Pos'befs Of 2 U.S.C 14370

i I! I IFEC FORM 3X

CfTY. STATE W e ZP CODE
Manchester, New Hampshire

C0017838

I

m



bmpshire Deaocratic State Co.ittee 45 10-18-90 600-26-90
COLUMN A COLUM a

. CO )TIOTAONS (otrw O dlom)FROM: . .' ...... . . . 100,700. 1080 0

(a. TRNSFERS prs FROM FLATOThe PARTYl COMMITTEES

4) N (ue SO*" A) .. P........ 1,000.00 3R2CI 00

1.ANDFR OW ILAETHER POAIICA COMMITTEES

13. ALOT N RECEOiED . ..............

14-TLA YS E E N. . . .... . .. 0.

5O OPERAT ES...U... ................... 16.00 0

is.R O CONTRIBUTIOS MAD TO FEDERAL CANDIDATESAND7OT

U. EPNDNTEXENDTUES(tS~s~A E................ 0 ll

2. C ADEUEANDBY PARTY COMMITTEES

I? OTHE RE EI T (D d f,, w .of . . . , 4 - 11 2 7

4. TLOAN RECEIPETS adE......................

25 LOANREENTS MADE ........................

it OPER TIN EX E DI U E .. . .! . . . . II . . 1 j 6 -3 4 5 5 9

2o. OT,:St'S To AE: ,N eXiNoooES T c.,miTTE..)

26I. REFMUTK OF CONTRABUTCONDIAE TO:OHE

) P OLITICAL COMMITT EES .... .......... __0000146_.0

12. OtE EXPTS NDIUlS (ea s tAC) ........ _ 44_•_51 0 0_1__2_•_7

(t TOLC OTR I(dUTI Nd RF N d (. a. . ) . .a. . .. 67920857547.8
27OHRIBREET.........................11,1840] 130,939.40

26. TOTAL-D IR MENTS AD2 .....

2 . NETOPERATING EXPENIURESS -

29.RN TOTAL CONTIBUTI (w 1ATnmI"h as PAs .I TEE . . . 100,7000
0. TOTAL CONTRIBUTION REFUNDS ( LW 26(a) 0 b). 0N____ _ "-_--

31 T C.RSUTIONS .. ow j . 30 fo 2 . 100,700.00

30. TOA C NRBT F IEFLrM Smm. e LW )( . . ..... 0 0

31.NE CNU.S.C. j4cad} (w Schtn I m(ur ... .. .. 306on10700.007,408

32I.TTALOPERATINGEXPENDITURES(fromL 19) 13763.3014
33 OFFSETS TO OPERATING EXPENDURES from Line 15) .0

34 NfT OPERATINGEXPENDITURES su v. 33from3) 13,7633.0 1,39

tl(

'3

I1'

s

li

sti

Ali" ANt"~PAGsoftop"Wo -bill-I0 4104p 8. PIC FORM mo
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An ieometon esled from &Ah tspeu an Saemoa mey not be sold or md by any peon for the PurPes of solkcitng eontribw:sI or ft owmmarcisl
wouoa. other to wswng vth . e da*e o f any pitl e ommits to *olick awoirbution from such aommtee.

ffAME O C1ITTER ON PuW

New Hampshire Democratic State CoIitteeI I m t

A. FdNba.lili 011dn 1511120C101P111
Sheraton Wayfarer Hotel
South River Road
Bedford. NH 03102

Purose of Disburewmt

Rent for Comittee receptloi

DwXument fw. Lj Prv
"Other (specify)

Do*e (mnth.day. yw)

10-19-90

Amoum of EwhDbburmen This Pwio

$ 250.00

1. Fd i. MW5q Ad and ZIP Caft Pw of DOiebsrufnit Doe (month. Amoum of Each

Robin Holske Consulting/Travel Expenses day. vow) dousernt This Period

Mill RoadLJ Fw., 11-9-90 $ 250.00
Pembroke, NH 03301 --1Otho r Lp iy1 9

C. Pus Me. MNaSlkm aind ZIP Cob Pupxme of , iwawnt Dote (month. Amoum of Each
sby. yewr) Disbwut~wu This Potod

ike Rome Consulting/Travel Expenses

ors Mill 0382 DisbuW, retor. _jUPronry LUG,,el 11-9-90 $ 250.00
Dover, NH 03820 -poecfy)_

0. FPn Nano. Malinq g eiA& ZIP DO Purpase of Dsue@WWII Dmte (month. Amount of Esch

Share Systems Generic mailing (exempt ay.v. ) OissmanT This Priod

144 Rogers Street Get-out-the-vote (activity)

Cambridge, MA 02142 "t o, UGW 11-9-90 S 5,549.00

I. vi ftme. *A = A Ci Noe of aie0d ZIP Dt Dote (month. Amount of Each

Keystone Press Printing day. vw) Dinw t Thi Period

9 Old Falls Road 10-23_90___2,328.08

Manchester, NH 03104 DNissnm U hv LJc.rn, 102390 $ 2,328.08
0 Other (specifv)

F. Fu eme. lin d Cub Am o Zn Date (month. Amount of

Mail America Direct ail (exempt activity) Cy. yVw) Disbmmewn This Period

83 Hanover Street Direct l (eemt a

Manchester, NH 03103 - , Uea U 10/29/90 $ 1,236.22

G. Full oame. 1111" Ad* saild ZIP Ce& Nopose of Dwmet Dat (month. Amount of Each

United States Postal Service Mailing (exempt activity) This

Manchester, NH 08101 _ailing_(exeptactiity)

Diaumement for .U " rv LGnerel 11/1/90 $ 1,500.00
(othe (epecify)

H. Full Nam. M io Addres ZIP Cads Purpoe of Diursent Date (month. Amount of Each

Mitch Epner Consulting/Expenses day. year) Dibursment This Period

Dartmouth College Csulting/Expenses
Hanover, H 03755(specify)

I. Full Al.mw. Ua Adrm nd ZIP Cade

Brad Smith
104 Concord Street
Nashua, NH 03060

Purpose of Disbursement

Consulting/Expenses

Disbursement for U f U General
7 Other fspeifv)

ote (month.
cloy. Year )

11-12-90

Amount of Each
Didmesemen This Period

$ 375.00

F SUSTOTAL of Dsbursements Ths Page (optioni)............... ............................... 7 $1233830TOTAL This Period (flat pe this line fn urnber Only) .

m l I I I I 

II

Lj Got"



SHEDULE 8 gTWIM 93SRSEMENTS
I ree schedul(s)

sctegorv of the
Summary Poge

PAGE OF22
FOR LOWI NUMBER

-n Any info'rrn;oft copied from amAO W O 9wt, snur ents e my not be sold o ud by any person for the purpose of soliciting contributions of for Commercial
purposes other th n Wsin the erne 0d ed*m of mW pothiwa committee to solicit contrbutions from such commite.

>AME OF COMMITTEE ift FVW0
~ New Hampshire Democratic State Comittee

A. FaN kbm. NWlla Ain d ZIP Cob

Ray Gradual
Maplewood Road
WhItefield, NH 02598

Purpose of Dlursment

Consulting/Expenses

Oibursement for: Primay U General

1Other (specify)

Date (month Amount of EachI U

Do*e Imonth
day. yer)

11-12-90

Amnount of Each
Disbursement This Period

$ 250.00

D. F* l Name. h AMMON_ oa" Z - - Purpose of Disbursement Date Imonth. Amount of Each

Paul Bagley d. year) Disburvsment This Period148l Unio Se et Consulting/Expenses

148 Union Street Disburseient for _Primary JGen, 11-12-90 $ 425.00Milford* NH 03055--Oh (i)

1 4 
: 1 O ther (s pif )

C. FuN foeas. 11011"g m - ZIP C Puroose of Disburswenwt Date (month. Amount of Each

George Dunstono day. ear) Disbursement This Period

Da 'ouhColg Consulting/ExpensesDartmouth College

Hanover, NH 03755 Disursement for: UPfrV LGerwral 11-12-90 $ 250.00
Oter (specifyr)

D. Full Nam. Mei Adil! mad ZIP Omb Purpose of Disbursement Date (month. Amount of Each

Andrew Beede Consulting/Expenses day. VWea Disburement This Period

Dartmouth College
Hanover, NH 03755 Disbusernent LJ eomer :. I 11-12-90 $ 300.00

I Otf r5specify)
E. Fusl Nme. IIi @ a ZIP Co Purpose of Diebursement Dote (mon"t. Amount of Each

Granite State Coalition Cyion d. yer) Disbuir, ent This Period

10 Ferry Street
Concord, NH 03301 D dsursmenr for. [ Prmary U Gw~no 11-12-90 $ 200.00

Other (specfy)

F. Full IName. Nola M ZIP W Purpos of Dsburswwnt Dote (month. Amount of Each
day. yew) Dsbursement This Period

Disburseen for: U Primary U GOM

G. Ful Oftse. hiag A ad ZIP Cob Purpose Of DisbursemeNt Date (month. Amount of Each
day. year) Disbursement This Period

-I Other treacly)

H. PFu Name. NIllim Mdrmm esd ZIP Oda Purpose of Disbursement Date (month. Amount of Eachday. year) Disbursement This Period

Disbursement for. Li Primary LGene

Other (speci'v)

I. Full Neme. Vaikq Adrm id ZIP Cods Purpoe of Disbursement

Disbursement for. Primary
Other (specify)

LiGenra

Date (month.
day, year)

Amount of Each
Disbursement This Period

SWJTOTAL of Dsburs e., u This Pag (optional) ..................................................... ........ .. $ 1,425.00
TOTAL This Period(Lotpap this line number only) ......................................................... $13,763.30

I Im



WHEDUL13 8 ITIMIZ9S URSEMENTS
s chedul(s) PAGE I

ago!y of the 1 1
v Pegs FOI LIM NUMSIlE

1 21

A I informesiton copied from such Reports end Sutement, may not be sol or used by eny persn for the purpos of soliciting cOntlbwtk orf 1O4r commer1iel
purpos. Othe then using the name and addre of eny political commitiew to sict contrlbutions from such committee.

r OF COMITTEE (is Pl)
Ney Iampshire Democlratic State Comittee

A. FURl ain. lMW Addies aWdW ZCmb
NH Mailing
7 Perimeter Road
Manchester, NH

Dote (month.1 1' - I AmOunt of Each
Purpose of O1u9smen
Direct Mail Dick Svett
NH-I US House Candidate
D--bursewnt-for: U r LIJ Gene-l

"7Other Imecifv)

Doe (month.
day. year)

10-29-90

Amount of Eet hDi*Imft Ths Perlo

$10000.00

I, P #w, le Addr and ZIP Cude Purpose of Diursement Doe (month. Amoun of Each

Share Systems Telephone survey for Durkin dy .Vr) Disbursemnt This Period
US Senate Candidate

a144 Ro Mers 0tf: UPrimery L.5Gener 10-27-90 $5,000.00
Cambridge, MA 02142 Other (_ecfV)

C. Fe now. M AddrM wd ZP O Pupose of Dibrsement Dte (month. Amount of Each

day. yer) Diubursrne This Period

Disburment for. U Prbryr U GenralT
Other (pec*y)

D. F M -Rft~ Addrn sen dZW Purpose Of DiMuICUen Dte (monh. Amount of Each
day. yi DIausanent This Period

Disbursement for: U Prim~ary LGs
1 Other (Weciy)

. Pa Naese. Mgk AWMand ZIP C a Pu Of Dote (month. Amount of Each
day. yer) m This Period

"1 ttwecf f)

P. Ful Nme. Mhilm Adm ad em l Ce Purpose of Diueusen Dot" (month. Amoun of Each
day. Vowl DibWoumsnt This Perd

other (IMWY)
e.Fl Nmse. ailg Addm and ZIP Cede Purpoe of DOuremnt Dote (month. Amount of Each

day. Yew) Disement This Period

Disbursement for. U Print U G
Other (speciy)

4. Full Nomo. tllft AddIMs "mu ZIP Omb Purpos of Didlriement Dote (month. Amount of Each
day. year) Disbrement This Period

Diursemet for: U Primary U G l

Other (sectfy)

I. FuN Name. llie Addmi and ZIP Cefd Purpose of Disbursement

Disbursement for U Primary
" Other (Wecify)

U General

Dote (month.
day, year)

Amount of Each
Disburmment This Period

-a I __ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _

SUSTOTAL of DOsbursements This Page (optionl) ..........................................................

TOTAL This Period (last poge this line number only) ............................................................ $6,000.00

m

m

i i
I " 

i



sCHEDULE S ITEMlit RSEMENTS
PAGE O

;= SNOWY of if..
Suwv Poe' FOR L1041 FWUMsER

Any informas on copied from such %p" and Smwments Ray not be sold ofr u by wey pewesn for the Iewpos of soliciting contrilbutlorn s for o commqecilPrposeso. Ohr wn wainge 0nae 0"d addM of en political ommittee to solih eont es io, from Iuo ewnlwitue.

Ae OP COmpITTEE o ti PSo

New Hampshire Democratic State Co ittee

A. FuN 16b.. KlN*g Addrem &W ZIP Code
Share Systems
144 Rogers
Cambridge, MA 02142

-I Purpose of Disburme
In-kind contribution
Granduaison - NH Governor

Disbursement for Ur-i"uv
I Other (specify)

,.G,,

Oet. (month.
day. Ywer)

10-26-90
10-29- 0

DibAmounnt0of Each
Dsbrsmon Tis Period

$1,500.00
$3,750.00

D. Ful oaew. Miling Addres sd riP Cad. Purpose of Disbwormeni DiO (month. Amwnt of Each

dev. vor) Disursement This Period
S11-1-90 $2,500.00

Disbuementr Lo JPrar[v [Joe 11-9-90 $1,387.25
Oh,her (specify)

C. Full teme. Mailimg A na mnd ZVP Cud. Purpose of Didaurment Dote (month. Amount of Each

Mail America In-kind contribution y. vew) Disbursemen ThisPwiod

83 Hanover Street -Grandmaison - NH Governor
Manchester, NH 03103 Disbursementfor. LPr imerv Ucienesat 10-29-90 $ 927.15

Other (specify)
0. PeuiN , Wwmin. Adlm~l salad ZIP Prpo, of DtbWmWt Dotw (month. Amount of Each

United States Postal Service In-kind contribution ty. vow) Disbursement This eio
Grandmaison - NH GovernorManchester. NH 08101 mDrsnt for LJ ,w La 11-1-90 $1,125.00

00whe Isecifo)

. Fu Nme. Addres Owed u Purpody of re De mo . A-,nt of Erch
day. yeo) DisbuwnreM This Period

Disbrasman for UPrwV~ [JGe

'I Other (specify)

F. Fed Name. Mailing Addum sd ZIP Cude Purpose of Disburseane DOt (month. Amow Of Eac
day. vowr) Oiburnment This Pei

Disbursment for Pn Liy eeu

Oth r (specify)

G. Fed I.me. Maiing Adm snd ZVP Cu b  Purpos, of Oisurment Oute (month. Amount of Each
day. veer) Dsbrw"ent This Pwiod

. F uf t e w. Mel ine A es a" Z VP Purpose of O i", u rme t D oe (m onth. Am oun t of Each

day, ye r ) Disbvrlleweft Thi Perki

Disburs-me. . for U Pniory U GeneJ .

__________________________________________ Other (specifyV)

Purpose of Disburvement Date Irunt h.
day. year)

A, out of Each
Disbursement This Period

Disbursement for. U Prvweer U Genera 1
S- 1 Other (specffv)

"TOTAL of ibursMents Ths Poe p (optional)

I................................................... ........ . $ 1 1 1 8 9 .4 0

11

•. ru. rnl. 5111111 pmlllrl anowco um



, t 94 3MI
-DEW* AD O tWATgONS

Exd kd Loms

ia"W" of C*uWM'~ ans PON)
New Hamshire DemocratIc Ms Paymmtt"W

Seeau'ie aqi TissIn"ofebState Comittee ybkp pgi Peio Period of cam.tr
A Full Men Mabiileba Amd ftn m. VL 0%A 8 Phb.... -W-

LINE NUMBER _1&
(I inpe1rlte orhedveg
for fch numbered *161

Nev Hampshire State Democratic
Coittee (State Account)

922 Elm Street
Manchester, NH 03108

$20,045.53 $12.380.69 111,189.40 $21,236.82

%letm of Dub (PupmMI:

Allocable share - administrative

C. FwN fmiq. ftili, A t . Zip CM& of or Cvsdifor

Itfur of DBe PoWp):

0. Fun Nome. AWe1 Addren en4 Zp C:ft *I Dgfow or Cmdit

PbwMe of Dam (Puipom):

E. Ful Noe. kbilqe Add. wd Zip C* ol Ibor or Credito

Ptftwm of Dui (Pupxm):

F, Full Neone. Mifa i Adden end Zi Co of Dubtor or Creditor

Nflurg Of Deb (PurPog).

1) SUB TOT ALS This PeFSod This Pop jopiOeI) ....... .......... ....... ..........

.L--- 4:

S.A *LJ. :

I

21 TOTAL This Period (lost Pop this line s AV) ... ......... .. ..... .. . .............. .21,236.82

3) TOTAL OUTSTANDING LOANS from #Scdwig C aM Pog. oniy) .............. o.
41 ADO21end 3)ndcarrV foewvwfdto wmosefmieot Sueywy Page (lost page OnV) ................. 21,236.82

I III2i,23...2

tk



* - cMEPULE F m
FOLff

ON

COORDINATED EXPENDTURES au
IITY COMMITTEES OR DESIGNATEC
F OF CANDIDATES FOR FEDERAL 4

(2 US.C. 144le(d))

risi ,,E ,- f A...LINE "Umalrt 2x

(To be md oely by PuNtm Cmmtom the wsGqel Ebadon)

Nme of P~kiN C msni (in FoUn

New Hampshire Democratic State Co ittee

"n "w Cwmmlnn bnn dupmtd to wake -Ponoethwd eOuenditwe by a pofltim pws mnlse? 0 YES 500ON yES. ,w, ehm mtng gonvin

Fud -. WAq Adm end ZIP of Saor6non Commit

Fwa Oftwo Ming Ad od ZIP CO* NW"a of Feal Cowid SwaPpone. Pupow of ExWUendi, Do". bmonth. Aono fab Paves Iw Oc & Oati __ $Digt ftee. owI
Nev Hampshire Mailing Richard Svett Direct Mail 10-29-90 $ 1,757.65
7 Perimeter Road (NH-2) House
Manchester, NH 03103

Agj-pm Gilu4Ener n tw E fum
w thi rw~dm-$ 4,507.65

FA %'Wf. ft"q AIS Gad ZIP Coft ItfWof NO ofa OR I S IOPoned. PWOPOs, of Exmendituro Dan ("0n10. Anwwnt
oft. Distrs se,0ict & 01fta Ioaht ________

US Postal Service Richard Svett Postage for 10-23-90 $ 4,250.0
Manchester, NH 03101 (NH-2) direct mail 10-26-90 $ 5,000.

10-29-90 $ 4,000.
10-30-90 $ 2,000.

__ ONS CWn dw-$ 31_We_

Pug ftww. IMns" Adirm ad ZIP Co %&""eOf Fed.',I CO dads! bosoated, PauPes Of Exnwditue Dow liven 1. Amnt
o Esaw Py.... e. itrict a Office bouot __ . _) _ I

Keystone Press Richard Swett Direct mail 10-23-90 $ 2,560.
9 Old Falls Road (NH-2) Printing 10-26-90 $ 5,000.
Manchester, NH 03104 10-29-90 $ 8,085.0

Ayapt. Gener Electaon EI aenture
____________________fr t"'~ CrvdK~t9-$ 35,402.65 _____________

Fi w* ft~.M t Ad&re a ad ZIP Coca Nun.* of Fed,'a Candidat Supported. Purpow of Exondaiturt Do"e Imloni. Amount
of Escta Payee Si.,, Dieac & Off ice Sought fty. year I ____ I

Share Systems John Durkin Voter ID 10-26-90 $ 2,500.0

Ca4bRidges Str0214 U.S. Senate-NH Telephone Survev10-29-90 $ 3,750.0
Cabrdg. A 212Direct Mail 11-1-90 $ 2,500.0

11-9-90 $ 1,387.25
04Apregat. General E*isi on Exmpndature

- fots~ecadat-s12,887.25 ______________

S*GTOTAL of Expendaures This Pap (oolsonl) .. . . . . . . . . . . . . .I. . . . . . . . . ..$ 2 7 9 0
TOTALL Tihs Pertoo (set pop in~ isie ftuno. onav 1 I . . ... . .



I SCHEDULE F %INATED EXPENDITURES M
COMMITTEES OR DESIGNATE
CANDIDATES FOR FEDERAL

(2 U.S.C. 1441(d))

LINE AlUNSIA ji

(To be =d sdy by Pofliel Camniees in the General ft ef -)

Ntn .of Pdsitical Comvitew (in PFuo)
New Hampshire Democratic State Colmmittee

Hnm vow Csnndkm been dasien&W s Ffh rok €oeid *~lno - 1wna by a Political or" comi"? a YES Bdo
N YES. OnW OhW duirming cowit:

Fun Mowe. %%Woq Adde and Zip Oa of Wbeonlif Comnh

ud Un a. Wl~k~m edrie ZIP Cde Oftne of P~et Cadt %S Inoa 14. Pu o of Ec wuen 0111 bOnth Amock.
of Fh PaWOO 01,. Dtic a Office Sought ----"

Share Systems Richard Swett Voter ID 10-26-90 $1,500.00
144 Rogers Street (NH-2) Telephone survey 10-29-90 $3,750.00
Cambridge, MA 02142 Direct mail 11-1-90 $2,500.00

11-9-90 $1,387.25

P-g Nwne. Wei1.ne Adrg and ZIP Code Tamn of Fackv Ciadidwat bpponsa. Purpoe of Expendiur Ce twonib. Orouni
of Each PW"e Oe, w. Ot & Office saijat day,______ roar___I

Share Systems Joe Keefe Voter ID 10-26-90 $1,500.00
144 Rogers Street (!E-1) Telephone survey 10-29-90 $3,750.00
Cambridge. MA 02142 Direct nail 11-1-90 $2,500.00

11-9-90 $1,387.25

Aqpvos Gae* Eection Eauveswitw
for,isc w-s 11,887.25

Full fv. Wlqv Ad, m ad ZI Cod W of Fr5e COnikWd SuPofoled. Puipom of ExKmdMtW Dow e. Amun
of Each Paye Sle. OInict • Office Sought dav. vow)

Mall America John Durkin Direct mail 10-29-90 $ 927.15
83 Hanover Street U.S. Senate-NH
Manchester, NH 03101

ADegte Geeal Election Expenditure
________ f Cw-S 13,814.40

Foge tme. bislwqn Addreu nd ZiP Code Nome of Fedura COwdedve Supported. Purpom of Expendimre Date (month. Amount
of Each Payee Sate. District Off ice Sought _day. yearI

Mail America Richard Swett Direct mail 10-29-90 $ 927.15
83 Hanover Street (P0-2)
Manchester, NH 03101

Aggrevat General Eaet" nlhtr
__to _j__candidate_-_Sf4hs Candida IN

JSU TOTAL of EaPe ,dtues This Page ,,l .......... ............... ........ .............. $20,128.80
TOTAL Thi Period (lost pop this lr e number Only I .

T(s)



FmebuLEF tT3~b~DWATWb EXPENRTuRtsiS
POLITiCA L TCOMM1TTE ORM DErIGNATED

ON EHALF OF CAMDIDATES FOR FEDERAL OFFiCI
42 U.AC. 1441*d))

fi be d Id iby P ft f m ad gsm n o Gmere f.)

T(S) PWIgu±ee.L
LW 1sISE~ 13L

"BMWof Aso ap. -Iftw (in punt

Nev Hampshire Democratic State Comittee
HM VOW COmNSpM0 be ifipMd 0 wo 01 Oeed eaendiw bye pefite pw" ewaI.? 0 YES
Of ES. * tis tibg commftm:

Fl Mom. Nallm Adv. Wnd ZVP On& of 31dnulwiem Cwmme

FW Mo~m. ~f Adnad ZIP COd fame of Pee tVI-did Spw?.d. Puem of Exawmdlure Dme ben. h'mimt

Mail America Joe Keefe Direct nail 10-29-90 $ 927.15
83 Hanover Street (NH-i)
Manchester, NH 03101

___________________ a Vh's Cand~gin-$ .Z I
A m S. ieq MdeM and ZIP Cee Ieme f rtl, Dufd m SmN -d, Pwimg of Eupwdhww, Dme na---. h t

OfIn aye suat. 0 itva Sfif ome" Danb ________ _________

U.S. Postal Service John Durkin Postage 11-1-90 $1,125.00Manchester, NH 03101 (U.S. Senate-NE) 11-2-90

A M__ _to ' 0 NC- __

FuR ftme ftug Adcd end ZIP Code IMme of Fedm (dm gond. u.m of E ase, Du WW-. ,mo,,nt
of Each Pame State. MIA" Ccoa Ofim aigt _________day. yw art___U.S. Postal Service Richard Svett Postage 11-1-90 $1,125.00Manchester, NH 03101 (NH-2) 11-2-90

Asgate General Ekeion 11Mt
_____ ____ ____ __ 11 for tobis ca* 5 ___________5_W ______Full Nae. OW*- Addm,,, end ZIP Code %Fne of Federel CWndid,?. SUPo . Pulpo of Euenditw DeM 61on. Amount

of Em'. Payee bat. Dstrct& Office Sought _________ day. "orI ______

U.S. Postal Service Joe Keefe Postage 11-1-90 $1,125.00Manchester, NH 03101 (NH-i) 11-2-90

t gr , General Election Epeoendstre
_ _ _S T O _A _ _o _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _T_ _ f t h is C a n d d ef-_

TO AL of E Pend u s Th Pa (o ton )........... .................... .................. 4 302.15
TOTAL The, Perod (lest Pp this line numbe only) 2 _



a rPt")
V.e hre RUN S-te -

Nwv Hampshire Democratic State Cernitte.Igo
I

Sionso Teasug

NOTE 1Siwwson of i. ww@. w how wurs *wnww my sc f 9w t 1"MM 10 f 9ns!s O 2 U-S-C F 437X

1 I I I I I FEC FORM 3X

WAINIMM39IP Whw6110ft"" ;91 peN" I. FEC DEWTiICATION Num..I
922 Elm Street C0017838

CffY. STATE W Zp CoDE P W k..J qn - a wn.

Manchester, H 03101 
e1

4. TYPE OF REPORT

)E0) PsI 5 OM mA, h~ moo, MY 0mW ue On.o 20 0 Am ,0 0 0bs 20o .hW CIA 01I 0w awZ 0 "hife 00
o Apr#20 0 AUPWn 0 0,WWF2

O .b i Wey~pn0 may n 0 S@pwft@'o 0 Mrwy 31

AnJ 31 To w DO~ fpw Twf dy veWn 0 ii

( Thoeh dy uMs -IAVV ft Genra acbon en

o Tvw w. tn 
0tpgfl i he S a

SIs &,W an E S 0 No

SUMARY COM A COLUMN a
5, coeovP 11-27-90 to ..... 12-31-90 Thb hdd abd

0 ) C shanom-- -- . 9 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . S 1 0. 0. 0

I" C Aa d golit.o. ..O o $  3,016.55

$ TowAm...........S 7........$ 7,625.00 $128,437.76
subMW OW ukw 401 OW GN OC A wd . . ...

P ". .C..M.. ... $10,641.55 $129,t437.76

7. TOW 0atw w wLmLW. ). .. ............. $ 7,008.95 $125,805.16

& Cw~on$andwPlmmbmGe}) . $ 3,632.60 $ 3,632.60

0. Daft sW womum08 To 0 wma W ho kdiftesl
@wo oo &atCWr o I. .. ......... $ 0 i me0,U bm de OfM v O 9w A P eftm E19rm Cemiun
(...............C ... . $19,894.58 ON EISmLMNw

WasMVqW% DC 2043
#of I have eWt s Rpcf anW O O sf omy Andoe and WWas f . wmc Too Fme o-42-30

Lecal202-376-3120
Tpi PnU Uwe ol Twmw

Robert M. Walsh

IDaM



mom cnffste on %A-
Nev Hampshire Democratic State Committee Pom 11-27-90

...... oe~ilssu~aP~s........ .. $,00.0 62'400.00

LCOLUM A COUM aT t

I(In'TOALo Ns osIen n")FR)OM: . . . . 12,5.

12. 10 TRANSFERS FROM AFLTVhn PARTYl COMTTE

1) ALL O ............ ....... $2,525.0 $ .2,25r O .. ..
jf) TOW of k um~ m kidtviluls . . .... $2,625.00 $ 6 rI25.0 '

(b) LOA CRAE REImD.. . .............
() OFS T O PElT CNma uR as PACe) .. R.$5,0000 62v400.00

. ) TOTAL CONTRIBUTIONS (ad E fa)(), (). WO (Q). .$7.625.00 $128325.00

12. TRANSFERS FROM AFFILIATEDOOTHER PARTY COMMIOATEEST.

13. ALL LOANS RECIVED . . . . . . ........

14. LOAN REPAY NT RECEIVED ... ........ .

IS. OEERATIG EXPEDITURS ...... s. .$m58 1j74)

16. REFUNDS OF CCO-TRIBUTTNS "E TO FEDERAL CANDIDATES AND" OTHER

AD OTHER POL ITTEES C.14,6. .. 0......

2. OT EP E E IT E D ITURSw aft .) . ...... . . . . $ 1

It. TOTAL RECEPTS (adld 11(). 12.13.14. IS. 16117). "" $79625.00 $128,37.76

24 LOEAN EPENTIE..S W.............

6$2508.95 
$ 17,044.91

20. TRANSFiRS TO AFi.TED.OTHE PARTY COMMITTEES.. "" $2.O00.00 $ 29250.0
21. -- TO T ONTRIBT TO FEDE(adL CdANDID.TS AND OTHE ) R_--_-_-,

2.OTHE C D OMMTENES ................. $ 14,600.40

26. NDNSBUR EXENTS (M s2 ). .2 . . . ..

U. NORTN-TD E--NUTS MERB RT rP NTU R IES
V U.C. TA a(d)) (uSdmo F.ub Ih ........ $1,875.00 $ 77,345.85

24. LOAN REPAYMENTS MADE .... m . . .____....__

2LS. LOANS MADE . . . . .. .. . . . . . . . . ..

26. REFUD OF COTIONSU TO:. -60,325.00
(at) " O6 idapwso e a~m --men...
lb) Pov CC*- € uwq-j~! .. . . . . . . . . ...
(c) 00w Polikie Carw~n Ouch as PAts ....

_ .A() TOTAL CONTWEIBUNITN RFIJNDS (0i 2l2). (b). 1nd (049
7. OTHER DISWAJSEMENTS $. .. . . . . . . . . . .. 4

2.TOTAL ,,AEETS(oi.201..324526d
id 27) •. -. • . . . . . . . . . . . . .. $7,008.95 $125,805.16

tk )TOTAL CONTRIBUTIONS| hOW OwIIw*s om LM I li|d).. $7t625.00 $1289325.00
30. TOTAL CONTRIBUTION REFUD Pnon Ling -Wd()) . . . . . .
31. MET C.O NT BUTIONS (ottw o w Il nXtulto Limo 30 tm 29).. $7....0 $128,325.00 m

32. TOTAL OPERATINIGEXPENDIURS flownLine 19) . . . . . . $;2,508.95 $ 17,044.91 u

33 OFFSETS TO OPERATING EXPENDrTURES (from Line 15) . • _•_ ,__
34 NET OPERATIG EXPENDITURES(subrac1L,ne 33 from 3? . $2,508.95 $ 17,044.91 34

o-I

YmE
Fee Pam,

To- 12-31-9

Am



SCHEDULE B ~TEM.Z6IfUSEMENTS

I nf ae~ermlm cspod fyom bach Rteort end Stuneetm moy not be od Wr ue by env peru*n fto m-a P of soicitngeonuitlonir o or e ne 0
poepesm. ar ten wn tim aa. end aeu anyof polical committee to ooick cetibutlom trom awh mmmite.

OF COTT~I: IM pay)

/ Wev Bampshire Demo

A. Fen k Maiftn Ad*= aM ZIP Cdb

Unishippers Assn.
73 Palomino Lane
Bedford, NH 02102

cratic State Coinittee
iI - J Uit I II

Purpose of Dibw'asmw.m

Delivery service

Disbursement for U P Uw-
r Other (ugwlfy)

by-. yea)

12-3-90

AmouM of Each
Diburment This Pet

$ 8.95

IL FaWS A. M"M Adres a ZIP Cud Purpose of Disbursment 00* (month. o Each

Share Systems Get-out-the-vote mailing da. vw DisburementThis Period

144 Rogers Street (exemDt activity)
Cambridge, MA 02142 Diorsemmnt for: UPrbftrv U Gno2

IOther (specfy) ________________

C. IPe iMita m utW ZW Co Purpoe of D iwlsmetm Dot* (month. Amount 1 Each
dv. year) Disbuvsent This Period

Disbursemient for. Primiery U Gerwe'
1Other (speify) __________

0. Fen Meoru. MIeli Ad*m mE ZW ob Purpose of IDiewnenmt Daoe (month. Amoun of Each
dby. yes,) DIsburenent This Purioc

D'-u..7-,,.- for: U~I s'lar.,U GLr..-l

dev. vear) o ,vuntwen This Period

D ate0t onh (AuenotEv)
E. IuM la. li AIm mni ZP Caot PutrPON of Do" (month. Amount of Each

dy. vw) w rmn This Period

Disburseme" fr: U U Gent ers,

O1ther Impsj, )__ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

F. Pond NW. nlbmlld nd wZIP Caf w ip, of Dibwsan o" 1 n. Anko ofEw

G. Fll IMs. Me&" A and ZiP Cado Purpose of Disbursement Dote (month. Amoum of Each
dy. yvow) srowmven This Period

Disbursement for: U Primary U GonG
Other (specify)

innlln Po "Mo 10* AdM wZP0419Proeo ibrenn atllnh nwn fEc

1. Fun Nmew. Mi""n Akrsm end ZI Co& Purpose of Disbursement

Disburmement for. L Primry
I Other (specify)

U Gerwel

DateImonth.
bay. ye)

Amount of Each
D e This Period

SS TOTAL of ,bursements This P ap loptional) ...........................................................

TOTAL This Period (Int pop this line number only) ......... $2508.95
I............................

rofthe I
tt"'P FOR LINEUMR

0 ai"19



SEDULE a *IdM*WSUIRSDMAt.T SW -mluwlt PAGE OP

;whe 1 1o th
Summary Pop IU

-^my I ItqSle lm ed from uch Ispors and Sltermnem my no e old or use b eny Pon for the PiurpMe Of soliciting Contributions o fot r &1
Pu O . 00 wV o n ohft low ot e ,M e d ,, of a n" polit,,l o wu t to o icit 4,am% om from,, su,, com itee.

pAUn O " m ocai (it WIIN6ew Hampshire Democratic State Comittee

A. PON ION. MUimg AM WA ZIP C
Ne Hampshire Deocratic

State Comuittee
922 Elm Street
Manchester. NH 03101

P1pose of Diburn

Transfer of funds

6uiement for U
loshor (wecifor

D (o A."moutn fEc
Date (month

day. Vw)

12-20-91

Amount of eh

$2,000.00

B. Pa Me. Msl"q A" mmd Zw Cod Purgoe of Dibursment Dow (month. Arnount of Each
dew. Yeer) Disburuemne This Period

Did fment for. Li Pver U Geneoel
_____________________________________ Other (fecifv)

C. Fag ft . M"" Adm and ZIP___b PWom of Oiwwsbureew *(rwwhAnt Ec¢. PS Mim. - ZIP e Pu e of Dsurimne' Dee (month. Amount of Each
dy. yw) Disbursement This Pwrnd

....... 
I O th r ( p e ify )

. u M a. ing AdM sad ZIP Cob Pup of Diebsner Oe (month. Amount of Each
d, yee ) Dilburnment Tho Pgrod

Didxsement for: Ptrner Genel
Other tspecifyl

11. Pin 0 ., UImg A ,n ZIP Ce& Pp of eDew (month. Amount of Eech
day. Yw) Disbunsement This Period

D~usemntfor: t~imerV U General

-oth"r (pecify)

F. FU -OS. IMf AdrM sd ZV CP .rpos of Dnt Da (month. Amont of

dy. vew) Disburement This Pwriod

- Mreen for: LI k~e UGwener

0ttler (spacer I

dayvr Ir Didmlnment This Period

1. raw 'um. il20l wl LW I !of PurPos of Disbuirement

Diwrsement for. LI p' ro
flyhar lw~gi.)

UGenro,

Date (month.
cly. veer)

Amount of Each
Disbursement Ths Period

SLTOTAL of Di.,ursements This Pop (option. ..........................................................

TOTA L This Period (lo t p p this line num b .r only) ........................................................... 
. $ 2 ,0 00 .00/

-U-
I |

U-Geneval



- v FOR L14 .... " "

Aft u o o eh~pre Saun a not be MoW or mad by enypersonfrthepurpose of solleltlog onvriutorsortfv
v WP~IN 6. 7 v&%tt 0* vw -W e~bw mg vq po~tiel eoMlttM to sWiith esftributions fom gugh owmitms.

!d 3mpshire Democratic State Coinittee
E NOW

Share Systems
144 Rors Street
Cambrdxe, HA 02142

Purpose of Disursemvent
Hailing for Grandualson
Governor - NH

LtM. Lw U ". U w'-

dey. yWr)

12-11-90
S Affoul" of twh

Disbursvent This PWiod

$625.00

IL pus "We. dlaeg &Merm G" ZIP 004e of Disbrsmnt Date (monh. Amount of Eech
day. yar) DisburmeMt This Period

Di mrsem for: U P""r U GenrI
Ott,., (specify)

C. Fa am. W M and ZIP Coa PWVp of iursement Det Imonth. Amont of Each
day. yw) Dibursvem This Period

Dimbunntent for. ; rwr JGW

Otteer (specify)__________________

0. IuM ftmo. A Addrem Wd ZIP Os Prpose of Disbrsment Dowt (moth. Amount of Each
dav. yer) Diskbsement This Period

Dlftrswmnt for: LJPrm" LJ ''

S. PM . ZIP oda Date (month. Amoun of Each

P. PvM Mm. WWiq A~=m ZIP Codewo o ibusmn Date (month. Amount of Each

dY. vr) Disumnt This PW

Diburmyem for. U Priay LU

Other (specify) _

F. Pus Uwe. Mids m d ZIP Coda Pwpoe of Disburevment DM (month. AmonM of Each
day. yW)I Dibuseent This Period

G. %* Ms. 0q A*Mm @ad ZVP Cfa Pup of Didaursafmemt De (mth. Amoun of Each
day. yeW) Disbursem This Period

Dimarvnt for: : rnr UGr
'I' Oto (slpecifyI

K4 FuN Wma Udb Adm m ZVP Cb Punwee of Dio~urement Owe (nventh. AmmOuqt of leech
day. vw) Didwsmetm This Perio

Ot 0her (Isecify)

I. FuN Nm. IM" Aren end ZIP Ceda Purxps of Disbursement

Disbursement f Ui Piey
Ij Other (specify)

U GmelI

Date (month.
day. yew)

Amount of Each
Disbursment This Pisod

TOTAL Thie Period (Ile pe this line nwndr on4y) ......................................................... . 0

SUSTOTAL of Dibunrsmens This Pe (witinl) ...................................................

0

$625.00

PUB



- D
Me3W . DEBTS AND OBLIGATIONSExcduding Loans

Pw t 1mu W

f oro ewbeg ng

~m..fmm~we(in FUN)
.1ev Nampehre Democratic

State, Cowittee

&AFU NIWWS tMe* irqin dgM and Zi BP &We Debtor OF Oseditot

Nev Hampshire Democratic State
Comlttee (State Account)

922 Elm Street
Manchester. NH 03108

1101e of OdA (Pupm):
llocable share -administrative exp,

S. FA Nemp. Ublw Addrem W Zp Cb o Debtor o Croditor

N~wu, of Debt MPwpmj:l

C INA NWf. hinilru Aft OW ZIP Deds Of DebWo Cw Cridior

Iftmew of Debt PWpm):

D. FUN Nme. &WWin Adrum U Zip Co of o ; ' C~maor

fwm3 of Dom bw om):

F- F-A Nm&M. UWi Aftim OW ZW CD& of D ior Cmxdi

Wetwe of Debt (Pumpo):

F. Full Nwv Miling Address end Zip Code of Debtor or Creditor

Noun of Debt (PurPoo):

.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . t O i

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . | A .

3I TOTAL OUTSTANDING LOANS from a*ugue C iuM p8e. only) o

41 ADD 21 eld 3)e nd c"y forad to uprprie lane of uwnry Poge (ear o .. .only.) ....................... $19 ,895.01

1) SUBTOTALS This PIriod This Pep (opoMl) ..............

2) TOTAL This Period (Il Po tis line only) ...............



scMWL. F , A1P IXPOWITURES MSY
MWImSI Oft DESiGNATED AGENT(S)
ANDCA FOR FEDERAL OFFICE
(1U C. M4410d))

LIoE Jf.U. IVLINE WiN61 2.1-

(To be ge oody by Polkicm Cmmiuses i nhe Gemel E(e.SCtn)

ftow of Pewte CWueesiue (in FWI

New Hampshire Democratic State Comittee

Kn vow Commimbaan dSS~glbtd to mae cgordWsetd*i -uadltsatbv 0poIlhcparto cttlttm 0 YES *N4o
I YES. earn te deiswttan committ".

FuU hwm.. Wifin, Addrs and ZIP Code of Suboadnet Committee

FuI Noamw. heiks Add e. and ZIP Q'ds hewe of Faei C is a Suopoed. Pwpoa. of Expenditure Dote"onh Ainoxmt

of Each PWye son, Distric & Offs= Somofas __"____WWI_

Share Systems, Inc. John Durkin Get-out-the-vote 12-11-90 $ 625.00

144 Rogers Street mailing

Cambridge. MA 02142

__________________ hisCwwddue-515.6.40 ________ _________

FwI %Pis. ftIi Add es and ZIP Coo Nos of Fect ,o Cen ored. Pupow of Expie Dote (m . Amount

of1m Eachyee - 90e. DMst rc & S WSI Ow vowh I________ _____

Share Systems. Inc. Richard Svett Get-out-the-vote, 12-11-90 $ 625.00

144 Rogers Street (XN-2) sailing
Cambrids. MA 02142

________ _______ _______for toth CW408*e- S 47,21 .0 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

P15i None. heilmo Addorm avid ZIP Code %We of Fede"a Candidat Swponed. Punpot of Eapandtus, Dat (mon0"th. Amrount
of Each Pvee sme. Osstri & Oiff iot dev. Weer)

Share Systems, Inc. Joe Keefe Get-out-the-vote 12-11-90 $ 625.00

144 Rogers Street mailing
Cmbridge, MA 02142

A ret General Election ne itv
for Ots Candidate-S ,,,

Full Nae. %1bMlt Address end ZiP Cod Name of Federal Candda Ssapored. Purpt of ExPerditure Date (month. Amount

of Lace Payee State, DIsstrict & Office Sought dav. year)

Aggregte Geerao l lectson E xpe iitwri

fo' tlhi Candodie-S

SUBTOTAL of Expenditures This Page oponao . ...I ".

TOTAL This Peuuod (lest page this linre number onlV I
. . . . . . $19875.00



1990 Expenditures

rFedeled

Insms
11151301

1n1115

1115130

I,'l 5130

Ins, m
1115130

Ins=*
1M15ao
11153s0

11130

211513

2115*0

N.\ 2 r15Sim

2/15150

2115130

ins=0

311130

3/1190
3116130
3111)90
3116190

3/16,30

3116190

3116190

3116130-

3/16*0

311 6*0

- 3/16,*0

3/"16/9r0

kSaes & keas - 100 Club prnbng
Amherst School Dstrvct - setbo rental
Keystone Press - 100 Ckub printing
PSNH - electrior
knaows & Wes$- newslettar
Lafeyette Prese - naentt
knmaes & Ideas - direct maee
Xerox Corp. - convulor supplies
Federal Express
New Eng Tel - telephone
Now Eng Tel - telephone
MCI - telephone
Bronco Realty- rent
USPS - poStage

S
Do" P.m

reIdra dederal Ia&"

Now Eno Tel- talephone
New Eno Tel. -Wephone

Mlandel Pres - Wirectil pretin
UN H- mood NOe*, (as,, Event

Ceotae Netwook . ;Oct ne
Xerox - OYWyter ,uppb.
Harri Copy Coenter. - ntoingr opyna
UZI - telepJtone
Office D'ensions - office "pp.bes
Federal Imress,. psam
Conway Office Products. m-p.es

Rnwa ugv -Miv wt.
ReeyMcLeagldn,- sekar

Firet N Beik - %deeL.'*CA um
State of New H .nvire - unalibvi W iam
9ronco Reaty - remt
ftiia McLaugmn - isi.6ueminupoetae
IS Posunester - g2!m

Rwnum, MqLmuqn. alary
First NH Bik - feleralPICA tax
MdCI

Otfice ObeWicns
err, Coy Center

The Hartford kneum-rce Group - wooker €
Frelin Ptorcel Low Ceter
Conway Office Products
New Eng Tel - tlephone
New Eno Tel - t-lephone
PSUH - ,letricity
Federal Express
USPS - postage
Rernsay McLa* n -e t ca
Oronco Riealty - reat
Rwmy MLaw**dn - ad"r
First NH Bati - feerl/iCO A tax

f- RITA 11589)

USPS - newslettr poae
USPS - potg (100 Club)
Rom"a McLaugNin - a*"r
Frst NH Saud - fedormilIlCA tax
!!Mm Mcughin - salary
First NH Banik - federelFCA tax
Cesv~n Lbby - words

638.00

$21.22
$350.22
$100.00
$87.75

623.70
$170.22
$ 103.00
$07.25
$28.76
$25.25
648.75

6282.51
$72.39
$24.96

$128.70
$77.22
$39.00

$222.51
$72.39
$86.70
$22.75
$17.70
i1.09

613.65

$14.69
$6S.01

610S.2S
$11.40
639 .6

$48.75
63.00

$128.70
6282.51

$73.39
624.65

619S.00
6155.00
6212.51

$72.39
6282.51

672.39
$78.00
$89.60
$20.28

$446.16
$12.2S
$51.68
$26.52
$43.88
$23.79

$S.07
$72.29

$108.42
$48.43

$123.70
$97.50

6152.SO6250.00

Page 1

I

$60.38

633.15
$622.8S

60.00
6137.25
$107.73

637.21
621.88

$610.19

64S.75

$76.25
$441.87
$113.23

$39.04
$201.30
$120.78

661.00
6441.87

$113.23
$13S.62

$35.58
627.68

621.15
$22.58

6148.60
$164.62

$17.94
$62.07
$76.2S
$61.00

$201.30
6441.67
$113.23

638.55
$305.00
630S.00
$441.87
$113.23
$441.87
$113.23
$122.00
6140.1S

$31.72
$697.84

$19.17

$80.83
$41.48
068.63
$37.21

$7.93
$113.06
$169.6
$7S.74

6201.30
6152.50

6407.16
654.41

$1,031.07

$176.00

$11.44

473175
$75.00

$724.38
$13S.62

$64.00

$158.00
$100D.00
672438

$222.13
658.33.

5.39
6131.00
635.00
637.67

6243.6

6101.75

,,135.00$100.00
0330.00
0724.38
018S.62

663.20
6S50.00
$S0.00
$724.38
6155.62
4724.38
6135.62
6200.00
0225.75

652.00
61,144.00

631.42

$132.50
068.00

$112.51

661.00
$13.00

$18S.3S
$278.01
$124.17
$330.00

I

Idonlod ,,d l'Md



1990 Expndtures

Daft Payee Federal Nnuderal TOWal

3t16/90 J~ep Kennedy -traeV rimmburSMt $87.76 $137.26 $226.O
3/2010 Sheemoe Toe WWW'lw- 100 Club $2,737.76 $4,282.14 *7.011
3/231 0 Son. Soelera Mkuk . travel e*lkveaOeent $215.0 $336.42 $*5!6.50

Fet Ourew Total 3.603.45 $13.613.09 *22.416.54

411190 RE f McLaughlin. salary $282.51 441.87 $724.38
44190 Feet Nw Sa 41 H taxes 1.64 $15S.70 .2
4/310 im 41 tas "*$135.74 $212.31 3
41/90 Altemetne C . : SevieM *17.94 *28.06 $46.00
44/10 Hartford bkurence Group $12.00 418.91 431,9Q0
4pigo New Eno Tel. telephone *92.8 6144.51 $24.90
443M0 Now Ens Tel -tePhoe 448.78 073.18 $111.96
4411 0 - stolephmne $50.70 $71.31 $130.01
410o Cowy Office Producte $29.2S 445.75 67S.00
44110 Feal Epress $7.90 $12.35 620.2S
41/190 HMis Copy Center $79.84 $124.89 $204.73
413110 Oflice D ensions $19.11s $31.os *5o.10
,4110 Fedea Express ,10.34 $16.17 *26.50

4112/O S - 941 taxe 4th sartw 1181 S20138 *314.99 *SI6.37
41 9110 Rme u - Say $282.51 $441.37 $724.38
4116g1 Fos NH So*,- 941 taxes ,10.64 $155.70 ,2U5.24
4116110 .Go. . .. ., travel r swuiem.nt $115.13 $191.17 *2-7.00
51111 Romeay MAMiMjLdn sawar *222.51 641.27 6724-38
Sn 190 Frt NH Skw.- 941 taxes *99.54 ,1SS.70 62M5.24

51110 buno eely~ren *123.70 $201.30 *330.00
51/190 Ned Hh -travel irnbursemee $116.22 *161.7S *2 .00
6/1/10 Rmsy McLaugMg. 100 Club $94.93 $148.47 *243.40
5/1/10 RP, ay McL udn -petty cash $39.00 $61.00 *100.00

5117110 PJ4. e lectricity $17.41 $27.22 44.63
5 .1790 -h ,s & me" $135.10 $211.-30 $346.40
517/1o O*%d Gtiffin Bady- 100 Club $101.40 *1S5.60 *0.00.
5117110 ! Sound & Vde- 100 C)b *10.30 $164.70 $270".0
s17/10 Ofie Dimem office 9 myuse $53.27 e33.33 *136.00
S/17190 HMins CSrIPy Cent - Mh@!9 e *122.8 $11.21 $1315.10
S/ 7190 eremz. c autsh nm -2er 23.71 437.21 M.00
5117110 New Enso Tel- tslephone *11.94 S143AC0 $3.74
S17110 New Eno l -telephone $9.95 IS.56 250
5117110 Renoe Mmahin- travel reir-1r etesnt $118.37 $195.14 303.50

517110 USPS . po"tge $136.50 $213.S0 $50.00
5/1710 Ibron Realty -rent * 120.0 $201.30 $330.00
51/10 Ruwavy McLau!jln - ealary 6282.51 $441.87 *724.38
5/17/10 'Fws NH Dark -941 taxes *19.S4 3155.70 2S5.24
5125/10 Sawice America Cory -1909cateuing $4S3.34 $709.13 *1.162.50.
S/30/10 USPS* -Postagle *17.50 *152.SO *250.00
611/90 Rarmsy m &ugin - alary $282.51 $441.87 $724.38

6122/90 First NH Bork - 941 taxes $199.09 *311.39 0510.48
6122190 Rawmsey McLouglin - alrY $222.S1 *441.87 *724.38
6/22190 Bronce Realty -rent $128.70 $201.30 *330.00
6122190 Rame-y Mclluhlin -potae r9imbusement $S8.50 *91.50 $150.00
6/22110 USPS -postage $78.00 $ 122.00 *200.00

isoend saerie Total $5.351.8 $3,370.88 *13.722.76
Jmuary euh June Tetls: 614.155.33 $21.933.97 $36.139.30

7/1190 Ramsey McLaughlin -salary $282.51 $441.87 $724.30
7/1/90 Firt NH Bank $99.54 $155.70 *255.24
7116190 Rnsey McLaugh in $282.51 *441.87 $724.38
7116190 Fwt NH Bank 699.54 )155.70 $255.24
7/16190 PSNH - eolctricity 630.58 $47.82 $78.40
7116110 Brono Realty- rent $128.70 $201.30 $330.00

Page 2



1990 Expendkturs

7/16190 USPS - postage
7/16ADO USPS - bulk mai
711 M - New Eno Tel . tolphone
7116M New Eno Tel - teophone
71160 Offt.e Dirension
7161490 Mna Copy
7w16010 MCI - telephno
7ri1,190 Conway Office Product€
7/16M90 Xerox - sn!=ter empphli
7116W90 Federal Express
7/16 ,10 Conotabs
7113190 Ramey McLaughlin - voters bet reimbursennt
7/23)90 Town of Hudson - voter tape
7/23190 Town of Milford - voter disk
7/23190 Town of Hanover - checkist
7123190 City of Loboon - voter tpe
7123190 City of Dover- checklist
7/23190 City of Portsmouth- voter tape
7/23190 Town of Exeter - checklist
7123190 City of Rochester - voter tap
71231O Cit-y of Laconi - voter tawo
7123190 City of Franklin - ceckliat
71230 Petty Cash
7123190 Conotabs - labels
712310 C! of Concord - voter Oaeks
71230 City of Berlin- voter tape

' 7123190 Ct of Keesr - voter tape
511190 Ramsey McLoughlin- alary
5/1190 First NH Bank - $41 taes
3/1190 Town of Salem - voter Wt
3/3A10 Stephen Frrell - checklists

/3A190 Conotaba - voter ie
319190 LISPS - sate, convention

3116490 PAnsey McLoughlin - !!!=r
31/16490 First NN Sank - 341 taxe
3/16190 Bronco IRaty - rent
8,165. uISPS- pos
8/215190 Rarioy McLauhln - salary

r 8 3/21190 Fimt NH Bank - 941 tames
3/7190 Rrmsy McLoughlin - petty cash
./7M Strafford City Dems

5117190 Ramsey McLauglhn - saary
9117190 First NH Sank - 941 taxes

/21/90 USPS - postage (convention)
9/24190 PSNH. - electricity
9/24190 Talbot Cteing - state convention
3/24f9O New Eng Tel - telephone
924190 New Eng Tel - telephone

Third C rter Total:

$37.50

$193.40
$126.13
6033

$40.51

$43-94
$70.12
$24.77

$2S3.3
$302.2S
$31.00

$9.75
$11.70
$$3.SO
$13.o
$33.00

$40.9s
$70.20
$12-87
$39.0

$210.43
$73.00

$19.S0
$73.00

$232.51
$9t.S4
$44.85

0153.32
$ ITSOODOD

$136.50
$232-SI

$123.70

$282.S1

$31.00
$15.00
$282.51

41".S4

$195.00
$37.90
$31.000135.00

$130.8S $218.S1 $439.36
$7.S0913 $11.746.29 $15.2S6.22

10/1190 Ramsey McLughNin - ilery $282 1 $441.87 $724.38
1011190 Frst NH Bank - 941 taxes $99.4 $1S5.70 $25.24
10/1/90 Horris Copy Center $261.21 $408.SS $669.76
10/11f9O Office Dimensions -office supplies $71.12 $111.25 $182.37
1016190 Brenda Bouley - deycere (state convention) $21.2S $45.5S $75.00

10/111/90 Grandmaison for Governor $0.00 $2,SO0.00 $2.600.00
10113/90 IRS - 941 taxes $4.61 $7.21 $11.32
10115190 Ramsay McLaughn - salary $282.51 $441.87 $724.38
10/15190 First NH Bank - 941 taxes $"1.S4 $155.70 $255.24

Page 3

D0e Paves

S
Wened eal TerM

I i iI I II I III IT O W

$152.so

$310.31
$137.28
$133.16

$61.40
$63.37

$33.74
$337.06
$472.75

$61.00
015.25
$13.30
$91.50
$30.50
$61.00
$15.25

164.06
$109.30

$20.13
661.00

1323.14
1123.00
$30.SO

$122.00
0441317

$1SS.70
$70.15

$247.63
02,440.00

0213.SO
$441.37
1SS.70

$201.30

$441.37
$1S.70
$61.00

$305.00
0441.27
$15S.70
$30S.00

$05.21
061.00

0150.00

$323.41
11226.43
$0100,65
01103.33
$I I2.6L

$776.00
$ 100.00
62S.00
$30.00

$150.00
$50.00

$100.00
$25.00

$106.00
$00.00

$33.00
$100.00
$535.57
$200.00

$50A0
$200.00
$724.33
0255.24
$111.00
$405.9S

$724.34
025.24
6330.00
$150.00
$724.33

$100.00
0500.00
$724.33
$255.24
0500.00

$17.13
$100.00

3500.00q;X



S
1990 Expenditures

Dae pay"e Federal mentederal Told

10/17SO Granidmneon for Governor $0.00 $2,S00.00 42AOO.1 "
Prelectin Total $1.130.29 $6.767.90 7. 8.11

10/22/90 Morve a [vere" 630S.37 4477.63 *7830
101220SO

1046111O
10"0/o0
1041190
10/31 mO
1041S0
1112/so
11/3/O0

11//SO
11/1290
11 I1210
11,12/O
11/12SO

. 11/12J30O

11112/SO
11/12/SO
11112/S0
11/12/1SO

11/12/690
11/SO

N. 11/1/SO
11126/SO

\ 11,'22,9O

12111/90
12Fl /SO

12120/SO
12120/S0
12/20/9012/20/SO

James Tenn -tow
James Tenn - m
Robert Coates - political consulting
USPS -postaem
Keystone Press - printing
UN Miing. mailing see ce
USPS - postage
Grdmaiso for Gover-or - contribution
New Eng1Lnd nerniwing
Robert Coates - political cosarting
Grandmaison for Governor - contrbution
Bronco Reekty rent
Office imension.- office
Conway Office Products -office supplies
MCI. telhone
Federal Expres
PSNH - electricity

Tel Ega- telephone
Now Eng Tel- talephoe
Randal Pes -stai y
Molloy Sound- state conventon
thncoi!y Leader. UnTy Py
Ramsey McLaghlin - salary
First NH Bank - $41 taxes
Robert Coate. - political consultig
Grandmaism foe Goveror - contribution
P.,t-elecoon Tend:

RMse McLsughhn say
First NH Sanh - 341 taxes
Robert Coates - Volitcal consulting
Patricia Harrinck - expenses
Robert Coates - salary
First NH Bank - 941 taxes
Bronco Realty- rent
Sheraton Building Associeon
Robert Coates - exenses
End-of-Yea Total:

$117.00 $183.00 , - 300
*78.00

$135.00
$195.00
$629.46

*1,472.67
$2.691.00

$0.00
$3,900.00

$195.00
$0.00

$386.10
*163.01

$63.14
$122.91
$251.84

*37.50
$262.74
$244.82
$409.09

72.1S
*33.00

*282.SI
*72.39

$195.00
*0.00

$12.300.69

$282.51
*99.54

61*5.00
$0.00

*282.S1
$99.S4

$128.70
*78.00

*117.38
$1.213.19

*122.00
*305.00
$305.00
$184.54

0.00
$4.209.00
$3SSO.00
$6.100.00

*30S.00
O7,000.00

$603.30
62S4.96

M.7S
4192.24
$393.91

*63.6s
$410.64
*382.2
$639.87
4112.8s

$61.00
$441.87
$113.23
$30S.00

45,000.00
$32.611.27

*441.87
1SS.70

$30S.00
061.00

$441.87
*15S.70
*201.30
$122.00
$183.60

$2.068.03

$&0.00
*500

$1.614.00

61.473.67
46.m0.00
*43,.560

,10.000.00
,500.00

*71000.00

$417.17
$11."
*31S.15
$645.75*346.15

673.60
$627.74

$18S.00
4100.00
*724.38

S56000.00
*44.331.33

*724.38
625U4

*500.00
*61.20

$724.381
*$25S.24
$330.00
$200.00
$300M3

$3.351.22

1990 GRAND TOTAL: *36.459.43 $75,177.46 6111.636.3

Page 4
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May 6, 1993

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

Dear Ms. Mott:

Enclosed is a submission on behalf of S. Daniel
Abraham and Tammy Abraham Simon, together with statements
Mr. Abraham and Mrs. Simon. Also included, to supplement
the submission, is a statement of Dr. Edward L. Steinberg.
As indicated in the statements, they have no documents
responsive to the subpoena. The statements were drafted
with my assistance.

If you have any questions, you can reach me at
202-454-7330.

Very truly yours,

Mark H. O'Donoghue

Enclosures

-4
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of ))
) MUR 3241)

SUBMISSION ON BEHALF OF S. DANIEL ABRAHAM AND TAMMY ABRAHAM SIMON

This submission is made on behalf of S. Daniel Abraham

and Tammy Abraham Simon in response to the Factual and Legal

Analysis of the Office of General Counsel (the "Analysis") which

concludes that there is reason to believe that they may have

violated 2 U.S.C. §441(a) in connection with the contribution of

c .  $10,000 to the New Hampshire Democratic State Committee (the "NH

C\1 Committee").

For the reasons set forth below, the Commission should

not find probable cause that any violation occurred.

I. ISSUES PRESENTED

A. Earmarking

The original complaint alleged that the contribution to

C>,  the NH Committee was illegally earmarked.

The Analysis of the General Counsel cites no evidence

supporting a claim of earmarking, and the record before the

Commission unequivocally contradicts that charge.*

In addition to this submission, statements of S. Daniel
Abraham and Tammy Abraham Simon are being filed in response to
the Commission's Subpoena to Produce Documents and a statement of
Dr. Edward L. Steinberg is being filed to supplement their
statements.



The only solicitation by Rep. Lantos was made to Dr.

Steinberg, Mr. Abraham's brother-in-law and business associate.

Dr. Steinberg has stated that he had no knowledge as to what, if

any, portion of the funds contributed would be spend on the Swett

campaing, although he did assume that helping the overall

Democratic effort in New Hampshire would, in some way, benefit

the Swett candidacy. However, as his statement and the Abraham

statements indicate, no one imposed any "designation,

instruction, or encumbrance" which would meet the legal

requirements of an earmarked contribution. In fact, there were

no restrictions or conditions of any kind.

B. Knowledge of Contribution

The Analysis poses, as the dispositive question before

the Commission, whether the funds directed to the NH Committee

were contributed with the "knowledge that all or part of the

contribution would be contributed to, or expended on behalf of,

the candidate to whom they had previously contributed the maximum

amount." Analysis at page 6. (Emphasis added.).

This issue turns on the application of 11 C.F.R.

§110.1(h)(2), which provides that a contribution may be made to a

political committee supporting a candidate as long as, inter

alia:

The contributor does not give with the
knowledge that a substantial portion will be
contributed to, or expended on behalf of,
that candidate for the same election. . .

-2-



(Emphasis added.)

The General Counsel suggests there is reason to believe

that there may have been a violation of the act because:

The Gottsteins, (sic] were clearly aware of
the purpose of the contributions; the
Gottsteins (sic) are not residents of New
Hampshire; the contributions resulted from
Rep. Lantos' solicitation; and Rep. Lantos'
interest in New Hampshire clearly involved
the campaign of his son-in-law.

Analysis at pages 5-6.

The General Counsel also adds that the NH Committee did

make expenditures on behalf of the Swett campaign, "some of which

appear to have been coordinated expenditures." Analysis at page

6.

It is undisputed that the Abrahams are not New

Hampshire residents; that Rep. Lantos solicited the contribution;

and that Rep. Lantos-* interest in New Hampshire stemmked from his

son-in-law's race. However, from the standpoint of the Abrahams,

these "circumstances" are clearly insufficient to find the basis

for a violation.

The funds were contributed with the expectation that

they would be used in an appropriate manner by the Committee.

How the funds were to be used by the Committee, and whether and

to what extent, if any, they would benefit the Swett campaign,

was left entirely to the Committee. Of course, it could

reasonably be assumed that funds contributed to the New Hampshire

Democratic State Committee would be used for the benefit of

-3-



Democratic candidates in the State of New Hampshire, including

Dick Swett. What could not be known -- and was not known -- was

that the KH Committee would make coordinated expenditures on

behalf of the Swett campaign. This was never communicated to Dr.

Steinberg or to the Abrahams and was a matter entirely outside

the scope of their knowledge or control.

In sum, the record is bereft of any facts which would

support a finding of "knowledge" that a contribution to the NH

Committee would be expended on behalf of the Swett campaign.

And, in the face of the specific sworn denials that there was any

knowledge of how the funds would be used or, in fact, were used,

there is absolutely no basis whatsoever for a finding of

"knowledge" in this matter. Put simply, the funds were

contributed with the hope that they would in some way assist the

Swett campaign, but it was no concern to the Abrahams how the

funds would be used and, under no circumstances did the Abrahams

earmark, designate or otherwise put conditions on the contributed

funds.

II. CONCLUSION

For the Commission to proceed here, it must conclude

that the fact of the solicitation for a state committee by any

person with a known interest in a particular federal campaign (in

this instance, Rep. Lantos) is sufficient, by itself, to charge

the donor with knowledge of the expenditure actually made by the

committee. We respectfully submit that this would be an

-4-



erroneous interpretation of the law which would be unwarranted on

the present facts and unwise as a matter of policy. The

Commission should dismiss the complaint insofar as it bears on

the Abrahams.

Dated: May 6. 1993

Respectfully submitted,

CURTIS, MALLET-PREVOST,
COLT & MOSLE

Attorneys for S. Daniel Abraham
and Tammy Abraham Simon

-5-
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of)

) MUR 3241

STATEMENT OF S. DAIEL ABRAHA

1. I make this statement in response to the subpoena

of the Federal Election Commission dated February 25, 1993.

2. I have no documents responsive to Paragraphs 1 and

2 of the subpoena.

3. Other than Dr. Edward L. Steinberg, I received no

oral solicitations from any person requesting contributions to the

Dick Swett for Congress Committee or the New Hampshire Democratic

State Committee in the 1989-90 election cycle. I do not recall the

substance of any statements made by Dr. Steinberg.

4. I was never advised that the funds contributed to

the New Hampshire Democratic State Committee would be utilized for

the Swett campaign, and I had no knowledge as to how the funds

would be used, or in fact were used, by the state committee. At no

time did I place conditions or restrictions of any kind on the

funds contributed to the committee, nor did I direct or request



that the funds, or a portion of the funds, be used for any

particular purpose, including the Swett campaign.

S. DANIEL ABRAHAM

Sworn to before me this
5th day of May, 1993.

Notary Public

GLORIA DAZ-BUJAX
mPiM. St of Now 03 k

No. 31.4701327
OCinIWW in New York Cow* &d

~mm 0i0onEvkmApril301k

-2-
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of)

) MUR 3241

STATENTO DR. EDWARD I.-SENBR

1. 1 have no documents responsive to Paragraphs 1 and

2 of the subpoena.

2. To the best of my knowledge, I was the only person

contacted by Congressman Lantos concerning the financial support

for the New Hampshire Democratic State Committee (nCommittee")

which is the subject of the FEC subpoena.

3. I do not have a specific recollection of my

conversation with Congressman Lantos, but I can affirm that (a)

no restriction was requested by Congressman Lantos or made by me

with respect to the use of any contribution to the Committee, and

(b) I had no knowledge as to what, if any, portion of the

requested contribution would be given to or expended for the

Swett campaign.

4. It was my expectation, and my hope, that a

contribution made to the Committee would benefit, in some

appropriate way, the campaign of Dick Swett, who was a Democratic

candidate for Congress in New Hampshire. However, I was not

told, and I did not ask, how the funds would be expended by the

Committee. Again, at no time was I advised by Congressman Lantos

or anyone else that the funds contributed to the Committee would

be earmarked or designated for the Swett campaign, and at no time



.6 NGLOC5S3. VP

did I directly or indirectly request, suggest or imply that the

funds carried with it any type of restriction or condition,

including a condition that the funds be used, in whole or in

part, for the benefit of the Swett campaign.

5. In sum, how the funds were to be used was left

entirely to the Committee.

DR. EDWARD L. STEINBERG

Sworn to before m this
CN 5th day of Nay, 1993.

roEFFREYo MMOF;S"

NotyPbfc f e O

-2-



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of )
)

MUR 3241
)

STATEMENT OF TAMMY ABRAHAM SIMON

1. I make this statement in response to the subpoena

of the Federal Election Commission dated February 25, 1993.

2. I have no documents responsive to Paragraphs 1 and

2 of the subpoena.

3. I received no oral solicitations from any person

for funds to the New Hampshire Democratic State Committee ("the

Committee") in the 1989-90 election cycle to be earmarked for any

specific congressman or anyone else. I have no knowledge as to

what statements, if any, were made to Dr. Steinberg by

Congressman Lantos in connection with the solicitation of funds

for the Committee. I had no knowledge as to what use, if any,

the Committee would put any funds contributed as a result of any

solicitation made to Dr. Steinberg by Congressman Lantos.

tAMMY I"RAHAM SIMON

Sworn to before me this
6t y of May, 1993.

/Notary Public

N& 414WSM
dIiidin QugensCounty



WILEY, REIN & FIELDING 93 i ti P : MYI

176 K OTRECT, N. W,

WAIINOTOW, D. C. 0ooo6

CO 410-700

JAN WITOLD BARAN

"?02) 429-733C

May 14, 1993 FACSIMILE
(zoa) 42 . 7040

TrELEX 244340 WYMN UR

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

ATTN: Tonda N. Mott

Re: MUR 3241 (Barnard J. and
Rachel L. Gottatein)

Dear Mr. Noble:

Enclosed please find the notarized responses of
Barnard J. and Rachel L. Gottstein in response to the FEC's
Subpoena to Produce Documents of Febrvary 25, 1993, in the
above-captioned Matter.

Sincerely,

Witold Baran

Encls.
cc: Barnard J. and Rachel L. Gottstein



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

City of Washington )
MUR 3241

District of Columbia )

RESPONSE OF BARNARD J. GOTTSTEIN
TO SUBPOENA

BARNARD J. GOTTSTEIN, first being duly sworn, deposes

and says:

1. I am Barnard J. Gottstein. This Response is in

response to the Federal Election Commission Subpoena of

February 25, 1993 in the above-captioned matter.

C4 2. I have no possession, custody or control of any
documents as requested in Question #1 of the Subpoena. To

N0
the best of my knowledge, I never had any such documents. I

have no recollection regarding the circumstances of my May

1990 donation of $1,000 to the Dick Swett for Congress

Committee. I have no recollection being solicited by anyone

for that donation.

3. I have no possession, custody or control of any

documents as requested in Question #2 of the Subpoena. To

the best of my knowledge, I never had any such documents. I

was contacted by telephone by Ms. Evelyn Szelenyi of San

Mateo, California, an aide to Congressman Tom Lantos. The

purpose of Ms. Szelenyi's call was to request a political

donation. After I confirmed with Ms. Szelenyi in two



2

subsequent telephone conversations that 1) no portion of my

donation would be used by the Swett campaign or for its

benefit, and 2) the New Hampshire Democratic Committee

maintained a non-federal account, I made a $5,000 donation.

The above information is true and correct to the best of

my knowledge.

Barnard J. Gott~kain

Washington, D.C.

Subscribed to and sworn to before me this /- day of
May, 1993.

Notary Public

My Commission Expires - A-



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

City of Washington )
MUR 3241

District of Columbia )

RESPONSE OF RACHEL L. GOTTSTEIN
TO SUBPOENA

RACHEL L. GOTTSTEIN, first being duly sworn, deposes and

says:

1. I am Rachel L. Gottstein. This Response is in

response to the Federal Election Commission Subpoena of

February 25, 1993 in the above-captioned Matter.

2. I do not have possession, custody or control of any

documents as requested in the Subpoena. To the best of my

knowledge, there never were any.

3. Any oral requests relating to the political

donations mentioned in the Subpoena concerning me were by my

husband, Barnard J. Gottstein.

The above information is true and correct to the best of

my knowledge.

Washington, D.C.

Subscribed to and sworn to before me thi day of
May, 1993.

My Cbmmissio xpires o dmi

.&A, g
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C-.

Demomic Comm

August 18, 1993

Lawrence M. Noble, Esq.
General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, N.W.
Wasnington, D.C. 20463

RE: Pending Matters Under Review in which DNC Services
Corp./Democratic National Committee (FEC ID: C00010603) is a
Respondent

Dear Mr. Noble:

As you know, the undersigned now serve, respectively, as
General Counsel and Deputy General Counsel of the Democratic
National Committee. Accordingly, we respectfully request that all
correspondence with respect to the following pending Matters Under
Review, for which the Treasurer of the comittee has previously
designated the General Counsel as counsel of record, should now be
addressed to the undersigned as counsel of record:

U a 324..,

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

~Ax' fgdA
>J ~eph E. Sandier

General Counsel

Sincerely yours,

Neil Reiff
Deputy General Counsel

4 io South Capitol Street, S.E. Washington, D.C. 20003 (202) 863-8000
Paid for by the Democratic National Committee. Contributions to the Dnocratic National Conittee am not tax deductible.

Printed on Recycled Paper

LAAC Y 0,43 to

4 1
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WILEY, REIN & FIELDING

M7" K rMtTL N W.
WASNINOTON 0. C. 80000

(OM 480-7000

JAN WITOLD SARAN January 25, 1994 FACSIMIL e

(202) 429-7330 TELEX 249340 WYNN Up

Lawrence M. Noble, Esq.
General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, N.W. -

Washington, D.C. 20463
ATTN: Tonda N. Mott

Cs

Re: NMM 3241 (Barnard J. and Rachel L. Gottstein|

Dear Mr. Noble:

This is to note for the record our objections to your
continued proceedings in the above-captioned matter due to the

\ United States Court of Appeals' decision in FEC v. HAU Political
victory Fund, 6 F.3d 821 (D.C. Cir. 1993). As you have noted in
recent FEC filings, the Commission lacked authority to determine
for itself the constitutional ismMes decided in NM, so raising
these matters with the Comission prior to that ruling would have
been futile. Also, some of -the 'rmedal" actlons, such as
purported 'ratification,' just occurred. ever, now that the
decision has been handed down and the Cmission's initial response
to it has been outlined, we wish to be clear that we object to any
Commission action inconsistent vith the VlA rationale.

Accordingly, please be advised that we object to all past and
future activity in this matter attributable to the actions of the
unconstitutional agency. Our objections include, but are not
limited to, enforcement of rules not adopted by a constitutional
agency, purported "ratification" of rules and actions, without
findings or compliance with procedural steps mandated by the
Administrative Procedures Act or the Federal Election Campaign Act,
as well as "ratification" of actions tainted by deliberations
influenced by the presence of non-executive branch personnel.
Additionally, we believe that the Commission improperly
reconstituted itself in response to the HIA decision and therefore
its current proceedings are likewise constitutionally suspect. We
expressly do not waive any objections to the present form of the
Commission and suggest that continued proceedings in this matter
under these circumstances are not substantially justified.



WILEY, REIN & FIELDING

Lawrence K. Noble, Esq.
January 25, 1994
Page 2

We are confirming these objections to provide formal notice

that the Commission's present make-up and/or its actions based on
precedents of the judicially declared unconstitutional Coumission
may be invalid. While I know that you already are familiar with

the issues raised in this letter -- indeed, your staff has focused
on little else these past few months -- I an prepared to discuss
these matters with you in more detail at your convenience. Also, I

would welcome any procedural guidance you may offer on how these

issues might most efficiently be pursued.

Sincerely,

e Jan WiodBaran
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION CONISSION

Ja 34ci'
In the Matter of

Enforcement Priority

GENERAL COUNSEL'S MONTHLY REPORT SENSI1iVE
I. INTRODUCTION

This report is the General Counsel's Report to recommend

that the Commission no longer pursue the identified lower

priority and stale cases under the Enforcement Priority System.

II. CASES RECOMMENDED FOR CLOSING

A. Cases Not Warranting Further Pursuit Relative to Other
Cases Pending Before the Commission

A critical component of the Priority System is identifying

those pending cases that do not warrant the firther expenditure

of resources. Each incoming matter is evaluated using

Commission-approved criteria and cases that, based on their

rating, do not warrant pursuit relative to other pending cases

are placed in this category. By closing such cases, the

Commission is able to use its limited resources to focus on more

important cases.

Having evaluated incoming matters, This Office has

identified 10 cases which do not warrant further pursuit

relative to the other pending cases.1 A short description of

each case and the factors leading to assignment of a relatively

low priority and consequent recommendation not to pursue each

1. These matters are: MUR 4087; MUR 4092; MUR 4093; MUR 4096;
MUR 4097; MUR 4098; MUR 4100; MUR 4103; MUR 4106; and MUR 4114.



0 0
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case is attached to this report. See Attachments 1-11. As the

Commission requested, this Office has attached the responses to

the complaints for the externally-generated matters and the

referral for the internally-generated matter following the

narrative. See Attachments 1-11.

B. Stale Cases

Investigations are severely impeded and require relatively

more resources when the activity and evidence are old.

Consequently, the Office of General Counsel recommends that the

Commission focus its efforts on cases involving more recent

activity. Such efforts will also generate more impact on the

current electoral process and are a more efficient allocation of

our limited resources. To this end, this Office has identified

34 cases that

do not warrant further investment of significant

Commission resources. 2  Since the recommendation not to pursue

the identified cases is based on staleness, this Office has not

prepared separate narratives for these cases. As the Commission

requested, in matters in which the Commission has made no

2. These matters are: MUR 2582; MUR 3109; MUR 3241; MUR 3426;
MUR 3857; MUR 3858; MUR 3862; MUR 3866; MUR 3876; MUR 3879;
MUR 3890; MUR 3893; MUR 3895; MUR 3896; MUR 3898; MUR 3902;
MUR 3903; MUR 3904; MUR 3905; MUR 3907; MUR 3908; MUR 3912;
MUR 3933; MUR 3958; MUR 3962; MUR 3978; MUR 3984; RAD 93L-19;
RAD 94L-05; RAD 94L-11; RAD 94L-15; RAD 94L-21; RAD 94L-23;
and RAD 94L-26.
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findings, the responses to the complaints for the

externally-generated matters and the referrals for the

internally-generated matters are attached to the report. See

Attachments 16-45. For cases in which the Commission has

already made findings and for which each Commissioner's office

has an existing file, this Office has attached the most recent

General Counsel's Report. See Attachments 12-15.

This Office recommends that the Commission exercise its

prosecutorial discretion and no longer pursue the cases listed

below effective June 26, 1995. By closing the cases effective

June 26, 1995, CED and the Legal Review Team will respectively

have the additional time necessary for preparing the closing

letters and the case files for the public record for these

cases.

1 I I. RECOMRENDATIONS

A. Decline to open a MUR and close the file effective
June 26, 1995 in the following matters:

1) RAD 93L-19
2' RAD 94L-05
3) RAD 94L-11
4) RAD 94L-15
5) RAD 94L-21
6) RAD 94L-23
7) RAD 94L-26

B. Take no action, close the file effective June 26, 1995,
and approve the appropriate letter in the following matters:

1) MUR 3857
2) MUR 3858
3) MUR 3862



S
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4)
5)
6)
7)
8)
9)

10)

12)
13)
14)
15)
16)
17)
18)
19)
20)
21)
22)
23)
24)
25)
26)
27)
28)
29)
30
31)
32)
33)

MUR 3866
MUR 3876
MUR 3879
MUR 3890
MUR 3893
MUR 3895
MUR 3896
MUR 3898
MUR 3902
MUR 3903
MUR 3904
MUR 3905
MUR 3907
MUR 3908
MUR 3912
MUR 3933
MUR 3958
MUR 3962
MUR 3978
MUR 3984
MUR 4087
MUR 4092
MUR 4093
MUR 4096
MUR 4097
MUR 4098
MUR 4100
MUR 4103
MUR 4106
MUR 4114

C. Take no further action, close the file effective
June 26, 1995, and approve the appropriate letter in the
following matters:

MUR 2582
MUR 3109
MUR 3241
MUR 3426

"ate awrence M. NobIe -

General Counsel
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the matter of )
Agenda Document

Enforcement Priority ) #X95-52

CERTIFICATION

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, recording secretary for the

Federal Election Commission executive session on June 27,

1995, do hereby certify that the Commission decided by a

vote of 6-0 on each of the matters listed below to take

the actions hereinafter described:

A. Decline to open a MUR and close the file
effective July 5, 1995 in the following
matters:

1) RAD 93L-19
2) RAD 94L-05
3) RAD 94L-11
4) RAD 94L-15
5) RAD 94L-21
6) RAD 94L-23
7) RAD 94L-26

B. Take no action, close the file effective July 5,
1995, and approve the appropriate letter in the
following matters:

1) NUR 3857
2) MUR 3858
3) MUR 3862

(continued)
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Certification: Enforcement Priority
June 27, 1995

4) MUR 3866
5) MqUR 3876
6) KUR 3879
7) 1UR 3890
8) NUR 3893
9) MUR 3895

10) KUR 3896
11) NUR 3898
12) NUn 3902
13) RUR 3903
14) MUR 3904
15) KUR 3905
16) 1UR 3907
17) NUR 3908
18) NUR 3912
19) NUR 3933
20) MIR 3958
21) NUR 3962
22) Hn 3978
23) N 3984
24) NUR 4087
25) NUR 4092
26) MUR 4093
27) NUR 4096
28) NUR 4097
29) NUB 4098
30) NUB 4100
31) NUR 4103
32) NUR 4106
33) MUR 4114

(continued)
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C. Take no further action, close the file
effective July 5, 1995, and approve theappropriate letter in the following matters:

1) MUR 2582
2) MUR 3109
3) MUR 3241
4) MUR 3426

Comissioners Aikens, Elliott, McDonald, McGarry,

Potter, and Thomas voted affirmatively for the decision

with respect to each of these actions.

Attest:

Date

cretary of the Comission

:1
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July 6, 1995

G.M. Quraishi
416 Saint Joseph Avenue
Half Moon Bay, CA 94019

RE: MUR 3241

Dear Mr. Quraishi:

On March 26, 1991, the Federal Election Commission received

your complaint alleging certain violations of the Federal

Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). On

February 2, 1993, the Commission found reason to believe the

respondents violated certain provisions of the Act.

After considering the circumstances of this matter, the

Commission exercised its prosecutorial discretion to take no

further action in the matter. This case was evaluated

objectively relative to other matters on the Commission's

docket. In light of the information on the record, the relative

significance of the case, and the amount of time that has

elapsed, the Commission determined to close its file in this

matter on July 5, 1995. This matter will become part of the

public record within 30 days.

The Act allows a complainant to seek judicial review of the

Commission's dismissal of this action. See 2 U.S.C.

5 437g(a)(8).

Sincerely,

Mary L. Taksar, Attorney

Central Enforcement Docket



July 6, 1995

Robert F. Bauer, Esq.
Perkins Cole
607-14th Street, N.W.
Suite 800
Washington, D.C. 20005-2011

RE: MUR 3241
Honorable Thomas Lantos, Tom Lantos for Congress
Committee, Dick Swett for Congress Committee, and
Katrina Lantos-Swett, as treasurer

Dear Mr. Bauer:

On February 2, 1993, the Federal Election Commission found

reason to believe that your clients violated certain provisions
of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended.

After considering the circumstances of this matter, the

Commission exercised its prosecutorial discretion to take no
further action against your clients. This case was evaluated

objectively relative to other matters on the Commission's
docket. In light of the information on the record, the relative
significance of the case, and the amount of time that has
elapsed, the Commission determined to close its file in this
matter on July 5, 1995.

The confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(.12) no
longer apply and this matter is now public. In addition,
although the complete file must be placed on the public record
within 30 days, this could occur at any time following

certification of the Commission's vote. If you wish to submit

any factual or legal materials to appear on the public record,

please do so as soon as possible. While the file may be placed

on the public record prior to receipt of your additional

materials, any permissible submissions will be added to the
public record when received.

If you have any questions, please contact Alva E. Smith at

(202) 219-3400.

Sincerely,

Mary L. Taksar
Attorney
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July 6, 1995

Henry E. Berman, Treasurer
Feinstein for Governor
483 Euclid Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94080

RE: MUR 3241
Feinstein for Governor
Henry E. Berman, Treasurer

Dear Mr. Berman:

This is to advise you that this matter is now closed. The
confidentiality provisions at 2 U.S.C. 5 437g(a)(12) no longer
apply and this matter is now public.

Although the complete file must be placed on the public
record within 30 days, this could occur at any time following
certification of the Commission's vote. If you wish to submit
any factual or legal materials to appear on the public record,
please do so as soon as possible. while the file may be placed
on the public record before receipt of your additional
materials, any permissible submissions will be added to the
public record when received.

If you have any questions, please contact Alva Smith at
(202) 219-3400.

Sincerely,

Mary L. Taksar
Attorney
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July 6, 1995

Phil Swett, Jr.
326 S. Union Street
Burlington, VT 05401

RE: MUR 3241

Dear Mr. Swett:

This is to advise you that this matter is now closed. The
confidentiality provisions at 2 U.S.C. 5 437g(a)(12) no longer
apply and this matter is now public.

Although the complet* file must be placed on the public
record within 30 days, this could occur at any time following
certification of the Commission's vote. If you wish to submit
any factual or legal materials to appear on the public record,
please do so as soon as possible. While the file may be placed
on the public record before receipt of your additional
materials, any permissible submissions will be added to the
public record when received.

If you have any questions, please contact Alva Smith at
(202) 219-3400.

Sincerely,

Mary L. Taksar
Attorney
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July 6, 1995

Robert F. Bauer, Esq.
Perkins Cole
607-14th Street, N.w.
Suite 800
Washington, D.C. 20005-2011

RE: MUR 3241
Timber Dick

Dear Mr. Bauer:

This is to advise you that this matter is now 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 public
record within 30 days, this could occur at any time following
certification of the Commission's vote. If you wish to submit
any factual or legal materials to appear on the public record,
please do so as soon as possible. While the file may be placed
on the public record before receipt of your additional
materials, any permissible submissions will be added to the
public record when received.

If you have any questions, please contact Alva Smith at
(202) 219-3400.

Sincerely,

Mary L. Taksar
Attorney



FEDMRAL ELECTION COMMISSION

July 6, 1995

Michael Rowan
Rowan & Michael, Inc.
73 Spring Street, Suite 203
New York, NY 10012

RE: MUR 3241
Michael Rowan Group, Inc

Dear Mr. Rowan:

On February 2, 1993, the Federal Election Commission found

reason to believe that your clients violated certain provisions

of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended.

After considering the circumstances of this matter, the

Commission exercised its prosecutorial discretion to take no

further action against your clients. This case was evaluated

objectively relative to other matters on the Commission's

docket. In light of the information on the record, the relative

significance of the case, and the amount of time that has

elapsed, the Commission determined to close its file in this

matter on July 5, 1995.

The confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(12) no

longer apply and this matter is now public. In addition,

although the complete file must be placed on the public record

within 30 days, this could occur at any time following

certification of the Commission's vote. If you wish to submit

any factual or legal materials to appear on the public record,

please do so as soon as possible. While the file may be placed

on the public record prior to receipt of your additional

materials, any permissible submissions will be added to the

public record when received.

If you have any questions, please contact Alva E. Smith at

(202) 219-3400.

Sincerely,

Mary L. Taksar
Attorney
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July 6, 1995

Jan Witold Baran, Esq.
Wiley, Rein a Fielding
1776 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006

RE: MUR 3241
Barnard J. and Rachel L. Gottstein

Dear Mr. Baran:

On February 2, 1993, the Federal Election Commission found
reason to believe that your clients violated certain provisions
of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended.

After considering the circumstances of this matter, the
Commission exercised its prosecutorial discretion to take no
further action against your clients. This case was evaluated
objectively relative to other matters on the Commission's
docket. In light of the information on the record, the relative
significance of the case, and the amount of time that has
elapsed, the Commission determined to close its file in this
matter on July 5, 1995.

The confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. 5 437g(a)(12) no
longer apply and this matter is now public. In addition,
although the complete file must be placed on the public record
within 30 days, this Could occur at any time following
certification of the Commission's vote. If you wish to submit
any factual or legal materials to appear on the public record,
please do so as soon as possible. While the file may be placed
on the public record prior to receipt of your additional
materials, any permissible submissions will be added to the
public record when received.

If you have any questions, please contact Alva E. Smith at
(202) 219-3400.

Sincerely,

Mary L. Taksar
Attorney
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July 6, 1995

Mark H. O'Donoghu@, Esq.
Curtis. Mallet-Prevost

Colt & Mosle
1801 K Street, N.W., Suite 1205L
Washington, D.C. 20006

RE: MUR 3241
S. Daniel and Tammy Abraham

Dear Mr. O'Donoghue:

on February 2, 1993, the Federal Election Commission found

reason to believe that your clients violated certain provisions
of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended.

After considering the circumstances of this matter, the

Commission exercised its prosecutorial discretion to take no

further action against your clients. This case was evaluated
objectively relative to other matters on the Commission's
docket. In light of the information on the record, the relative
significance of the case, and the amount of time that has

elapsed, the Commission determined to close its file in this
matter on July 5, 1995.

The confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. 5 437g(a)(12) no

longer apply and this matter is now public. In addition,
although the complete file must be placed on the public record
within 30 days, this could occur at' any time following
certification of the Commission's vote. If you wish to submit

any factual or legal materials to appear on the public record,

please do so as soon as possible. While the file may be placed

on the public record prior to receipt of your additional
materials, any permissible submissions will be added to the
public record when received.

If you have any questions, please contact Alva E. Smith at

(202) 219-3400.

Sincerely,

Mary L. Taksar
Attorney
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July 6, 1995

Robert A. Backus, Esq.
Backus, Meyer and Solomon
116 Lowell Street
P.O. Box 516
Manchester, NH 03105

RE: MUR 3241
New Hampshire Democratic Committee

Robert M. Walsh, Treasurer

Dear Mr. Backus:

On February 2. 1993, the Federal Election Commission found
reason to believe that your clients violated certain provisions

of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended.

After considering the circumstances of this matter, the
Commission exercised its prosecutorial discretion to take no
further action against your clients. This case was evaluated
objectively relative to other matters on the Commission's
docket. In light of the information on the record, the relative
significance of the case, and the amount of time that has
elapsed, the Commission determined to close its file in this
matter on July S, 1995.

The confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(12) no

longer apply and this matter is now public. In addition,

although the complete file must be placed on the public record
within 30 days, this could occur at any time following

certification of the Commission's vote. If you wish to submit

any factual or legal materials to appear on the public record,
please do so as soon as possible. While the file may be placed

on the public record prior to receipt of your additional
materials, any permissible submissions will be added to the
public record when received.

If you have any questions, please contact Alva E. Smith at

(202) 219-3400.

Sincerely,

Mary L. Taksar
Attorney
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July 6, 1995

joe Sandier, Esq.
430 South Capital Street, S.E.
Washington, D.C. 20003

RE: MUR 3241
Democratic National Committee
Robert T. Matsui, Treasurer

Dear Mr. Sandier:

on February 2, 1993, the Federal Election Commission found

reason to believe that your clients violated certain provisions

of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended.

After considering the circumstances of this matter, the

Commission exercised its prosecutorial discretion to take no

further action against your clients. This case was evaluated

objectively relative to other matters on the Commission's
docket. In light of the information on the record, the relative
significance of the case, and the amount of time that has

elapsed, the Commission determined to close its file in this

matter on July 5, 1995.

The confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. 5 437g(a)(12) no

longer apply and this matter is now public. In addition,
although the complete file must be placed on the public record

within 30 days, this could occur at any time following
certification of the Commission's vote. If you wish to submit

any factual or legal materials to appear on the public record,

please do so as soon as possible. While the file may be placed

on the public record prior to receipt of your additional
materials, any permissible submissions will be added to the
public record when received.

If you have any questions, please contact Alva E. Smith at
(202) 219-3400.

Sincerely,

Mary L. Taksar
Attorney
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