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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON DC 20461

May 13, 1991

TO: LAWRENCE M. NOBLE
GENERAL COUNSEL

THROUGH: JOHN C. SU
STAFF DIRE

FROM: ROBERT J. COSTA
ASSISTANT STAFF DIRECTOR
AUDIT DIVIJION

SUBJECT: REFERRALS [TO THE OFFICE OF GENERAL COUNSEL -

e FINAL AUDIT REPORT ON DOLE FOR PRES1DENT
™
— On February 26, 1991 the Commission voted to refer to your
office the following matters from the Final Audit Report (FAR)
N on the Dole for President Committee.
- -~ Exhibit A Prohibited Contributions
-
- Exhibit B Use of Corporate Aircraft
<r
- Exhibit C.1 Apparent Excessive Contributions (Inds)
)
= - Exhibit C.2 Apparent Excessive Contributions (Pol. Comtes)
> - Exhibit C.3 Apparent Excessive Contributions -
Compliance Fund
- Exhibit E Allocation of Expenditures to States*/
- Exhibit G Delegate Committees - Failure to Maintain
Records

Delegate Committees - Failure to File
Disclosure Reports

- Exhibit H Testing the Waters Expenditures Made by
Campaign America

bt 4 The Commission approved this matter subject to revisions to
the Phone Banks Section (E.4.). The revised Phone Banks
Section was approved by the Commission on March 26, 1991.




MEMORANDUM TO LAWRENCE M. NOBLE
DOLE FOR PRESIDENT REFERRALS
PAGE 2

The referrals were held pending Commission action on the
FAR which when approved by the Commission on April 25, 1991,
contained major changes to the "State Allocation" and "Testing the
Waters" matters from when these matters were approved during the
consideration of the referrals. Although no adjustments to the
referrals have been made, a copy of the corresponding FAR finding
is attached for your information (both matters are included in FAR
Finding 111.C.).

Regarding Exhibit A (Prohibited Contributions), we have
identified on Attachment 1 the 61 contributions ($21,686.88) for
which the Committee has submitted signed contributor statements
indicating that the contributions were made from personal funds
but for which we were given conflicting information from the
various Secretaries of State. We have also attached copies of the
61 letters. When considering this matter, the Commission
indicated that this information should be included with the
referral.

In addition, the Committee also submitted personal funds
letters from the same contributors as 21 other contributions
included on Exhibit A, Attachment 1 ($2,845.00). However, these

letters pertained to contributions which were not included in this
finding. The Audit staff was unable to determine if contributions
from the same contributors included in the finding were paid from

the same bank accounts as items supported by these personal funds

letters.

Also attached are the supporting schedules related to Exhibit
C.1 (Excessive Contributions from Individuals). These schedules
are attached as recommended in your Legal Analysis on the Dole for
President FAR dated December 17, 1990 (Page 32).

If you have any questions, please contact Marty Favin or Joe
Stoltz at 376-5320.

Attachments as stated




DUE TO THEIR BULK, THE ATTACHMENTS SUBMITTED WITH THIS
FINAL AUDIT REPORT HAVE BEEN DELETED FROM THE FILE. UPON
REQUEST, THEY WILL BE MADE AVAILABLE FOR REVIEW AND COPYING.
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FEDERAL ELECTION commisStdis 27
999 E Street, N.W. AHE&?G
Washington, D.C. 20463

FIRST GENERAL COUNSEL'S REPORT SENS|TWE

MUR 3309 1

STAFF MEMBERS:
Anne Weissenborn
Elizabeth Campbell
Lawrence D. Parrish
Mary Taksar
Joi Roberson

SOURCE: INTERNALLY GENERATED
RESPONDENTS: Dole for President Committee and
O James L. Hagen, as treasurer
- Campaign America and Judith F.
Taggart, as treasurer
* N
9 Corporations
" 23 Individuals
> 11 Political Committees
- RELEVANT STATUTES: 2 U.S.C. § 432
3 2 U.S.C. § 434
N 2 U.S.C. § 441a
2 U.S.C. § 441b
26 U.S5.C. § 9035(a)
~ 11 C.F.R. § 100.7(a)(1)
11 C.F.R. § 100.8(b)(1)
» 11 C.F.R. § 102.9(e)
11 C.F.R. § 103.3(b)
11 C.F.R. § 104.3(f)
11 C.F.R. § 104.14(b)
il C.F.R. § 110.1
3l C.P:R. § 1210.2
11 C.F.R. § 110.14
11 C.F.R. § 114.9(e)
11 C.F.R. § 9003.3(a)
11 C.F.R. § 9034.4(a)(2)
11 C.F.R. § 9034.4(b)(4})
11 C.F.R. § 9038.2(b)(2)(ii)(A)
11 C.F.R. § 9038.6
1. Because of the size of this matter, it was divided among

several staff in order to expedite the preparation of this
report.
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INTERNAL REPORTS CHECKED: Audit Documents
FEDERAL AGENCIES CHECKED: None

I. GENERATION OF MATTER

This matter was generated by an audit of the Dole for
President Committee pursuant to 26 U.S.C. § 90.%(3) to deterwine
whether there had been compliance with the provisions of the
Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act™) and
of the Presidential Primary Matching Payment Account Act

("Matching Payment Act"). See also, 26 U.S.C. § 9039(b) and

i: 11 C.F.R. § 9038.1(a)(2). On February 26, 1991, the Commission
;; voted to refer certain matters arising from the audit to the

. Office of General Counsel for enforcement purposes. On March 26,
N 1991, the Commission made certain revisions to the Phone Banks

™ Section of the referral and further changes to the state

O allocations and testing the waters portions on April 25, 1991.

<r

The referral was forwarded to this Office on May 13, 1991.2
II. FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS
A. Excessive State Expenditures
1. Background
For purposes of the Act and the Matching Payment Act a
contribution includes any gift, subscription, loan, advance, ot

deposit of money or anything of value made for purposes of

2. Because of the revisions made by the Commission subseguent to
the referral, the material at Attachment 1 does not containm
Exhibits E and H relating to the allocation of expenditures to
states and testing the waters expenditures made by Campaign
America. Instead, the final audit report with the initial
repayment determinations has been used and should be consulted.
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influencing a federal election. 2 U.S.C. § 431(8)(A) and
11 C.F.R. § 100.7(a); U.S8.C. § 9032(4) and 11 C.F.R. § 9032.4.
"Anything of value" includes in-kind contributions., 11 C.F.R.
§ 100.7(a)(1)(1iii).

When an individual becomes a candidate, any funds received,
loans obtained or disbursements made prior to becoming a
candidate in connection with his or her campaign shall be deemed
to have been received, obtained or made as an agent of his or her
authorized committee. 11 C.F.R. § 101.2(b)

Funds received and payments made solely for the purpose 6f
determining whether an individual should become a candidate atre®
not contributions or expenditures for purposes of the Act.
Examples of activities permissible under this exemption include,
but are not limited to, conducting a poll, telephone calls, and
travel. If the individual subseguently becomes a candidate, the
funds received and expended would become contributions subject to
the reporting requirements of the Act. Such contributions and
expenditures must be reported with the first report filed by the
principal campaign committee, regardless of the date the funds
were received or expended. 11 C.F.R. §§ 100.7(b)(1),
100.8(b)(1), and 101.3,

The Commission has addressed the issue of testing the waters
in Advisory Opinion ("AO") 1985-40 and Advisory Opinion 1986-6,
both of which concerned an unauthorized political committee
associated with a prospective presidential candidate. In AOD
1985-40, the Commission concluded that expenses paid by an

unauthorized political committee for an individual considering
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whether to become a candidate would be considered testing the
waters expenses, if such activities related to the potential
candidacy and that individual subsequently became a candidate -
Such expenditures would be deemed qualified campaign expenses and
would be subject to the candidate’'s expenditure limitations uwwder
2 U.S.C. § 441a(b). 1In AO 1986-6, the Commission determined that
expenditures made for testing the waters Purposes must be tre#sted
as in-kind contributions to the candidate.

No candidate for the office of President of the United
States, who is eligible under Section 9033 of Title 26 to receive
payments from the Secretary of the Treasury, may make
expenditures in any one state aggregating in excess of the
greater of 16 cents multiplied by the voting age population of
the state, or $200,000.00, as adjusted by changes in the Consumer
Price Index. 2 U.S.C. §§ 44la(b)(1)(A) and d4la(c) and 26 U.S.C.
§ 9035(a). Except for expenditures exempted under 11 C.F.R.

§ 106.2, expenditures incurred by a candidate's authorized
committee(s) for the purpose of influencing the nomination of
that candidate for the office of President with respect to a
particular state shall be allocated to that state. 11 C.r.R.
§ 106.2(a)(1).

The categories of expenditures exempted from state allocation
are outlined at 2 U.S.C. § 431(9)(B)(vi) and 11 C.F.R.
§§ 106.2(b)(2)(v) and 106.2(c). National campaign expenditures,
including operating expenditures related to a national campaign
headquarters, national advertising, and nationwide pells, are not

allocable, nor are media production costs whether or not the
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media advertising is used in more than one state, 11 E.p. 8.
§ 106.2(c)(1) and (2). 1Interstate travel and telephone calls #re
also exempt. 11 C.F.R. §§ 106.2(b)(2)(v) and 106.2(c)(4). A®
amount equal to 10 percent of campaign workers salaries and
overhead expenditures in a particular state may be excluded fro®
allocation to that state as an exempt compliance cost. An
additional amount equal to 10 percent of such salaries and
overhead expenditures in a particular state may be excluded fro®
allocation to that state as exempt fundraising expenditures, Put
this exemption shall not apply within 28 calendar days of the
pPrimary election. 2 U.S.C. § 431(9)(B)(vi) and 11 C.FP.R.
§ 106.2(c)(5). Overhead expenditures include, but are not
limited to, rent, utilities, office equipment. furniture,
supplies, and telephone service base charges. 11 C.F.R.
§ 106.2(b)(2)(iv). Overhead expenses of a committee’s regiomal
office or other office which services more than one state are to
be allocated on a "reasonable and uniformly applied basis.” 11
C.F.R. § 106.2(b)(2)(iv)(B).

2. Audit Determinations

For the 1988 presidential primary elections, the expenditure
limitation for the State of Iowa was $775,217.60; for the State
of New Hampshire the limitation was $461,000.00. The Committee
initially provided computerized worksheets to the Audit Division
that showed allocable costs to Iowa and New Hampshire of
$793,230.82 and $462,462.20 respectively, as of October 31, 1988.
These totals agreed with the totals disclosed by the Committee on

its FEC Form 3P, Page 3, dated March 31, 1989. Thus, based upon
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the information provided by the Committee itself, the Committee

exceeded the expenditure limitations by $18,013,22 in Iowa and by

$1,462.20 in New Hampshire.

In its response to the Interim Audit Report, the Committes
stated that it agreed with certain additional allocations to fowa
and New Hampshire for intrastate telephone calls and broadcast
media. The audit had calculated an additional $23,280.46 in
allocations to Iowa and an additional $1,696.44 to New Hampshire
for intrastate calls. It also had allocated an additional
$2,595.98 to Iowa and an additional $37,295.89 to New Hampshire
for broadcast media. Thus, the original totals submitted by the
Committee, plus the additional allocations agreed to by the
Committee, resulted in the Committee’s having exceeded the
expenditure limits by at least $43,889.66 in Iowa and $40,454.53
in New Hampshire.

The Committee at the Interim Audit Report stage continued to
take issue with other audit determination figures. After
considering the Committee’s arguments and staff recommendations,
the Commission included in the initial determination the
following additional allocations:

Additional Audit Allocations Iowa New Hampshire

1. Dole Travel $28,450. $13,997.06

2. Fundraising Exemptions- 91.,935. 43,618.56
Direct Mail Costs

New England Regional Office -0- 54,341.62

Compliance Exemptions- - 13,961.15
Media Costs

Media Commissions . 2,988.08
(Production)
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6. Travel and Salary Costs 73,161.62 66,349.25
7. Non-Travel and Salary Costs 35,179.99 31,085.16
8. Polling Expenses 21,497.25 31,636.50
9. Testing the Waters 33,889.32 4,517.29
Expenditures Made by
Campaign America
Total amount in dispute: $262,840.42 $262,494.67

On April 29, 1991, the Commission made an initial determinatis®
that the Committee be required to repay $170,043.82 ($609,679.28
in excessive expenditures in Iowa and New Hampshire times the
repayment ratio of 27.8907 percent).

In its response to the Commission’s initial repayment
determination, the Committee has continued to oppose inclusion <f
the following four items cited above: (1) Dole travel, (2)
expenses of the New England Regional Office, (3) media
commissions (production), and (4) testing-the-waters expenditures

made by Campaign Anerica.3 By no longer opposing the other

3. The Committee’'s treasurer, in opposing the inclusion of Dole
travel expenses, stated that a 25 percent exemption was taken
with regard to costs of travel incurred by Senator and Elizabeth
Dole to reflect the fundraising efforts associated with their
intrastate travel and attendance at events. According to the
treasurer, whenever Senator Dole and Elizabeth Dole traveled,
they made requests for contributions. The Committee selected
25 percent as a "reasonable" judgment of what these requests were
worth to the Committee’s fundraising efforts. The Commission, in
the absence of documentation supporting the Committee’s position,
has not found these expenditures to be covered by the

fundraising exemption and therefore has found them
allocable.

The Committee continues to oppose the inclusion of expenses
of an office located in Manchester, New Hampshire which was
designated the New England regional office. Certain expenditures
were allocated to this office by the Committee as regional
expenses, of which 60% were then allocated to New Hampshire. The
Commission allocated 100% of some of these expenditures to New




7

4 0 7Y 9

-’

=
eéxpenditures listed above, the Committee apparently concedes that
it exceeded the Iowa expenditure limitation of $775,217.60 by at
least $241,725.76 ($43,889.66 previously acknowledged plus
$197,836.10 in additions included in the Final Audit Report), #nd
the New Hampshire expenditure limitation of $461,000 by at lesst
$227,105.15 ($40,454.53 previously acknowledged plus
$186,650.62), all expenditures that the Commission decides, #s
part of the repayment process, are allocable to these states will
be incorporated into this enforcement matter and appropriate
adjustments made.

As explained above, based solely upon the original
allocations to Iowa and New Hampshire made by the Committee and
upon the additional allocations expressly accepted by the
Committee for credit card telephone calls and broadcast medis,
the Committee exceeded the state by state expenditure limit by at
least $43,889.66 in Iowa and $40,454.53 in New Hampshire. As
stated above, the additional allocations seemingly no longer
being contested by the Committee would raise those figures to
$241,725.76 and $227,104.15 respectively. When the allocations
(Footnote 3 continued from previous page)

Hampshire in light of information indicating that the office
functioned primarily as the Committee’s New Hampshire office.

Also opposed by the Committee is the inclusion of certain
media commissions. The Committee paid Ringe Media Inc. ("RMI") a
commission equal to 1.5% of gross air time costs for all
placements of commercials produced by RMI. The Committee did not
make allocations to Iowa and New Hampshire for the 1.5%
commission paid to RMI, arquing that the commission payments were
part of non-allocable production costs. The Commission has
included the commissions as allocable media placement costs.

Finally, the Committee opposes the Commission’s inclusion of

payments made by Campaign America as allocable testing-the-waters
expenditures.
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still being contested are added, the amounts of excessive
expenditures would be $306,730.08 and $302,949.20 respectively-

Thus, the General Counsel recommends that the Commission find
reason to believe that the Dole For President Committee and James
L. Hagen, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S5.C. § 44la(b)(1)(A) and
26 U.S.C. § 9035(a).

B. Testing the Waters -- Campaign America

No multi-candidate political committee shall make
contributions to any candidate and his authorized political
committee with respect to any election for Federal office which,
in the aggregate, exceed $5,000.00. 2 U.5.C. § 44la(a)(2)(&x) and
11 C.F.R. § 110.2(a)(1),

Campaign America is a registered multi-candidate committes
associated with the candidate.4 According to a Campaign America
newsletter, Senator Dole is the "Honorary Chairman" of Campaign
America.

A review of Campaign America records made available in
response to a subpoena issued during the audit of the Dole
Committee revealed that at least 19 Campaign America-sponsored
events, speeches, or meetings were held in Iowa between March 11,
1986, and February 23, 1987. Four of these events were
apparently testing the waters expenditures made by Campaign
America on behalf of the Committee: (1) a February 7, 1987, town
meeting in Orange City, Iowa; (2) a February 12, 1987, town

meeting in Dubuque, Iowa; (3) a February 22, 1987, town meeting

4. Campaign America registered with the Commission in March
1978.
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in Des Moines, Iowa; and (4) a February 23, 1987, breakfast
meeting in Davenport, Iowa.s The costs associated with the four
events totaled $14,684.35.

These four events appear to have been similar to the events
of the same name Sponsored by the Committee. Invitation
Postcards for the town meetings sponsored by the Committee and by
Campaign America were printed by the same Iowa firm and employed
the same format and Picture. (Attachments 3 and 4). The posteard
for the February 22, 1987, event began with the message, "wWith
the 1986 campaign behind us, Republican voters and candidates
clearly have major challenges ahead in 1988. During this meeting
I would like to hear your views and concerns while sharing some
of my own with you regarding our shared Republican futur.."s The
printing bill for the February 22 postcards also covered a flyer
entitled "Bob Dole on the Issues" which contained the quotatisn,
"If Senator Dole is running for the White House, he’s off on the
right foot." (Attachment )

Campaign America also supplied the Commission with a
memorandum dated February 18, 1987, from Beverly Hubble to
Senator Dole containing "Iowa talking points." The talking
points memorandum begins with a section entitled "Quad Cities
Issues." (Attachment 6). oOn February 23, 1987, campaign America
paid for the above-cited breakfast meeting for 53 people in
5. The Dole Committee has continued to disagree with the
treatment of Campaign America expenditures as testing the waters
Payments on behalf of Senator Dole’s presidential candidacy.

6. No samples of the other postcard invitations are available.
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Davenport, Iowa, one of the Quad Cities.? Also included in this
Memo was a section entitled "Offer Towans a Friend in the white
House," which read, "If the candidates are confronted with the
question: How should your PAST commitments assure IOWANS that if
You are elected Iowa will have a friend in the White House . .,

It’s likely NO ONE could answer that challenge as effectively
as RFD. So we should make sure that question is asked . . . and
asked . . . and asked."”

In addition to finding that the $14,684.35 in Campaign
America expenditures for the four events consisted of allocable
testing the waters payments, the Commission has determined that
Campaign America staff eéxpenses associated with the same events
were likewise allocable testing the waters payments and thus
allocable. These expenditures totaled $10,214.70,.

Campaign America also paid a firm $8,010.67 to purchase and
edit an Iowa Republican voter tape Previously compiled at
Campaign America’s éxpense, to print labels, to keypunch
telephone canvas card data, to update the master file with survey
data, and to print selected "Dole favorable" labels. 1In
addition, Campaign America paid the same vendor $979.60 for
selecting and printing Dole favorables, for computer tapes of
Dole favorables, and for selecting and Printing labels for
persons in selected Iowa counties. It appears from the invoices
that the Survey data was used with respect to Campaign America
events in Iowa in January and February 1987. The Committee used

7. The Quad Cities are comprised of the following: Davenport,
IA; Bettendorf, IA; Moline, IL; and Rock Island, IL,




@ L
5. T
the same vendor for its own activities.

A review of Campaign America records also revealed 117
payments in New Hampshire totaling $3,136.26 to various towns for
voter lists in late 1986 and early 1987, plus $2,223.16 in
telephone costs for a business telephone, the number of which was
later used by the Committee and $1,381.03 of which cost was
allocable to New Hampshire. The Commission has deemed these
costs testing the waters expenditures made by Campaign America on
behalf of Dole for President.

AS testing the waters expenditures, the above Campaign

g

A America payments became in-kind contributions to the Committee
N which were subject to the $5,000.00 limitation at 2 u.s.cC.
. § 44la(a)(2)(A). Because these Campaign America expenditures
okt totaled $38,406.61, or $33,406.61 in excess of the limitation,
j\ the Office of the General Counsel recommends that the Commission
‘: find reason to believe that Campaign America violated 2 U.S.C.

2 § 44la(a)(2)(A) and that Dole for President violated 2 U.S.C.

~ § d44la(f).

2 C. Corporate Contributions and Corporate Aircraft

It is unlawful for any corporation to make a contribution or
expenditure in connection with any election to any politicail
office, or in connection with any primary election or political
convention or caucus held to select candidates for any political
office, or for any corporation whatever to make a contribution or
expenditure in connection with any election at which presidential
and vice presidential electors or a Senator or Representative in,

Or a Delegate or Resident Commissioner to, Congress are to be
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voted for, or in connection with any primary election or
political convention or caucus held to select candidates for any
of the foregoing offices. 2 U.5.C. § 44lb(a). It is also
unlawful for any candidate, political committee, or other person
knowingly to accept or receive any contribution prohibited by
this section, or any officer or any director of any corporation
to consent to any contribution or expenditure by the corporatien,

prohibited by this section. 1d.

The treasurer of a committee is responsible for examining 2ll

contributions received for evidence of illegality. 11 c.r.R.

§ 103.3(b). When contributions received present genuine
questions as to whether they were made by corporations, within
ten days of receipt, the treasurer can deposit the funds inte 2
campaign depository or return them to the contributor. If any
such contribution is deposited, the treasurer shall make at l#ast
one written or oral request for evidence of the legality of the
contribution. If the contribution cannot be determined to be
legal, the treasurer shall within thirty days of the treasurer’s
receipt of the contribution, refund the contribution to the
contributor. 11 C.F.R. § 103.3(b)(1). However, if the treasurer
determined at the time the contribution was received that it was
not illegal, but later discovers its illegality based on new
evidence not available to the committee at the time of receipt or
deposit, the treasurer shall refund the contribution within
thirty days of discovering its illegality. 11 C.F.R.

§ 103.3(b)(2). 1In addition, any contribution which appears to be

illegal and which is deposited into a campaign depository shall
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not be used for any disbursements by the political committee
until the contribution has been determined to be legal. The
political committee must either establish a separate account in &
campaign depository for such contributions or maintain sufficient
funds to make all such refunds. 11 C.F.R. § 103.3(b)(4).

s In-Kind Corporate Contributions

The examination and audit of the Dole for President Committee
determined that the Committee received 212 contributions tot#iing
$68,043.38, which were identified as contributions from
corporations. Included in this total are two in-kind

contributions totaling $3,750.00.°%

The review of the Committee’s
vendor records indicated that the Committee made a payment of
$12,000 to H & W Aviation for use of a chartered aircraft. ¥his
amount appears to be $2,750 less than the fair market price fof
the services provided. 1In its response to the Interim Audit
Report, the Committee contends that there was a dispute as to the
amount charged for the services provided and that the payment of
the $12,000 was not a reduced price. In addition, the Committee
alleges that the amount of $12,000 represented the fair market
price for the services provided. A letter from H & W Aviation

stated that the $12,000 paid to H & W Aviation was a discount

from the standard price and was reached as a compromise between

8. The third in-kind contribution identified in the referral
totaling $70.82 was clarified by the Committee’s response and has
been deleted.
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the $14,750 price and the "partners” price of $9,800.7 According
to the audit, a review of the documentation in this matter failed
to present any evidence which would indicate that the amount paid
was not a discount. The Committee has also failed to submit any

further documentation evidencing its contention that the $12,000

represents the fair market value for the services provided.

Thus, it appears that the $2,750.00 discount from H & W Aviation

would constitute an in-kind contribution from a corporation in

violation of the Act.

- In addition to the $12,000 payment to H & W Aviation, the

0 Committee’s vendor records also indicated that the Committee made
O a reimbursement of $9,905.00 to Owen & Associates for use of #
5 private airplane.lo This amount appears to be $1,000 less than
¥ the usual and normal charge for the service of the airplane. It
2; appears from the evidence on hand that the charter rate for the
;r aircraft was $150.00 per hour and that the Committee used 72.7

- hours. Therefore the actual total due for the use of the
~) aircraft was $10,905 ($150.00 X 72.7 hours =« $10,905).

The Committee contends that the $1,000 difference was
predicated on the $1,000 transportation expense exemption
pursuant to 11 C.F.R. § 100.7(b)(8). Insomuch as the Committee

did not proffer any documentation which would evidence the

9. The meaning of "partners" price is not entirely clear.
This Office is assuming it refers to the rental price charged
when the aircraft’s owners use it.

10. The payments to Owen & Associates were not made in advance of

the use of the aircraft., The $9,905.00 payment is discussed in
the following section covering the use of corporate aircraft.
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possibility that an individual paid for the aircraft from

personal funds, the Committee has failed to support their
contention that the $1,000 difference was not a corporate in-kind
contribution. Furthermore, 11 C.F.R. § 100.7(b)(8) applies only
to individuals. Thus, it appears that the $1,000 reduction from
the usual and normal charge for the service of Owen & Associates’
aircraft would constitute an in-kind contribution from a
corporation in violation of the Act.
Therefore, the Office of the General Counsel recommends that
5 the Commission find reason to believe that the Dole for President
0 Committee violated 2 U.S5.C. § 441b(a) by accepting in-kind
N corporate contributions from H & W Aviation and Owen &

Associates. 1In addition, this Office recommends that the

= Commission find reason to believe that H & W Aviation and Owen &
:: Associates’! violated 2 u.s.c. § 441b(a) by making prohibited
;I in-kind contributions to the Dole for President Committee.
y 2. Apparent Corporate Contributions
) As noted, the Committee received 213 contributions totaling

$68,043.38, all of which the audit has identified as
contributions from corporations which were not refunded or not
refunded in a timely manner. The audit identified 25 refunds out
of the 213, totaling $7,201.00, which were not made timely. The
213 contributions included the 2 corporate in-kind contribution

discussed in the previous section. It should also be noted a

l11. As noted, the remaining $9,905.00 is also involved in an
alleged violation of 2 U.5.C. § 441lb(a) by failing to reguire
advance payments before providing travel on its aircraft.
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Separate account was not established by the Committee. However,
the Committee appears to have maintained sufficient funds with
which to make refunds.

In response to the Interim Audit Report, the Committee
submitted documentation for some of the corporate contributions
which consisted of either signed contributor letters and check
copies indicating that the funds were personal. Based upon these
documents, coupled with information from various Secretaries of
State, the Audit deleted 37 contributions totaling $7,492.70 from
its initial finding in reaching the 213 remaining corporate
contributions. As to the other contributions, the Audit was sble
to obtain information from the various Secretaries of State which
indicated that they had corporations in their states with the
same names and addresses as to the remaining contributors. The
checks also indicated the contributor was a business. In some
cases this information was in conflict with the information which
the Audit had received from the Committee indicating that these
contributions were from non-corporate sources. Therefore, these
items are still considered as apparent corporate contributions.
The Committee also conceded that 11 of the 213 contributions were
"probably corporate," but failed to submit any evidence
indicating that refunds were made as to the these contributions.
The Committee has had an opportunity to provide information to
demonstrate that the above-mentioned contributions were not from
@ Ccorporate source. Based upon the foregoing, it appears that
the Committee has violated 2 U.S.cC. § 441b by accepting

prohibited corporate contributions.
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Therefore, the Office of the General Counsel recommends that
the Commission find reason to believe that the Dole for President
Committee violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a) by knowingly accepting
Corporate contributions. Purthermore, this Office recommends
that the Commission find reason to believe that Bertram
Associates, P and D Realty Co. and RBA Group violated 2 U.S5.C.
§ 441b(a) by making prohibited corporate contributions to the
Dole for President Committee. Along with H & W Aviation, these
corporate contributions exceeded $1,000.

2 B Use Of Corporate Aircraft

A candidate, candidate’s agent, or person traveling on
behalf of a candidate who uses an airplane which is owed or
leased by a corporation, other than a corporation licensed to
offer commercial services for travel in connection with a federal

election must, in advance, reimburse the corporation. 11 C.r.R.

§ 114.9(e). 1In the case of travel to a city served by regularly

scheduled commercial service, the reimbursement must be the first
class air fare; in the case of travel to a city not served by a
regularly scheduled commercial service, it must be the usual
charter rate.

The audit review of the Committee’s reports and records
indicated that the Committee used private aircraft owned by
corporations for campaign related travel. This review indicated
that the Committee made 26 payments, totaling $54,264.85 to 15
corporations which were not made in advance as required by
11 C.F.R. § 114.9(e). It does not appear that these corporations

were licensed to offer commercial services for travel. 1It also
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appears that payments for travel ranged from 1 day to 409 days
after the date of travel. The audit notes that 13 of the
payments, totaling $19,787.00, were made within 5 days after the
dates of travel.
The following are the corporations which were reimbursed ®ore

than 5 days after the dates of travel and which received a t&tal

more than $1,000 for prior air travel:l?
Corporation Amount
l. Becon Construction $9,987.85
Company, Inc. 1,500.00
2. Browning-Ferris Industries 630.00
1,254.00
1,280.00 13
2,709.00+
2,414.00~
3. Contran 1,662.00
1,571.00
1,571.00
4. Long Lines Limited 3,880.00
5. Owen and Associates 9,905.0014

The audit review of the Committee’s documentation also

discovered that the Committee chartered an aircraft from Becon

12. This Office is making recommendations to pursue only those
corporations which travel expenses total more than $1,000 and
which received payment more than 5 days after the dates of
travel.

13. *These payments were made within 5 days after the dates of
travel,

14. This transaction is also discussed in the above-mentioned
in-kind section.
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Construction Company, Inc. ("Becon"). The documentation

indicated that Becon rendered $9,987.85 in travel services to the
Committee, but that the Committee only paid $7,512.85. It is
mentioned in the Committee’s documentation that the difference of
$2,475.00 in air fare was not authorized by the Committee, and
that the difference was paid by an individual and not a
corporation. The Committee has failed to offer any documentation
that the $2,475.00 difference was paid by an individual and not a
corporation.

It appears that the Committee has violated the Act by not
o reimbursing in advance 15 corporations for air travel totaling

$54,264.85. 1t also appears that the Committee has violated the

7

Act by accepting an in-kind contribution of $2,475.00 from Becon.

w This amount is included in the above-mentioned $54,264.85 total.
= In addition, it appears that Becon has violated the Act by making
. a $2,475.00 expenditure in connection with a federal election.

ﬁ: Therefore, the Office of the General Counsel recommends that
- the Commission find reason to believe the Dole for President

Committee violated 2 U.s.cC. § 441b(a) by failing to reimburse 15
corporations in advance for use of their aircraft and by
accepting a $2,475.00 in-kind contribution from Becon
Construction Company, Inc. This Office also recommends that the
Commission find reason to believe that Becon Construction Company
violated 2 vu.s.cC. § 441b(a) by making a $2,475.00 in-kind
contribution as well as providing air travel without advance
payment. Furthermore, this Office recommends that the Commission

also find reason to believe that Browning-Ferris Industries,

I — d |
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Contran, Long Lines Limited and Owen & Associatesls violated
2 U.S.C. § 441b(a) by failing to require advance payments before
providing travel on their aircraft.

D. Excessive Contributions

No person shall make contributions to any candidate with
respect to any election for Federal office which, in the
dggregate, exceed $1,000.00. 2 vU.S.C. § 441a(a)(l)(A). No
multicandidate political committee shall make contributions teo
any candidate and his authorized political committees with
respect to any election for Federal office which, in the
aggregate, exceed $5,000.00.16 These limitations apply separately
to each election, except that all elections held in any calendar
year for the office of President of the United States (except »
general election for such office) shall be considered to be one
election. 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(6). No candidate or political
committee shall knowingly accept any contributions in violation
of these limitations. 2 U.S.C. § 441a(f).

Commission regulations explain that contributions which

exceed the contribution limitations may be deposited into a

15. The recommendation against Owen & Associates also includes
the $1,000 in-kind contribution discussed above.

16. A multicandidate political committee means any committee that
has been registered with the Commission for at least six months
and has received contributions from more than 50 persons and,
except for a state political party organization, has made
contributions to five or more candidates. 2 U.S.cC. § d44la(a)(4).
A committee that has not met these requirements is subject to the
51,000 per election limit. Furthermore, an authorized political
committee of a candidate may not contribute more than $1,000 to
any other candidate for federal office regardless of whether it
would otherwise meet the requirements of Section d4la(a)(4).

2 U.S5.C. § 432(e)(3).
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campaign depository. If any such contributions are so deposited,

the treasurer may request redesignation or reattribution of the
contribution by the contributor in accordance with Commission
regulations. If a redesignation or reattribution is not
obtained, the treasurer shall, within 60 days of the treasuret’s
receipt of the contribution, refund the contribution to the
contributor. 11 C.F.R. § 103.3(b)(3). The regulations further
provide that any contribution which appears to be illegal and
which is deposited into a campaign depository shall not be used
for any disbursements by the political committee until the
contribution has been determined to be legal. The political
committee must either establish a separate account in a campaign
depository for such contributions or maintain sufficient funds to
make such refunds. 11 C.F.R. § 103.3(b)(4).

: Apparent Excessive Contributions from Individuals

Commission regulations provide that any contribution made by
more than one person, except for a contribution made by a
partnership, shall include the signature of each contributor on
the check, money order, or other negotiable instrument or in a
separate writing. A contribution made by more than one person
that does not indicate the amount to be attributed to each
contributor shall be attributed equally to each contributor. 1If
a contribution to a candidate on its face or when aggregated with
other contributions from the same contributor exceeds the
limitations on contributions, the treasurer may ask the
contributor whether the contribution was intended to be a joint

contribution by more than one person. A contribution shall be
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considered to be reattributed to another contributor if the
treasurer of the recipient political committees asks the
contributor whether the contribution is intended to be a joint

contribution by more than one person and informs the contributor

that he or she may request the return of the excessive portion of

the contribution if it is not intended to be a joint contribution
and, within sixty (60) days from the date of the treasurer’s
receipt of the contribution, the contributors provide the
treasurer with a written reattribution of the contribution, which
is signed by each contributor and which indicates the amount to
be attributed to each contributor if equal attribution is not
intended. 11 C.F.R. § 110.1(k).

The examination and audit of the Dole for President Committee
initially identified 549 contributions from 423 individuals
totaling $246,187.31 that were in excess of the applicable
limitations and had not been refunded, reattributed, or
redesignated in a timely fashion. A list of these contributions
was provided to the Committee at the exit conference. The audit
also determined that the Committee had not established a separate
account for the deposit of contributions which were possibly
excessive or a method to monitor the amount to be kept in the
Committee’s accounts while the permissibility of the
contributions was determined. The audit determined that the
Committee appeared to have had sufficient permissible funds to
have made the refunds.

These contributions included 397 contributions from 334

individuals totaling $206,670.21 which had been untimely refunded
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With the average number of days from date of deposit to date of
tefund being 108. An additional 139 contributions from 76
contributors totaling $32,856.60 were redesignated by the
contributors and transferred to the compliance fund, but not in a
timely manner. The average number of days from the date of
deposit to the date of refund was 115. Four contributions from
four contributors totaling $1,505.00 had been refunded but the
refund checks had not cleared the Committee’s account. Nine
contributions from nine contributors totaling $5,155.00 had not
been refunded. 1In response to the Interim Audit Report, the
Committee provided certain information regarding the nine
contributions that had not been refunded and the four refund
checks that had not been cashed. The audit determination was
adjusted to delete four contributions totaling $55.50,

Thus, the audit concluded that the Dole for President
Committee had accepted 545 contributions in excess of the
applicable limits from 419 contributors totaling $246,131.81 that
were not timely refunded, redesignated or reattributed.

In addition, we note that 23 contributors made total
contributions to the Dole for President Committee that exceeded

their applicable limits by more than twice. They are:

Contributor Total Contributions
1. Altman Brothers $3,000
2. Betty Ray Atkins $2,430
3. Mitzi Ayala 22,500
4. Floyd M. Ayers $2,466
5. Matthew N. Chapp, Jr. $4,000
6. Mrs. Edna M. Davol $3,140
7. Doris E. Freeman $2,295
8. Lydia Fried $3,000
9. Don Hall $3,000
10. John J. Hamilton, III $2,025
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11. willis &, Hesselroth $3,000
12. John W. King $2,500
13. Maurice A. Lancaster $3,000
14. Katherine F. McCoy $3,000
15. J.F. O’Shaughnessy $2,500
16. Rebma Obermayer $5,000
17, v.E. Patrick $2,500
18. Lonnie Ken Pilgrim $3,000
19. ponald H. Piser $3,000
20. pDelford M. Smith $2,100
2l. Leroy C. Tombs, Jr. $2,350
22. Edmund S. Wartels $3,833.33
23, Dave H. Williams $3,000

3. Apparent Excessive Contributions from Political
Committees

The examination and audit of the Committee initially
determined that the Committee had accepted contributions from 13
political committees that exceeded the applicable limitations by
$19,670. Four of these excessive contributions totaling
$8,000.00 had been refunded but not in a timely manner. The
average number of days from date of deposit to date of refund was
116. One excessive contribution totaling $2,000.00 was
redesignated to the compliance fund but was not transferred in a
timely manner (106 days). The remaining excessive contributions
totaling $9,670 had not been refunded.

In response to the Interim Audit Report, the Committee stated
it had no record of receiving 10 contributions totaling $14,120.
The audit located check copies for 6 of these 10 contributions
totaling $12,050.00 from the Committee’s contribution batch
records. The Committee conceded two contributions totaling
$2,000.00 were excessive and stated a refund would be made, but
to date no evidence of such refunds has been provided.

The audit further determined that four contributions totaling
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$795 were earmarked contributions. Two other contributions
totaling $2,000.00 were reported by the Committee under the name
of an individual, but no documentation was found to establish
that they were earmarked. Two contributions totaling $1,500.00
appear excessive based on the contributing committee’s reports.

Thus, the audit concluded that the Committee had accepted
excessive contributions from 11 political committees totaling
$18,875. The political committees making these excessive

contributions and the excessive amounts are:

Committee Excessive Amount

Arthur Young & CO. PAC $2,500
Dallas Citizens PAC $1,000
Fluor Corp. PAC $2,000
Good Gov't PAC $1,000
Hartford Insurance PAC $2,000
Johnston for Congress $1,000
Nat. Good Gov’'t Fund $1,000
G.E. PAC $2,000
Small Biz PAC $4,000
Southwestern Bell PAC $375
Tele-Comm. PAC $2,000

|
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

-
O s
L] L]

Total $18,875

The Dallas Citizens PAC terminated in 1988. Arthur Young &
Company PAC is now known as Ernst & Young Los Angeles Political
Acticon Committee.

3. Compliance Fund

Commission regulations permit a candidate to establish a
legal and accounting compliance fund prior to being nominated as
a major party candidate for President. 11 C.F.R.
§ 9003.3(a)(1)(i). Contributions which exceed the contributor’s

limitation for the primary election may be deposited in the
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compliance fund if the candidate obtains the contributor’s
redesignation of the contribution in accordance with 11 C.F.R.

§ 110.1. 11 C.F.R. § 9003.3(a)(1)(iii). If a candidate is not a
candidate in the general election, any contribution made with
respect to the general election shall be refunded, redesignated,
Oor reattributed. 11 C.F.R. § 102.9(e). Such refunds,
redesignations, and reattributions should be made within sixty
(60) days from the date of the nomination for president by the
party of the candidate who is not in the general election in
accordance with 11 C.F.R. § 110.1(b)(3)(i).

The Dole for President Committee established a compliance
fund in 1987 and registered it with the Commission. A total of
$102,662.55 in funds were redesignated and transferred to the
compliance fund in addition to $16,292.00 in direct contributions
to the fund. Because the Republican Party nominated its
candidate for President on August 17, 1988, the Committee should
have refunded, redesignated, or reattributed these funds within
sixty (60) days of August 17, 1988, or no later than October 16,
1988.

The fund reported $19,542.00 in refunds through September 30,
1988. 1In addition, letters were sent to all contributors
offering them a choice of redesignating their contributions to

the newly-established Penalty & Interest Fund or receiving a
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refund.17

In response to this letter, contributors redesignated
$50,814.00 to the Penalty & Interest Fund. The redesignation
letters were date stamped as received back by the Committee
between August 26, 1988, and September 22, 1988. Therefore, they
were also made within the 60-day period.la

Thus, the remaining funds totaling $48,598.55 deposited into
the compliance fund were not refunded or redesignated within 60

days. On January 25, 1991, the Committee submitted photocopies

17. The letter was dated between August 9, 1988, and August 22,
1988, and signed by Scott Morgan, Chief Counsel for the
Committee. It stated that the Committee had established the
Penalty & Interest Fund "to pay any fines or penalties the
Federal Election Commission might levy against Senator Dole and
Dole for President after the completion of the FEC's current
audit." The letter further noted that such a fund "is permitted
under 11 C.F.R. § 9034.4(b)(4) of the Federal Election Commission
regulations."

We note that this regulation provides that civil or criminal
penalties paid pursuant to the Act are not qualified campaign
expenses and cannot be defrayed from contributions or matching
payments. The regulation further provides that any "amounts
received or expended to pay such penalties shall not be
considered contributions or expenditures but all amounts so
received shall be subject to the prohibitions of the Act." It
further adds that any "amounts received or expended under this
section shall be reported in accordance with 11 CFR part 104."
Although the Commission has not explicitly approved the
establishment of separate penalty and interest funds, the
language of the regulation would appear to permit a candidate to
do so. The regulation does refer to "amounts received or
expended" for the purpose of paying penalties and requires that
they be reported. Since such funds are not contributions and
since contributions or matching payments cannot be used to pay
penalties, the establishment of a separate account would appear
necessary. It would therefore follow that this separate account
could register and report as a separate entity with the
Commission. Moreover, transfers to such a fund from the
compliance fund would also appear permissible when prior approval
is first obtained from the contributor who is also given the
option of requesting a refund.

18. The audit also noted that through September 30, 1988, the
Penalty & Interest Fund had earned $6,035.18 in interest.
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of 105 contribution refund checks totaling $548,748.55 dated
January 16 and 17, 1991.1° Only the front of these checks were
provided. Therefore, the audit could not determine whether or
not these contributions had actually been refunded.?? we note
that the compliance fund reported making $41,381,.50 in refunds on
January 16, 1991, with remaining cash on hand of $12,544.97,2}

4. Summary

Based on the foregoing, the Office of the General Counsel
recommends that the Commission find reason to believe the Dole
for President Committee violated 2 U.S.C. § d4la(f) by knowingly
accepting excessive contributions from individuals totaling
$246,131.81 and by knowingly accepting excessive contributions
from political committees totaling $18,875 that were not
redesignated, reattributed, or refunded in a timely manner, and
by knowingly accepting contributions with respect to the general
election through the compliance fund that were not refunded,
redesignated, or reattributed within 60 days of the nomination of
the Republican Party’s candidate for President.

This Office further recommends that the Commission find

19. The difference between $48,598.55 and $48,748.55 was
explained by a transfer of $325 from the compliance fund to the
penalty & interest fund that should have only been $175. The
treasurer had stated that the $150 would be transferred back to
the compliance fund. 1Instead, the Penalty & Interest Fund
reported a $150 payment on January 30, 1991, to the Dole for
President Committee as a reimbursement for accounting services.

20. The audit also noted that any refund checks that remain
outstanding are governed by 11 C.F.R. 9038.6 which would require
that such funds be made payable to the United States Treasury.

21. This amount appears to represent those contributions for
which the Committee did not have current addresses.
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reason to believe the twenty-three (23) individuals who made
excessive contributions of more than twice their limitation and
four of the five (5) political committees?? that had not qualified
as multicandidate political committees and that made excessive
contributions violated 2 U.5.C. § 44la(a)(1)(A) and that the six
(6) multicandidate political committees that made excessive
contributions violated 2 U.S.C. § 441a(a)(2)(A).

E. Delegate Committees

The Act requires that each treasurer of a political committee
file reports of receipts and disbursements in accordance with the
provisions of 2 U.5.C. § 434(a). 2 U.S.C. § 434(a). A principal
campaign committee is required to consolidate in each of its
report the reports submitted to it by any authorized committees.
11 C.F.R. § 104.3(f).

The treasurer of a committee shall keep an account of: all
contributions received by or on behalf of such committee; the
name and address of any person who makes any contribution in
excess of $50, together with the date and amount of such
contribution by any person; the identification of any person who
makes a contribution or contributions aggregating more than $200
during a calendar year, together with the date and amount of any
such contribution; the identification of any political committee
which makes a contribution, together with the date and amount of
any such contribution; and the name and address of every person

to whom any disbursement is made, the date, amount, and purpose

22. No recommendation is made with respect to the Dallas Citizens
PAC since it terminated in 1988.
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of the disbursement, and the name of the candidate and the office
sought by the candidate, if any, for whom the disbursement was
made, including a receipt, invoice, or canceled check for each
disbursement in excess of $200. 2 U.S.C. § 432(c). The
treasurer must preserve all the above-mentioned records and
copies of all reports required to be filed by this subchapter for
three years after the report is filed. 2 U.S5.C. § 432(d).
Political committees must maintain records, including bank
records, with respect to matters required to be reported.

11 C.F.R. § 104.14(b). These records must provide, in sufficient
detail, the necessary information and data from which the reports
and statements may be explained, verified, and checked for
accuracy and completeness. 11 C.F.R. § 104.14(b).

A candidate may designate additional political committees in
accordance with 11 C.,F.R. § 102.13 to serve as committees which
will be authorized to accept contributions or make expenditures
on behalf of the candidate. 11 C.F.R. § 101.1(b). A delegate
committee is a group of persons that receives contributions or
makes expenditures for the sole purpose of influencing the
selection of one of more delegates to a national nominating
convention. 11 C.F.R. § 110.14(b)(2). A delegate committee
which qualifies as a political committee under 11 C.F.R. § 100.5
must register with the Commission and report its receipts and
disbursements in accordance with 11 C.F.R. Part 104. 1d.

The audit indicates that the Dole Committee failed to report
certain receipts and disbursements by delegate committees in its

reports to the Commission. The audit also indicates that records
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regarding these receipts and disbursements were not maintained.
The funds involved were those received and disbursed by eighteen
delegate committees, fifteen of which were located in Illinois
and three of which were located in Maryland.

The audit reviewed the Dole Committee records for the
delegate committees and the delegate committees’ records, many of
which were incomplete. The audit also reviewed the reports which
the delegate committees filed with the Connission.23 In order to
obtain more complete information, the Commission subpoenaed the
bank records of the delegate committees. Using all of the
aforementioned information, the Audit department determined that
the Dole Committee failed to report $27,531.83 in receipts and
$42,660.10 in disbursements regarding the delegate committees.

As a principal campaign committee, the Dole Committee was
responsible for consolidating the information contained in
reports submitted to it by authorized committees in the
Committee’s reports to the Commission.24 Most of the delegate

—

23. Many of the delegate committees filed some of the required
disclosure reports. However, most of the delegate committees
failed to file all of the required reports.

24. Senator Dole authorized thirteen of the delegate committees
by amending his statement of candidacy. In response to the
Interim Audit Report, the Committee stated that "DFP had three
delegate committees in Maryland and 15 in Illinois." Therefore,
it appears that the Dole Committee viewed all eighteen of the
delegate committees as authorized committees despite the fact
that the amendments to Senator Dole’s statement of candidacy do
not list all of these committees. For instance, most of the
Illinois delegates committees are listed as authorized.
Moreover, four of the five committees not listed on Senator Dole
statement of candidacy nevertheless filed statements of
organizations identifying the Dole Committee as an affiliated
committee. The remaining committee listed the Dole Committee
treasurer as a signatory on its bank account. Therefore, we have
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committees filed a few reports directly with the Commission.
Nevertheless, as they were authorized committees, the Dole
Committee was responsible for filing a consolidated report which
included all of the delegate committees’ activity. Even if the
delegate committees did not submit reports to the Committee or
submitted incomplete reports to the Committee, the Committee was
still responsible for obtaining the information and reporting the
receipts and disbursements to the Commission in a consolidated
report.

Based on the foregoing, this Office recommends that the

Commission find reason to believe that the Dole for President

Committee violated 2 uU.s.cC. § 434 by failing to report the

receipts and disbursements of the eighteen delegate committees in
its consolidated reports.

Commission regqulations provide that a principal campaign
committee must file a consolidated report including the activity
of all authorized committees since authorized committees do not
separately file reports. Commission regulations also provide
that delegate committees must register and file reports with the
the Commission. 11 C.F.R. § 110.14(b)(2). Therefore, these
regulations may have created some uncertainty as to whether
delegate committees which are also authorized committees need to
separately report. Nevertheless, this Office concludes that the
general rule for pPrincipal campaign committees and authorized
committees controls. Thus, this recommendation is made only with

(Footnote 24 continued from Previous page)
treated all Illinois delegate committees as authorized.




=3Jl=
respect to the Dole for President Committee.

The Regulations appear to make the delegate committees
responsible for maintaining records regarding their receipts and
disbursements for up to three years after the applicable report
had been filed. Commission regulations at 11 C.F.R.

§ 9033.1(b)(6) provide that the candidate and his committee shall
permit an examination and audit of the receipts and disbursements
of all authorized committees and shall make available all records

of such committees for that purpose. While this regulation

places an obligation on the presidential committee to produce

such records for purposes of the audit, it does not explicitly
require the presidential committee to maintain such records.
Instead, that requirement appears to apply only to the delegste
committees themselves. 1In this particular situation, the
eighteen delegate committees disbanded over three years ago.
Therefore, we are making no recommendation regarding 2 U.Ss.C.

§ 432 and recordkeeping.

III. RECOMMENDATIONS

Find reason to believe that Dole for President
Committee and James L. Hagen, as treasurer,
violated 2 U.S.C. §§ 434, d4la(b)(1)(A), 441a(f),
and 441b and 26 U.S.C. § 9035(a).

Find reason to believe that Campaign America and
Judith F. Taggart, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C.
§ 44la(a)(2)(a).

Find reason to believe the following corporations
violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b:

Bertram Associates;

Becon Construction Company, Inc.;
Browning-Ferris Industries;
Contran;

H & W Aviation;

Long Lines Limited;
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g. Owen and Associates;
h. P and D Realty Company;
i. RBA Group;

Find reason to believe the following persons
violated 2 U.S.C. § d44la(a)(1l)(A):

Altman Brothers;
Betty Ray Atkins;
Mitzi Ayala;

Floyd M. Ayers;
Matthew N. Chapp, Jr.;
Edna M. Davol;

Doris E. Freeman;
Lydia Fried;

Don Hall;

John J. Hamilton, III;
Willis S. Hesselroth;
John W. King;

Maurice A. Lancaster;
Katherine F. McCoy;
J. F. O0'Shaughnessy;
Rebma Obermayer;

U. E. Patrick;

Lonnie Ken Pilgrim;
Donald H. Piser;
Delform M. Smith;
Leroy C. Tombs, Jr.;
Edmund S. Wartels;
Dave H. Williams.

.
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Find reason to believe the following political
committees violated 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(1)(A):

a. Good Government Federal Political Action
Committee and Neil B. Kornsweit, as treasurer;

b. Johnston for Congress and Benjamin F. Craven,
Jr., as treasurer;

Federation of Small Businesses PAC and
Saunders, as treasurer:

Ca U.S.
Carla L.
I Tele-Communications, Inc.
Bracken, as treasurer.

PAC and Gary K.

Find reason to believe the following political
committees violated 2 U.S.C. § 44lala)(2)(A):

a. Ernst & Young Los

Committee and Harry D.

b. Fluor Corporation
George H. Hessler, as

Angeles Political Action
Slaughter, as treasurer;

Public Affairs Committee and
treasurer;
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c. Hartford Insurance Group PAC and Robert J.
Mageau, as treasurer;

d. The National Good Government Fund and Joe B.
Allen, as treasurer;

e. Non-Partisan Political Support Committee (G.E.)
and Helen B. Platt, as treasurer;

f. Southwestern Bell Corp. Employee Federal PAC
and Donald E. Kiernan, as treasurer.

y Approve the appropriate letters and attached
Factual and Legal Analyses.

7 Q(/IZ 6{/4}

N Date

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

e Attachments:

7 1. Audit Referral (less Exhibits E and H)

- 2. Factual and Legal Analyses
3. Campaign America invitation postcard

. 4. Dole for President Committee invitation postcard
5. Campaign America flyer

Al 6. Talking points memorandum
7. Response to Initial Repayment Determination
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MEMORANDUM
TO: LAWRENCE M. NOBLE
GENERAL COUNSEL
(‘n
FROM: MARJORIE W. EMMONS/BONNTE J: FAISDI’%‘Q{
COMMISSION SECRETARY
DATE: AUGUST 29, 1991
SUBJECT: MUR 3309 - FIRST GENERAL COUNSEL'S REPORT
DATED AUGUST 26,1991,
~
The above-captioned document was circulated to the
™
Commission on _TUESDAY, AUGUST 27, 1991 at 4:00 P.M. .
N Objection(s) have been received from the Commissioner (s)
> as indicated by the name(s) checked below:
5
- Commissioner Aikens XXX
Commissioner Elliott XXX
Commissioner Josefiak XXX

Commissioner McDonald

Commissioner McGarry

Commissioner Thomas

This matter will be placed on the meeting agenda

for_TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 17, 1991

Please notify us who will represent your Division before the

Commission on this matter.




BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of
MUR 3309
Dole for President Committee and
James L. Hagen, as treasurer;
Campaign America and Judith F.
Taggart, as treasurer;

9 Corporations;

23 Individuals;

11 Political Committees.
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CERTIFICATION
o
F I, Marjorie W. Emmons, recording secretary for the
s Federal Election Commission executive session on
7; October 29, 1991, do hereby certify that the Commission
<r decided by a vote of 6-0 to take the following actions

in MUR 3309:

1. Find reason to believe that Dole for
President Committee and James L.
Hagen, as treasurer, violated 2 U.s.cC.
§§ 434, 441a(b)(1l)(A), 44la(f), and
441b and 26 U.S.C. § 9035(a).

2. Find reason to believe that Campaign
America and Judith F. Taggart, as
treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C.

§ 44la(a)(2)(A).

(continued)
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Certification for MUR 3309
October 29, 1991

e Find reason to believe the following
corporations violated 2 U.S5.C. § 441b:

a. Bertram Associates;

b. Becon Construction Company, Inc.
C. Browning-Ferris Industries;

d. Contran;

e, H & W Aviation;

L. Long Lines Limited;

g. Owen and Associates;

h. P and D Realty Company;

X RBA Group.

4. Find reason to believe the following
~ persons violated 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(1)(A):

Altman Brothers;
Betty Ray Atkins;
Mitzi Ayala;

Floyd M. Ayers;
Matthew N. Chapp, Jr.;
Edna M. Davol;

Doris E. Freeman;
Lydia Fried;

Don Hall;

John J. Hamilton, III;
Willis S. Hesselroth;
John W. King;

Maurice A. Lancaster;
Katherine F. McCoy;
J. F. O'Shaughnessy;
Rebma Obermayer;

U. E. Patrick;

Lonnie Ken Pilgrim;
Donald H. Piser;
Pelform M. Smith;
Leroy C. Tombs, Jr.;
Edmund S. Wartels;
Dave H. Williams.

JTamdanNnowe
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(continued)




Federal Election Commission
Certification for MUR 3309
October 29, 1991

S+ Find reason to believe the following
political committees violated 2 U.s.C.
§ d4la(a)(1)(Aa):

a. U.S. Federation of Small Businesses
PAC and Carla L. Saunders, as
treasurer;

Tele-Communications, Inc. PAC and
Gary K. Bracken, as treasurer;

Find reason to believe the following
political committees violated 2 U.s.c.
§ 44la(a)(2)(a):

a. Ernst & Young Los Angeles Political
Action Committee and Harry D.
Slaughter, as treasurer;

Fluor Corporation Public Affairs
Committee and George H. Hessler, as
treasurer;

Hartford Insurance Group PAC and
Robert J. Mageau, as treasurer;

Non-Partisian Political Support
Committee (G.E.) and Helen B. Platt,
as treasurer.
Approve the appropriate letters and
Factual and Legal Analyses.
Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Josefiak, McDonald,

McGarry, and Thomas voted affirmatively for the decision.

Attest:

Marjorie W. Emmons
retary of the Commission
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November 4, 1991

The Commission

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

BY: Lois G. Lerner
Associate General Counsel

SUBJECT: Erroneous Finding in MUR 3309

On Tuesday, October 19, 1991, the Commission approved the
General Counsel’s recommendations contained in the First General
Counsel’'s Report, dated August 26, 1991, in MUR 3309 (Dole fof
President, et al.).

Among the recommendations approved was one to find reason to
believe the Non-Partisan Political Support Committee (G.E.) and
Helen B. Platt, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. § 441a(a)(2)(A).
This committee has a New York City address. The copies of the
contribution checks that accompanied the audit referral showed
that they had been written by the Non-Partisan Political Support
Committee for General Electric Company Employees in Fairfield,
Connecticut, and signed by Richard W. Nelson and one other
individual. When staff checked the B Index, the only committee
called the Non-Partisan Political Support Committee associated
the General Electric that staff located was the one noted above.
It has since come to our attention that the B Index also lists a
General Electric Company Political Action Committee in Fairfield,
Connecticut, with Richard W. Nelson, as treasurer. See
Attachment 1.

Notwithstanding the differences between the name of the
committee on the contribution checks and the name on the B Index,
it appears that the recommendation, and thus the finding, were
made against the wrong committee.

Therefore, this Office recommends that the Commission
rescind the finding against the committee with Helen B. Platt, 23S
treasurer, and instead make the reason to believe finding against
the one with Richard W. Nelson, as treasurer. A revised factual
and legal analysis is also attached for approval.




®

RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Rescind the reason to believe finding made on
October 29, 1991, that the Non-Partisan Political Support
Committee (G.E.) and Helen B. Platt, as treasurer, violated
2 U.S.C. § d441a(a)(2)(A).

2. Find reason to believe the General Electric Company
Political Action Committee and Richard W. Nelson, as treasurer.
violated 2 U.S.C. § d41a(a)(2)(A).

3. Approve the attached factual and legal analysis and
appropriate letter.

Attachments
1. B Index Excerpts
2. Factual and Legal Analysis

Staff person: George F. Rishel




BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of

Non-Partisan Political Support Committee
for (G.E.) and Helen B. Platt, as treasurer; MUR 3309

General Electric Company Political Action
Committee and Richard W. Nelson, as treasurer.

CERTIFICATION

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, Secretary of the Federal Electi&n

Commission, do hereby certify that on November 6, 1991, the

Commission decided by a vote of 6-0 to take the following

actions in MUR 3309:

Rescind the reason to believe finding made
on October 29, 1991, that the Non-Partisan
Political Support Committee (G.E.) and
Helen B. Platt, as treasurer, violated

2 U.S5.C. § 441a(a)(2)(A).

Find reason to believe the General Electric
Company Political Action Committee and
Richard W. Nelson, as treasurer, violated

2 U.S.C. § 441a(a)(2)(A).

(Continued)




Federal Election Commission
Certification for MUR 3309
November 6, 1991

Approve the factual and legal analysis and
appropriate letter, as recommended in the
General Counsel’'s Memorandum dated

November 4, 1991.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Josefiak, McDonald,

McGarry and Thomas voted affirmatively for the decision.

Attest:

/1-7-91 ;gﬁ%%@fﬁd%

/! Secretary of the Commission

Received in the Secretariat: Mon., Nov. 4, 1991 1:08 p.m.
Circulated to the Commission: Mon., Nov. 4, 1991 4:00 p.m.
Deadline for vote: Wed., Nov. 6, 1991 4:00 p.m.

dr




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGCTON DC 20463

November 21, 1991

Judith F. Taggart, Treasurer
Campaign America
511 Capitol Court, N.E.

wWashington, D.C. 20002
RE: MUR 3309

Dear Ms. Taggart:

On October 29, 1991, the Federal Election Commissi
: ssi d

that there is reason to believe Campaign America ("the on foun
Committee"”) and you, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.cC.
§ 441(a)(2)(A), a provision of the Federal Election Ca Act
of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). The Factual and :.eg.’i"’“"" h
Analysis, which formed a basis for the Commission’s finding, is
attached for your information. ’

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate that
no action should be taken against the Committee and you, as
treasurer. You may submit any factual or legal materiais that
you believe are relevant to the Commission’s consideration of
this matter. Please submit such materials to the General
Counsel’s Office within 15 days of your receipt of this letter.
Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under oath.

In the absence of any additional information demonstrating
that no further action should be taken against the Committee and
you, as treasurer, the Commission may find probable cause to
believe that a violation has occurred and proceed with

conciliation.

If you are interested in pursuing pre-probable cause
conciliation, you should so request in writing. See 11 C.F.R.
§ 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the Office of the
General Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission
either proposing an agreement in settlement of the matter or
recommending declining that pre-probable cause conciliation be




Judith F. Taggart, Treasurer
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.

If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter,
please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed form
stating the name, address, and telephone number of such counsel.
and authorizing such counsel to receive any notifications and
other communications from the Commission.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. §§ 437g(a)(4)(B) and 437g(a)(12)(A), unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the investigation to be

made public.

For your information, we have enclosed a brief description
of the Commission’'s procedures for handling possible violations
of the Act. If you have any questions, please contact Anne A.
Weissenborn, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202)

219-3400.

Sincerely,

a / /
;?g/
hn Waften McGarry

hairman

Enclosures

Factual and Legal Analysis

Procedures
Designation of Counsel Form




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS
RESPONDENTS: Campaign America and Judith F.
Taggart, as treasurer

This matter was generated based on information ascertzined
by the Federal Election Commission ("the Commission™) in the
normal course of carrying out its supervisory responsibilities.
2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(2). 1It is based on the audit of the Dole for
President Committee ("Dole Committee") pursuant to 26 U.S.C.

§ 9038(a).

No multi-candidate political committee shall make
contributions to any candidate and his authorized political
committee with respect to any election for Federal office which,
in the aggregate, exceed $5,000.00. 2 U.S.C. § 441a(a)(2)(A)
and 11 C.F.R. § 110.2(a)(1),

Funds received and payments made solely for the purpose of
determining whether an individual should become a candidate are

not contributions or expenditures for purposes of the Act.

Examples of activities permissible under this exemption include,

but are not limited to, conducting a poll, telephone calls, and
travel. If the individual subsequently becomes a candidate, the
funds received and expended would become contributions subject
to the reporting requirements of the Act. 11 C.F.R.
§§ 100.7(b)(1), 100.8(b)(1), and 101.3.

The Commission has addressed the issue of testing the
waters in Advisory Opinion ("AO") 1985-40 and Advisory Opinion

1986-6, both of which concerned an unauthorized political




committee associated with a prospective presidential candidate.
In AO 1985-40, the Commission concluded that expenses paid by #n
unauthorized political committee for an individual considering
whether to become a candidate would be considered testing the
waters expenses, if such activities related to the potential
candidacy and that individual subsequently became a candidate.
Such expenditures would be deemed qualified campaign expenses
and would be subject to the candidate’s expenditure limitations
under 2 U.S.C. § 441la(b). 1In AU 1986-6, the Commission
determined that expenditures made for testing the waters
purposes must be treated as in-kind contributions to the
candidate.

Campaign America is a registered multi-candidate committes
associated with the candidate.1 According to a Campaign America
newsletter, Senator Dole is the "Honorary Chairman” of Campaiqgn
America.

A review of Campaign America records made available in
response to a subpoena issued during the audit of the Dole
Committee revealed that at least 19 Campaign America-sponsored
events, speeches, or meetings were held in Iowa between March
31, 1986, and February 23, 1987. Four of these events were
apparently testing the waters expenditures made by Campaign
America on behalf of the Committee: (1) a February 7, 1987, town

meeting in Orange City, Iowa; (2) a February 12, 1987, town

Campaign America registered with the Commission in March
1978.




meeting in Dubuque, Iowa; (3) a February 22, 1987, town meeting
in Des Moines, Iowa; and (4) a February 23, 1987, breakfast
meeting in Davenport, Iowa. The costs associated with the four
events totaled $14,684.35.

These four events appear to have been similar to the events
of the same name sponsored by the Dole committee. Invitation
postcards for the town meetings sponsored by the Dole committes
and by Campaign America were printed by the same Iowa firm and
employed the same format and picture. The postcard for the
February 22, 1987, event began with the message, "With the 1986
campaign behind us, Republican voters and candidates clearly
have major challenges ahead in 1988. During this meeting I
would like to hear your views and concerns while sharing some of
my own with you regarding our shared Republican future,"? The
printing bill for the February 22 postcards also covered a flyer
entitled "Bob Dole on the Issues" which contained the quotation,
"If Senator Dole is running for the White House, he’s off on the
right foot."

Campaign America also supplied the Commission with a
memorandum dated February 18, 1987, from Beverly Hubble to
Senator Dole containing "Iowa talking points." The talking
points memorandum begins with a section entitled "Quad Cities
Issues." On February 23, 1987, Campaign America paid for the

above-cited breakfast meeting for 53 people in Davenport, Iowa,

" No samples of the other postcard invitations are available.




3 Also included in this memo was a

one of the Quad Cities.
section entitled "Offer Iowans a Friend in the White House , "
which read, "If the candidates are confronted with the question:
How should your PAST commitments assure IOWANS that if you are
elected Iowa will have a friend in the White House . . . . It’s
likely NO ONE could answer that challenge as effectively as RrFp.
So we should make sure that question is asked . . . and asked
- +« . and asked."

In addition to finding that the $14,684.35 in Campaign
America expenditures for the four events consisted of allocable
testing the waters payments, the Commission has determined that

Campaign America staff expenses associated with the same events

were likewise allocable testing the waters payments and thus

allocable. These expenditures totaled $10,214.70.

Campaign America also paid a firm $8,010.67 to purchase and
edit an Iowa Republican voter tape previously compiled at
Campaign America’s expense, to print labels, to keypunch
telephone canvas card data, to update the master file with
survey data, and to print selected "Dole favorable"” labels. 1In
addition, Campaign America paid the same vendor $979.60 for
selecting and printing Dole favorables, for computer tapes of
Dole favorables, and for selecting and printing labels for
persons in selected Iowa counties. It appears from the invoices
that the survey data was used with respect to Campaign America

events in Iowa in January and February 1987. The Dole committee

The Quad Cities are comprised of the following: Davenport,
IA; Bettendorf, IA; Moline, IL; and Rock Island, IL.




used the same vendor for its own activities.

A review of Campaign America records also revealed 117
payments in New Hampshire totaling $3,136.26 to various towns
for voter lists in late 1986 and early 1987, plus $2,223.16 in
telephone costs for a business telephone, the number of which
was later used by the Dole committee and $1,381.03 of which cost
was allocable to New Hampshire. The Commission has deemed these
costs testing the waters expenditures made by Campaign Americs
on behalf of Dole for President.

As testing the waters expenditures, the above Campaign
America payments became in-kind contributions to the Dole
committee which were subject to the $5,000.00 limitation at
2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(2)(A). Campaign America expenditures totaled
$38,406.61, or $33,406.61 in excess of the limitation.
Therefore, there is reason to believe that Campaign America

violated 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(2)(A).




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTOS. DC 20463

November 21, 1991

Larry Pantirer
Bertram Associates
1001 Bertram Terrace
Union, NJ 07083

RE: MUR 3309
Bertram Associates

Dear Mr. Pantirer:

On October 29, 1991, the Federal Election Commission found
that there is reason to believe Bertram Associates violated
2 U.S.C. § 441b, a provision of the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). The Factual and Legal
Analysis, which formed a basis for the Commission’s finding, 18
attached for your information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate that
no action should be taken against you. You may submit any
factual or legal materials that you believe are relevant to the
Commission’s consideration of this matter. Please submit such
materials to the General Counsel’s Office along with answers to
the enclosed gquestions within 15 days of your receipt of this
letter. Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under

oath.

In the absence of any additional information demonstrating
that no further action should be taken against you, the
Commission may find probable cause to believe that a vioclation
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.
§ 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the Office of the
General Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission
either proposing an agreement in settlement of the matter or
recommending declining that pre-probable cause conciliation be
pursued. The Office of the General Counsel may recommend that
pre-probable cause conciliation not be entered into at this time
so that it may complete its investigation of the matter.
Further, the Commission will not entertain regquests for
pre-probable cause conciliation after briefs on probable cause

have been mailed to the respondent.
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MUR 3309

Requests for extensions of time will not be routinely
granted. Requests must be made in writing at least five days
prior to the due date of the response and specific good cause
must be demonstrated. In addition, the Office of the General
Counsel ordinarily will not give extensions beyond 20 days.

If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter,
please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed form
stating the name, address, and telephone number of such counsel.
and authorizing such counsel to receive any notifications and
other communications from the Commission.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S5.C. §§ 437g(a)(4)(B) and 437g(a)(12)(A), unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the investigation to be

made public.

For your information, we have attached a brief description
of the Commission’s procedures for handling possible violations
of the Act. If you have any guestions, please contact Lawrence
D. Parrish, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202)

Si r
Jgnn Warren McGarry
Clairman

376-8200.

Enclosures
Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures
Designation of Counsel Form




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS
Respondent: Bertram Associates MUR: 3309

I. GENERATION OF MATTER

This matter was generated based on information ascertained
by the Federal Election Commission ("the Commission") in the
normal course of carrying out its supervisory responsibilitiss.
2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(2). 1t is based on the audit of the Dole for
President Committee pursuant to 26 U.S.C. § 9038(a).

II. FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

A. Prohibited Contributions

It is unlawful for any corporation to make a contributiss
or expenditure in connection with any election to any politicsl
office, or in connection with any primary election or politicsl
convention or caucus held to select candidates for any politicsal
office, or for any corporation whatever to make a contribution
or expenditure in connection with any election at which
presidential and vice presidential electors or a Senator or
Representative in, or a Delegate or Resident Commissioner to,
Congress are to be voted for, or in connection with any primary
election or political convention or caucus held to select
candidates for any of the foregoing offices. 2 u.s.c.

§ 441b(a).

A review of the Dole for President Committee (the "DPC")

records and reports indicated that on or about December 3, 1987.

DPC received a contribution of $2,000.00 from Bertram




o,
Associates. The check submitted to DPC indicated that the
$2,000.00 contribution was drawn on a corporate account.
Furthermore, the New Jersey Secretary of State provided the
Commission with information which indicated that Bertram
Associates is a corporation. The DPC did not provide any
information which demonstrated that Bertram Associates was not 8
corporation. Based upon the foregoing, it appears that Bertfam
Associates has violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b by making a prohibited

corporate contribution to the Dole for President Committee.

) Therefore, there is reason to believe that Bertram
) Associates violated 2 U.S5.C. § 441b(a).

N

o




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, DC 2046)

November 21, 1991

J.M. Komes, President

Becon Construction Company, Inc.
Southeast Headguaters

4651 Charlotte Park Drive
Building One - Suite 200
Charlotte, NC 28210

RE: MUR 3309
Becon Construction Company

Dear Mr. Komes:

On October 29, 1991, the Federal Election Commission found
that there is reason to believe Becon Construction Company
violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b, a provision of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). The Factual and
Legal Analysis, which formed a basis for the Commission’s
finding, is attached for your information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate that
no action should be taken against you. You may submit any
factual or legal materials that you believe are relevant to the
Commission’s consideration of this matter. Please submit such
materials to the General Counsel’s Office along with answers to
the enclosed gquestions within 15 days of your receipt of this
letter. Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under

oath.

in the absence of any additional information demonstrating
that no further action should be taken against you, the
Commission may find probable cause to believe that a violation
has occurred and proceed with conciliation.

I1f you are interested in pursuing pre-probable cause
conciliation, you should so request in writing. See 11 C.F.R.
§ 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the Office of the
General Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission
either proposing an agreement in settlement of the matter or
recommending declining that pre-probable cause conciliation be
pursued. The Office of the General Counsel may recommend that
pre-probable cause conciliation not be entered into at this time
so that it may complete its investigation of the matter.
Further, the Commission will not entertain requests for
pre-probable cause conciliation after briefs on probable cause

have been mailed to the respondent.
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Requests for extensions of time will not be i
grgnted. Requests must be made in writing at 1ea;gu§i::l§a .
prior to the due date of the response and specific good c .
must be demonstrated. In addition, the Office of the Ge au’:
counsel ordinarily will not give extensions beyond 20 da;:ra

If you intend to be represented by counsel | i
please advise the Commission by ccmple{ing thele;21§2:3 :attqr.
stating the name, address, and telephone number of such i el
and authorizing such counsel to receive any notificati coun; :
other communications from the Commission. i

This matter will remain confidential in ac
cordance
2 y.S.C. §§ 437g(a)(4)(B) and 437q(a)(12)(A), unless you":;:ity

the Commission in writin ; 3 : "
made public. g that you wish the investigation to be

For your information, we have attached a bri
ar infc ' rief descr on
of Ehe Commission’s procedures for handling possible violigg;ns
of the ﬁct. I1f you have any questions, please contact Lawrgence
parrish, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202)

D.
376-8200.

Enclosures
Factual and Legal Analysis
procedures
pesignation of Counsel Form




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS
Respondent: Becon Construction Company, Inc. MUR: 3309

I. GENERATION OF MATTER

This matter was generated based on information ascertained
by the Federal Election Commission ("the Commission") in the
normal course of carrying out its supervisory responsibilities.
s UB.C. -§ 437g(a)(2). 1t is based on the audit of the Dole for
President Committee pursuant to 26 U.S.C. § 9038(a).

II. FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

A. Use Of Corporation Aircraft

It is unlawful for any corporation to make a contribution
or expenditure in connection with any election to any politicsl
office, or in connection with any primary election or political
convention or caucus held to select candidates for any political
office, or for any corporation whatever to make a contribution
or expenditure in connection with any election at which
presidential and vice presidential electors or a Senator or
Representative in, or a Delegate or Resident Commissioner to,
Congress are to be voted for, or in connection with any primary
election or political convention or caucus held to select
candidates for any of the foregoing offices. 2 u.s.cC.

§ 441b(a).

A candidate, candidate’s agent, or person traveling on

behalf of a candidate who uses an airplane which is owed or

leased by a corporation, other than a corporation licensed to




b o
offer commercial services for travel in connection with a
Federal election must, in advance, reimburse the corporation.
11 C.F.R. § 114.9(e). 1In the case of travel to a city served by
regqularly scheduled commercial service, the reimbursement must
be the first class air fare; in the case of travel to a city not
served by a regularly scheduled commercial service, it must be

the usual charter rate.

A review of the Dole for President Committee’s (the "DPC”)

records and reports indicated that from January 18, 1988 through

March 8, 1988, the DPC used private aircraft owned by Becon
Construction Company, Inc. ("Becon"), for campaign related
travel. This review indicated that the DPC made payments of
$7,512.85 and $1,500, totaling $9,012.85, to Becon which were
not made in advance as required by 11 C.F.R. § 114.9(e). The
Committee’'s documentation also indicated that Becon rendered
$11,487.85 in travel services to the DPC, but the DPC only paid
$9,012.85. The DPC did not offer any documentation which showed
that the $2,475.00 difference was paid to Becon. It does not
appear that Becon was licensed to offer commercial services for
travel.

It appears that Becon is in violation of the Act, by making
a 52,475 in-kind contribution as well as providing air travel
without advance payment, thus constituting corporate

expenditures by them.

Therefore, there is reason to believe that Becon

Construction Company, Inc., violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a).




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINCTO DC 204}

November 21, 1991

Bob Price

Browning-Ferris Industries
1150 Connecticut Ave., N.W.
Washington, DC 20036

RE: MUR 3309
Browning-Ferris Industries

Dear Mr. Price:

On October 29, 1991, the Federal Election Commission found
that there is reason to believe Browning-Ferris Industries
violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b, a provision of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). The Factual and
Legal Analysis, which formed a basis for the Commission’s
finding, is attached for your information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate that
no action should be taken against you. You may submit any
factual or legal materials that you believe are relevant to the
Commission’s consideration of this matter. Please submit such
materials to the General Counsel’s Office along with answers to
the enclosed questions within 15 days of your receipt of this
letter. Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under

oath.

In the absence of any additional information demonstrating
that no further action should be taken against you, the
Commission may find probable cause to believe that a violation
has occurred and proceed with conciliation.

If you are interested in pursuing pre-probable cause
conciliation, you should so request in writing. See 11 C.F.R.
§ 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the Office of the
General Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission
either proposing an agreement in settlement of the matter or
recommending declining that pre-probable cause conciliation be
pursued. The Office of the General Counsel may recommend that
pre-probable cause conciliation not be entered into at this time
so that it may complete its investigation of the matter.
Further, the Commission will not entertain requests for
pre-probable cause conciliation after briefs on probable cause
have been mailed to the respondent.
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Requests for extensions of time will not be routinely
granted. Requests must be made in writing at least five days
prior to the due date of the response and specific good cause
must be demonstrated. 1In addition, the Office of the General
Counsel ordinarily will not give extensions beyond 20 days.

If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter,
please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed form
stating the name, address, and telephone number of such counsel,
and authorizing such counsel to receive any notifications and
other communications from the Commission.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. §§ 437g(a)(4)(B) and 437g(a)(12)(A), unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the investigation to be

made public.

For your information, we have attached a brief description
of the Commission’s procedures for handling possible violations
of the Act. If you have any questions, please contact Lawrence
D. Parrish, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202)

376-8200.

n Warren McGarry
airman

Enclosures
Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures
Designation of Counsel Form
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS
Respondent: Browning-Ferris Industries MUR: 3309

I. GENERATION OF MATTER

This matter was generated based on information ascertained
by the Federal Election Commission ("the Commission™) in the
normal course of carrying out its supervisory responsibilities.
2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(2). 1t is based on the audit of the Dole for
President Committee pursuant to 26 U.S.C. § 9038(a).

II. FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

A. Use Of Corporation Aircraft

It is unlawful for any corporation to make a contributien
or expenditure in connection with any election to any politicil
office, or in connection with any primary election or political
convention or caucus held to select candidates for any political
office, or for any corporation whatever to make a contribution
or expenditure in connection with any election at which
presidential and vice presidential electors or a Senator or
Representative in, or a Delegate or Resident Commissioner to,
Congress are to be voted for, or in connection with any primary

election or political convention or caucus held to select

y

candidates for any of the foregoing offices. 2 U.S.C.
§ d441b(a).
A candidate, candidate’s agent, or person traveling on

behalf of a candidate who uses an airplane which is owed or

leased by a corporation, other than a corporation licensed to
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offer commercial services for travel in connection with a
Federal election must, in advance, reimburse the corporation.
11 C.F.R. § 114.9(e). 1In the case of travel to a city served by
regularly scheduled commercial service, the reimbursement must
be the first class air fare; in the case of travel to a city not
served by a regularly scheduled commercial service, it must be
the usual charter rate.

A review of the Dole for President Committee (the "DPC")
records and reports indicated that from May 1, 1987 through
November 18, 1987, the DPC used private aircraft owned by
Browning-Ferris Industries for campaign related travel. This
review indicated that the DPC made 5 payments, totaling
$7,657.00 to Browning-Ferris Industries which were not made in

advance as required by 11 C.F.R. § 114.9(e). It does not appear

that Browning-Ferris Industries was licensed to cffer commercial

services for travel.

It appears that Browning-Ferris Industries is in violation
of the Act, by failing to require payments before providing
travel on their aircraft, thus constituting corporate
expenditures by them.

Therefore, there is reason to believe that Browning-Ferris

Industries violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a).




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTOS DO JU0dh)

November 21, 1991

Harold C. Simmons, Pres.
Contran

5430 LBJ Freeway

Suite 1700

Dallas, Texas 75240

MUR 3309
Contran

Dear Mr. Simmons:

On October 29, 1991, the Federal Election Commission found
that there is reason to believe Contran violated 2 U.S.C.
§ 441b, a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended ("the Act"). The Factual and Legal Analysis,
which formed a basis for the Commission’s finding, is attached
for your information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate that
no action should be taken against you. You may submit any
factual or legal materials that you believe are relevant to the
Commission’s consideration of this matter. Please submit such
materials to the General Counsel’'s Office along with answers to
the enclosed questions within 15 days of your receipt of this
letter. Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under

oath.

In the absence of any additional information demonstrating
that no further action should be taken against you, the
Commission may find probable cause to believe that a violation
has occurred and proceed with conciliation.

1f you are interested in pursuing pre-probable cause
conciliation, you should so request in writing. See 11 C.F.R.
§ 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the Office of the
General Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission
either proposing an agreement in settlement of the matter or
recommending declining that pre-probable cause conciliation be
pursued. The Office of the General Counsel may recommend that
pre-probable cause conciliation not be entered into at this time
so that it may complete its investigation of the matter.
Further, the Commission will not entertain requests for
pre-probable cause conciliation after briefs on probable cause

have been mailed to the respondent.
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MUR 3309

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. 1In addition, the Office of the General
Counsel ordinarily will not give extensions beyond 20 days.

If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter.
please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed form
stating the name, address, and telephone number of such counsel,
and authorizing such counsel to receive any notifications and
other communications from the Commission,

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. §§ 437g(a)(4)(B) and 4379(a)(12)(A), unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the investigation to be

made public.

For your information, we have attached a brief description
of the Commission’s procedures for handling possible violations
of the Act. 1If you have any gquestions, please contact
Lawrence D. Parrish, the attorney assigned to this matter, at

(202) 376-8200.

Sincerely,

(227774

n Warren McGarry
airman

Enclosures
Factual and Legal Analysis

Procedures
Designation of Counsel Form




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS
Respondent: Contran Corporation MUR: 3309

Xs GENERATION OF MATTER

This matter was generated based on information ascertained
by the Federal Election Commission ("the Commission") in the
normal course of carrying out its supervisory responsibilities.
2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(2). 1t is based on the audit of the Dole for
President Committee pursuant to 26 U.S.C. § 9038(a).

II. FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

A. Use Of Corporation Aircraft

It is unlawful for any corporation to make a contribution
or expenditure in connection with any election to any political
office, or in connection with any primary election or political
convention or caucus held to select candidates for any political
office, or for any corporation whatever to make a contribution
or expenditure in connection with any election at which
presidential and vice presidential electors or a Senator or
Representative in, or a Delegate or Resident Commissioner to,
Congress are to be voted for, or in connection with any primary
election or political convention or caucus held to select
candidates for any of the foregoing offices. 2 U.S.

§ 441b(a).

A candidate, candidate’s agent, or person traveling on

behalf of a candidate who uses an airplane which is owed or

leased by a corporation, other than a corporation licensed to
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offer commercial services for travel in ronnection with a
Federal election must, in advance, reimburse the corporation.
11 C.F.R. § 114.9(e). 1In the case of travel to a city served by
reqularly scheduled commercial service, the reimbursement must
be the first class air fare; in the case of travel to a city not
served by a regularly scheduled commercial service, it must be
the usual charter rate.

A review of the Dole for President Committee (the "DPC")
records and reports indicated that from January, 1988 through

March 14, 1988, the DPC used private aircraft owned by Contran

Corporation for campaign related travel. This review indicated

that the DPC made 3 payments totaling $4,804.00 to Contran
Corporation which were not made in advance as required by
11 C.F.R. § 114.9(e). 1It does not appear that Contran
Corporation was licensed to offer commercial services for
travel.

It appears that Contran Corporation is in violation of the
Act, by failing to require payments before providing travel on
their aircraft, thus constituting corporate expenditures by
them.

Therefore, there is reason to believe that Contran

Corporation violated 2 U.




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTONS DO JMb)

November 21, 1991

Geraldine A. Price

H & W Aviation

9400 North Broadway 1700
Oklahoma, OK 73114

MUR 3309
H & W Aviation

Dear Mr. Price:

Oon October 29, 1991, the Federal Election Commission found
that there is reason to believe H & W Aviation violated 2 U.8.C.
§ 441b, a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended ("the Act"). The Factual and Legal Analysis,
which formed a basis for the Commission's finding, is attached
for your information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate that
no action should be taken against you. You may submit any
factual or legal materials that you believe are relevant to the
Commission’s consideration of this matter. Please submit such
materials to the General Counsel's Office along with answers to
the enclosed gquestions within 15 days of your receipt of this
letter. Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under

oath.

In the absence of any additional information demonstrating
that no further action should be taken against you, the
Commission may find probable cause to believe that a violation
has occurred and proceed with conciliation.

If you are interested in pursuing pre-probable cause
conciliation, you should so request in writing. See 11 C.F.R.
§ 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the Office of the
General Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission
either proposing an agreement in settlement of the matter or
recommending declining that pre-probable cause conciliation be
pursued. The Office of the General Counsel may recommend that
pre-probable cause conciliation not be entered into at this time
so that it may complete its investigation of the matter.
Further, the Commission will not entertain requests for
pre-probable cause conciliation after briefs on probable cause
have been mailed to the respondent.
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Requests for extensions of time will not be routinely
granted. Requests must be made in writing at least five days
prior to the due date of the response and specific good cause
must be demonstrated. In addition, the Office of the General
Counsel ordinarily will not give extensions beyond 20 days.

If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter,
please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed form
stating the name, address, and telephone number of such counsel,
and authorizing such counsel to receive any notifications and
other communications from the Commission.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. §§ 437g(a)(4)(B) and 437g(a)(12)(A), unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the investigation to be

made public.

For your information, we have attached a brief description
of the Commission’s procedures for handling possible violations
of the Act. If you have any questions, please contact Lawrence
D. Parrish, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202)

376-8200.

Sincerely, /

)

n Warren McGarry
Chairman

Enclosures
Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures
Designation of Counsel Form




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS
Respondent: H & W Aviation MUR: 3309

X. GENERATION OF MATTER

This matter was generated based on information ascertained
by the Federal Election Commission ("the Commission"™) in the
normal course of carrying out its supervisory responsibilities.
2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(2). 1t is based on the audit of the Dole for
President Committee pursuant to 26 U.S.C. § 9038(a).

II. FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

A. In-Kind Corporate Contribution

It is unlawful for any corporation to make a contribution

or expenditure in connection with any election to any political

office, or in connection with any primary election or political
convention or caucus held to select candidates for any political
office, or for any corporation whatever to make a contribution
or expenditure in connection with any election at which
presidential and vice presidential electors or a Senator or
Representative in, or a Delegate or Resident Commissioner to,
Congress are to be voted for, or in connection with any primary
election or political convention or caucus held to select
candidates for any of the foreqoing offices. 2 U.S.
§ 441b(a).

The review of the Dole for ' 1t Committee’s (the
"DPC") vendor records indicated that the DPC made a payment of

$12,000 to H & W Aviation for use of a chartered aircraft. This
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amount appears to be $2,750 less than the fair market price for
the services provided. A letter from H & W Aviation stated that
the $12,000 paid to H & W Aviation was a discount from the
standard price and was reached as a compromise between the
$14,750 price and the "partners" price of $12,000. A review of
the documentation in this matter failed to present any evidence

which would indicate that the amount paid was not a discount.

The DPC did not submit any documentation evidencing its

contention that the $12,000 represents the fair market value for
the services provided. Thus, it appears that the $2,750.00
discount from H & W Aviation would constitute an in-kind
contribution from a corporation in violation of the Act.
Therefore, there is reason to believe that H & W Aviation

violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a).




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON DC J0dei

November 21, 1991

Jon Winkel

Long Lines Limited

S04 4th Street

Sqt. Bluffs, Iowa 51054

RE: MUR 3309
Long Lines Limited

Dear Mr. Winkel:

On October 29, 1991, the Federal Election Commission found
that there is reason to believe Long Lines Limited violated
2 U.S.C. § 441b, a provision of the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). The Factual and Legal
Analysis, which formed a basis for the Commission’s finding, is
attached for your information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate that
no action should be taken against you. You may submit any
factual or legal materials that you believe are relevant to the
Commission’s consideration of this matter. Please submit such
materials to the General Counsel’s Office along with answers to
the enclosed questions within 15 days of your receipt of this
letter. Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under

ocath.

In the absence of any additional information demonstrating
that no further action should be taken against you, the
Commission may find probable cause to believe that a violation
has occurred and proceed with conciliation.

If you are interested in pursuing pre-probable cause
conciliation, you should so request in writing. See 11 C.F.R.
§ 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the Office of the
General Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission
either proposing an agreement in settlement of the matter or
recommending declining that pre-probable cause conciliation be
pursued. The Office of the General Counsel may recommend that
pre-probable cause conciliation not be entered into at this time
so that it may complete its investigation of the matter.
Further, the Commission will not entertain requests for
pre-probable cause conciliation after briefs on probable cause
have been mailed to the respondent.
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Requests for extensions of time will not be routinely
granted. Requests must be made in writing at least five days
prior to the due date of the response and specific good cause
must be demonstrated. In addition, the Office of the General
Counsel ordinarily will not give extensions beyond 20 days.

If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter,
please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed form
stating the name, address, and telephone number of such couns#!l,
and authorizing such counsel to receive any notifications and
other communications from the Commission.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.5.C. §§ 437g(a)(4)(B) and 437g(a)(12)(A), unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the investigation to be
made public.

For your information, we have attached a brief descriptien
of the Commission’s procedures for handling possible violations
of the Act. If you have any questions, please contact Lawrence
D. Parrish, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202)
376-8200.

Sincerely, /

Jphn Warrén McGarry
airman

Enclosures
Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures
Designation of Counsel Form




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS
Respondent: Long Lines Limited MUR: 3309

o GENERATION OF MATTER

This matter was generated based on information ascertained
by the Federal Election Commission ("the Commission”) in the
normal course of carrying out its supervisory responsibilities.
2 U.8.Cc 8 437g(a)(2). It is based on the audit of the Dole for
President Committee pursuant to 26 U.S.C. § 9038(a).

II. FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

A. Use Of Corporation Aircraft

It is unlawful for any corporation to make a contribution
or expenditure in connection with any election to any political
office, or in connection with any primary election or political
convention or caucus held to select candidates for any political
office, or for any corporation whatever to make a contribution
or expenditure in connection with any election at which
presidential and vice presidential electors or a Senator or
Representative in, or a Delegate or Resident Commissioner to,
Congress are to be voted for, or in connection with any primary
election or political convention or caucus held to select
candidates for any of the foregoing offices. 2 U.S.C.

§ 441b(a).

A candidate, candidate’s agent, or person traveling on

behalf of a candidate who uses an airplane which is owed or

leased by a corporation, other than a corporation licensed to
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offer commercial services for travel in connection with a
Federal election must, in advance, reimburse the corporation.
11 C.F.R. § 114.9(e). In the case of travel to a city served by
reqularly scheduled commercial service, the reimbursement must
be the first class air fare; in the case of travel to a city not
served by a regularly scheduled commercial service, it must be
the usual charter rate.

A review of the Dole for President Committee’s (the "DPC”)
records and reports indicated that from December 23, 1987
through December 24, 1987, the DPC used private aircraft owned
by Long Lines Limited for campaign related travel, This review
indicated that the DPC made a $3,880.00 payment to Long Lines
Limited which was not made in advance as required by 11 C.F.R.

§ 114.9(e). It does not appear that Long Lines Limited wWas
licensed to offer commercial services for travel.

It appears that Long Lines Limited is in violation of the

Act, by failing to require payments before providing travel on

their aircraft, thus constituting corporate expenditures by

them.

Therefore, there is reason to believe that Long Lines

Limited violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a).




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON DO J1Msi

November 21, 1991

David C. Owen

Owen and Assocites
11827 West 112th Street
Suite 102

Overland Park, NJ 66210

RE: MUR 3309
Owen and Assocites

Dear Mr. Owen:

On October 29, 1991, the Federal Election Commission found
that there is reason to believe Owen and Assocites violated
2 U.S.C., § 441b, a provision of the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). The Factual and Legal
Analysis, which formed a basis for the Commission’s finding, is

attached for your information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate that
no action should be taken against you. You may submit any
factual or legal materials that you believe are relevant to the
Commission’s consideration of this matter. Please submit such
materials to the General Counsel’'s Office along with answers to
the enclosed questions within 15 days of your receipt of this
letter. Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under

ocath.

In the absence of any additional information demonstrating
that no further action should be taken against you, the
Commission may find probable cause to believe that a vioclation
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.
§ 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the Office of the
General Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission
either proposing an agreement in settlement of the matter or
recommending declining that pre-probable cause conciliation be
pursued. The Office of the General Counsel may recommend that
pre-probable cause conciliation not be entered into at this time
so that it may complete its investigation of the matter.
Further, the Commission will not entertain requests for
pre-probable cause conciliation after briefs on probable cause
have been mailed to the respondent.




Page 2
MUR 3309

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 causs#
must be demonstrated. 1In addition, the Office of the General
Counsel ordinarily will not give extensions beyond 20 days.

If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter.
please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed form
stating the name, address, and telephone number of such counsel,
and authorizing such counsel to receive any notifications and
other communications from the Commission.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. §§ 437g(a)(4)(B) and 437g9(a)(12)(A), unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the investigation to be

made public.

For your information, we have attached a brief description
of the Commission’s procedures for handling possible violations
of the Act. If you have any gquestions, please contact Lawrence
D. Parrish, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202)

376-8200.

Sincerely,

hn Warren McGarry
hairman

Enclosures
Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures
Designation of Counsel Form




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS
Respondent: Owen and Associates MUR: 3309

X. GENERATION OF MATTER

This matter was generated based on information ascertained
by the Federal Election Commission ("the Commission") in the
normal course of carrying out its supervisory responsibilities.
2 U,S.C. § 437g(a)(2). It is based on the audit of the Dole for
President Committee pursuant to 26 U.S.C. § 9038(a).

II. FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

A. In-Kind Corporate Contribution

It is unlawful for any corporation to make a contribution

or expenditure in connection with any election to any political

office, or in connection with any primary election or political
convention or caucus held to select candidates for any political
office, or for any corporation whatever to make a contribution
or expenditure in connection with any election at which
presidential and vice presidential electors or a Senator or
Representative in, or a Delegate or Resident Commissioner to,
Congress are tc be voted for, or in connection with any primary
election or political v ion ¢ caucus held to select
candidates for any of t! ; ( g offices. 2 U.5.C.
§ 441b(a).

A candidate, candidate’s agent, or person traveling on
behalf of a candidate who uses an airplane which is owed or

leased by a corporation, other than a corporation licensed to
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offer commercial services for travel in connection with a
Federal election must, in advance, reimburse the corporation.
11 C.F.R. § 114.9(e). In the case of travel to a city served by
regularly scheduled commercial service, the reimbursement must
be the first class air fare; in the case of travel to a city not
served by a regularly scheduled commercial service, it must be
the usual charter rate.

A review of the Dole for President Committee’s (the "DPC )"
vendor records also indicated that the DPC made a total
reimbursement of $9,905.00 to Owen and Associates for use of »
private airplane. This amount appears to be $1,000 less than
the usual and normal charge for the service of the airplane. It
appears from the evidence on hand that the charter rate for the
aircraft was $150.00 per hour and that the DPC used 72.7 hours.
Therefore the actual total due for the use of the aircraft was
$10,905 ($150.00 X 72.7 hours = $10,905). The DPC did not
proffer any documentation which evidence the payment of the
$1,000 difference. Therefore, it appears that the $1,000
reduction from the usual and normal charge for the service of
Owen and Associates’ aircraft would constitute an in-kind
contribution from a corporation in violation of the Act.

This review also indicated that DPC's payments to Owen and
Associates, totaling 0, were not made in advance as
required by 11 C.F.R. § 114. . It does not appear that Owen
and Associates was licensed to offer commercial services for

travel. It appears that Owen and Associates is in violation of

the Act, by failing to require payments before providing travel
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on their aircraft, thus constituting corporate expenditures by

them.

Therefore, there is reason to believe that Owen and

Associates violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a).




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

VASHINGTON DC 20481

November 21, 1991

P and D Realty Company
28 Roxbury Hall
Succasunna, NJ 07876

RE: MUR 3309
P and D Realty Company

Dear Sir:

On October 29, 1991, the Federal Election Commission found
that there is reason to believe P and D Realty Company violated
2 U.S.C. § 441b, a provision of the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). The Factual and Legal
Analysis, which formed a basis for the Commission’s finding, is
attached for your information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate that
no action should be taken against you. You may submit any
factual or legal materials that you believe are relevant teo the
Commission’s consideration of this matter. Please submit such
materials to the General Counsel’s Office along with answers to
the enclosed questions within 15 days of your receipt of this
letter. Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under

opath.

In the absence of any additional information demonstrating
that no further action should be taken against you, the
Commission may find probable cause to believe that a violation
has occurred and proceed with conciliation.

If you are interested in pursuing pre-probable cause
conciliation, you should so request in writing. See 11 C.F.R.
§ 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the Office of the
General Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission
either proposing an agreement in settlement of the matter or
recommending declining that pre-probable cause conciliation be
pursued. The Office of the General Counsel may recommend that
pre-probable cause conciliation not be entered into at this time
so that it may complete its investigation of the matter.
Further, the Commission will not entertain requests for
pre-probable cause conciliation after briefs on probable cause
have been mailed to the respondent.
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Requests for extensions of time will not be routinely
granted. Requests must be made in writing at least five days
ptior 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.

I1f you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter,
please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed form
stating the name, address, and telephone number of such counsel,
and authorizing such counsel to receive any notifications and
other communications from the Commission.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. §§ 437g(a)(4)(8) and 437g(a)(12)(A), unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the investigation to be
made public.

For your information, we have attached a brief description
of the Commission’s procedures for handling possible viclations
of the Act. If you have any gquestions, please contact Lawrence
D. Parrish, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202)

376-8200.

Sincerely,

Psann

John Warren McGarry
Chairman

Enclosures
Factual and Legal Analysis

Procedures
Designation of Counsel Form




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS
Respondent: P and D Realty Co. MUR: 3309

I. GENERATION OF MATTER

This matter was generated based on information ascertained
by the Federal Election Commission ("the Commission") in the
normal course of carrying out its supervisory responsibilities.
2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(2). 1t is based on the audit of the Dole for
President Committee pursuant to 26 U.S5.C. § 9038(a).

II. FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

K- Prohibited Contributions

It is unlawful for any corporation to make a contribution
or expenditure in connection with any election to any political
office, or in connection with any primary election or political
convention or caucus held to select candidates for any political
office, or for any corporation whatever to make a contribution
or expenditure in connection with any election at which
presidential and vice presidential electors or a Senator or
Representative in, or a Delegate or Resident Commissioner to,
Congress are to be voted for, or in connection with any primary
election or political rention ¢ caucus held to select
candidates for any of t foreg offices. 2 U.S.

§ 441b(a).

A review of the Dole for President Committee (the "DPC")

records and reports indicated that on or about November 11,

1987, DPC received a contribution of $2,000.00 from P and D
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Realty Co. The check submitted to DPC indicated that the

$2,000.00 contribution was drawn on a corporate account.
Furthermore, the New Jersey Secretary of State provided the
Commission with information which indicated that Bertram
Associates is a corporation. The DPC did not provide any
information which demonstrated that P and D Realty Co. was not a
corporation. Based upon the foregoing, it appears that P and D
Realty Co. violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b by making a prohibited
corporate contribution to the Dole for President Committee.

Therefore, there is reason to believe that P and D Realty

Co. violated 2 U.S5.C. § 441b(a).




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHISNGTONS DO 20488

November 21, 1991

William Garro

RBA Group

1 Evergreen Place
Morristown, NJ 07962-1927

RE: MUR 3309
RBA Group

Dear Mr. Garro:

On October 29, 1991, the Federal Election Commission found
that there is reason to believe RBA Group violated 2 U.S.C.
§ 441b, a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended ("the Act"). The Factual and Legal Analysis,
which formed a basis for the Commission’s finding, is attached

for your information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate that
no action should be taken against you. You may submit any
factual or legal materials that you believe are relevant to the
Commission’s consideration of this matter. Please submit such
materials to the General Counsel’s Office along with answers to
the enclosed questions within 15 days of your receipt of this
letter. Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under

oath.

In the absence of any additional information demonstrating
that no further action should be taken against you, the
Commission may find probable cause to believe that a violation
has occurred and proceed with conciliation.

If you are interested in pursuing pre-probable cause
conciliation, you should so request in writing. See 11 €. P R.
§ 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the office of the
General Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission
either proposing an agreement in settlement of the matter or
recommending declining that pre-probable cause conciliation be
pursued. The Office of the General Counsel may recommend that
pre-probable cause conciliation not be entered into at this time
so that it may complete its investigation of the matter.
Further, the Commission will not entertain requests for
pre-probable cause conciliation after briefs on probable cause

have been mailed to the respondent.




John J. Hamilton, III
Page 2

Requests for extensions of time will not be routinely
granted. Requests must be made in writing at least five days
prior to the due date of the response and specific good cause Mmust
be demonstrated. In addition, the Office of the General Counsel
ordinarily will not give extensions beyond 20 days.

If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter,
please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed form
stating the name, address, and telephone number of such counsel,
and authorizing such counsel to receive any notifications and
other communications from the Commission.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. §§ 437g(a)(4)(B) and 437g(a)(12)(A), unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the investigation to be
made public.

For your information, we have enclosed a brief description of
the Commission’s procedures for handling possible violations of
the Act. 1If you have any questions, please contact Jeffrey LoONg,
the staff member assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

S.‘LI‘ICEI’G

ohn Warren McGarry
Chairman

Enclosures
Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures
Designation of Counsel Form




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS
Respondent: RBA Group MUR: 3309

I. GENERATION OF MATTER

This matter was generated based on information ascertained
by the Federal Election Commission ("the Commission™) in the
normal course of carrying out its supervisory responsibilities.
2 U.5.C. § 437g(a)(2). It is based on the audit of the Dole for
President Committee pursuant to 26 U.S.C. § 9038(a).

II. FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

A Prohibited Contributions

It is unlawful for any corporation to make a contribution
or expenditure in connection with any election to any political
office, or in connection with any primary election or political
convention or caucus held to select candidates for any political
office, or for any corporation whatever to make a contribution
or expenditure in connection with any election at which
presidential and vice presidential electors or a Senator or
Representative in, or a Delegate or Resident Commissioner 0,
Congress are to be voted for, or in connection with any primary
election or political convention or caucus held to select
candidates for any of the foregoing offices. e U.8s
§ 441b(a).

A review of the Dole for President Committee (the "DPC")
records and reports indicated that on or about December 2, 1987,

DPC received a contribution of $2,000.00 from RBA Group. The
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check submitted to DPC indicated that the $2,000.00 contribution
was drawn on a corporate account. Furthermore, the New Jersey
Secretary of State provided the Commission with information
which indicated that RBA Group is a corporation. The DPC did
not provide any information which demonstrated that RBA Group
was not a corporation. Based upon the foregoing, it appears
that RBA Group has violated 2 U.S.C. § 44lb by making a
prohibited corporate contribution to the Dole for President
Committee.

Therefore, there is reason to believe that RBA Group

violated 2 U.5.C. § 441b(a).
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON DC 20461

November 21, 1991

Altman Brothers
115 New Street
Glenside, PA 19038

RE: MUR 3309

Dear Gentlemen:

On October 29, 1991, the Federal Election Commission found
that there is reason to believe you violated 2 U.S.C.
§ 441a(a)(1)(A), a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act
of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). The Factual and Legal Analysis,
which formed a basis for the Commission’s finding, is attached for
your information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate that no
action should be taken against you. You may submit any factual or
legal materials that you believe are relevant to the Commission’s
consideration of this matter. Please submit such materials to the
General Counsel's Office within 15 days of your receipt of this
letter. Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under
ocath.

In the absence of any additional information demonstrating
that no further action should be taken against you, the Commission
may find probable cause to believe that a violation has occurred
and proceed with conciliation.

If you are interested in pursuing pre-probable cause
conciliation, you should so request in writing. See 11 C.F.R.
§ 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the Office of the
General Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission either
proposing an agreement in settlement of the matter or recommending
declining that pre-probable cause conciliation be pursued. The
Office of the General Counsel may recommend that pre-probable
cause conciliation not be entered into at this time so that it may
complete its investigation of ter. Further, the Commission
will not entertain reguests fo robable cause conciliation
after briefs on probable cause h en mailed to the respondent.




Altman Brothers
Page 2

Requests for extensions of time will not be routinely
granted. Requests must be made in writing at least five days
prior to the due date of the response and specific good cause must
be demonstrated. In addition, the Office of the General Counsel
ordinarily will not give extensions beyond 20 days.

1f you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter,
please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed form
stating the name, address, and telephone number of such counsel,
and authorizing such counsel to receive any notifications and
other communications from the Commission.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. §§ 437g(a)(4)(B) and 437g(a)(12)(A), unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the investigation to be
made public.

For your information, we have enclosed a brief description of
the Commission’s procedures for handling possible violations of
the Act. If you have any questions, please contact Jeffrey Long,
the staff member assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Sincerely,
| %Mn/

hn Warren McGarry
hairman

Enclosures
Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures
Designation of Counsel Form




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Altman Brothers MUR: 3309

This matter was generated based on information ascertained
by the Federal Election Commission ("the Commission") in the
normal course of carrying out its supervisory responsibilities.
2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(2). 1t is based on the audit of the Dole for
President Committee pursuant to 26 U.S.C. § 9038(a).

No person shall make contributions to any candidate with
respect to any election for Federal office which, in the
aggregate, exceed $1,000.00. 2 U.S.C. § 441a(a)(1)(A). These
limitations apply separately to each election, except that all
elections held in any calendar year for the office of President
of the United States (except a general election for such office)
shall be considered to be one election. 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(6).
No candidate or political committee shall knowingly accept any
contributions in violation of these limitations. 2 ¥.S5.C.

§ 44la(f).

Commission regulations explain that contributions which
exceed the contribution limitations may be deposited into a
campaign depository. If any such contributions are so deposited,
the treasurer may request redesignation or reattribution of the
contribution by the contributor in accordance with Commission
regulations. If a redesignation or reattribution is not
obtained, the treasurer shall, within 60 days of the treasurer’s

receipt of the contribution, refund the contribution to the
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contributor. 11 C.F.R. § 103.3(b)(3).

Commission regulations provide that any contribution made by
more than one person, except for a contribution made by a
Partnership, shall include the signature of each contributor on
the check, money order, or other negotiable instrument or in a
Separate writing. A contribution made by more than one person
that does not indicate the amount to be attributed to each
contributor shall be attributed equally to each contributor. If
a contribution to a candidate on its face or when aggregated with
other contributions from the same contributor exceeds the
limitations on contributions, the treasurer may ask the
contributor whether the contribution was intended to be a joint
contribution by more than one person. A contribution shall be
considered to be reattributed to another contributor if the
treasurer of the recipient political committees asks the
contributor whether the contribution is intended to be a joint
contribution by more than one person and informs the contributor
that he or she may request the return of the excessive portion of
the contribution if it is not intended to be a joint contribution
and, within sixty (60) days from the date of the treasurer’'s
receipt of the contribution, the contributors provide the
treasurer with a written reattribution of the contribution, which
1s signed by each contributor and which indicates the amount to
be attributed to each contributor 1f equal attribution is not
intended. 11 C.F.R. § 110.1(k).

The examination and audit of the Dole For President Committee

revealed that the Respondent had made contributions to the
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Committee that aggregated $3,000 and which were not redesignated
to another election, reattributed to a spouse or other person, ©OF
refunded within 60 days of their receipt by the Committee. Thus,
these contributions exceeded the $1,000 limitation for

contributions to candidates for President of the United States.

Therefore, there is reason to believe Altman Brothers has

violated 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(1)(A).




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON D C 20463

November 21,1991

Betty Ray Atkins
21 Canaan Close
New Canaan, CT 06840

RE: MUR 3309

Dear Ms. Atkins:

On October 29, 1991, the Federal Election Commission found
that there is reason to believe you violated 2 U.S§.C.
§ 44la(a)(1)(A), a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act
of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). The Factual and Legal Analysis,
which formed a basis for the Commission’s finding, is attached for
your information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate that no
action should be taken against you. You may submit any factual or
legal materials that you believe are relevant to the Commission’s

consideration of this matter. Please submit such materials to the
General Counsel’s Office within 15 days of your receipt of this
letter. Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under

oath.

In the absence of any additional information demonstrating
that no further action should be taken against you, the Commission
may find probable cause to believe that a vioclation 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.
§ 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the Office of the
General Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission either
proposing an agreement in settlement of the matter or recommending
declining that pre-probable cause conciliation be pursued. The
Office of the General Counsel may recommend that pre-probable
cause conciliation not be entered into at this time so that it may
complete its investigation of the matter. Further, the Commission
will not entertain regquests for pre-probable cause conciliation
after briefs on probable cause have been mailed to the respondent.




Betty Ray Atkins
Page 2

Requests for extensions of time will not be routinely
granted. Requests must be made in writing at least five days
prior to the due date of the response and specific good cause must
be demonstrated. In addition, the Office of the General Counsel
ordinarily will not give extensions beyond 20 days.

If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter,
please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed form
stating the name, address, and telephone number of such counsel,
and authorizing such counsel to receive any notifications and
other communications from the Commission.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. §§ 437g(a)(4)(B) and 437g(a)(12)(A), unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the investigation to be
made public.

For your information, we have enclosed a brief description of
the Commission’s procedures for handling possible violations of
the Act. 1If you have any questions, please contact Jeffrey LoONng,
the staff member assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Sincerely,

/

hn Wdfren McGarry
hairman

Enclosures
Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures
Designation of Counsel Form
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Betty Ray Atkins MUR: 3309

This matter was generated based on information ascertained
by the Federal Election Commission ("the Commission") in the
normal course of carrying out its supervisory responsibilities.
2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(2). It is based on the audit of the Dole for
President Committee pursuant to 26 U.S.C. § 9038(a).

No person shall make contributions to any candidate with
respect to any election for Federal office which, in the
aggregate, exceed $1,000.00. 2 U.S.C. § d44la(a)(1)(A). These
limitations apply separately to each election, except that all
elections held in any calendar year for the office of President
of the United States (except a general election for such office)
shall be considered to be one election. 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(6).
No candidate or political committee shall knowingly accept any
contributions in violation of these limitations. 2 U.S.C.

§ 44la(f).

Commission regulations explain that contributions which
exceed the contribution limitations may be deposited into a
campaign depository. If any such contributions are so deposited,
the treasurer may request redesignation or reattribution of the
contribution by the contributor in accordance with Commission
regulations. If a redesignation or reattribution is not
obtained, the treasurer shall, within 60 days of the treasurer’s

receipt of the contribution, refund the contribution to the




de
contributor. 11 C.F.R. § 103.3(b)(3).

Commission regulations provide that any contribution made by
more than one person, except for a contribution made by a
partnership, shall include the signature of each contributor on
the check, money order, or other negotiable instrument or in &
separate writing. A contribution made by more than one person
that does not indicate the amount to be attributed to each
contributor shall be attributed equally to each contributor. 1If
a contribution to a candidate on its face or when aggregated with
other contributions from the same contributor exceeds the
limitations on contributions, the treasurer may ask the
contributor whether the contribution was intended to be a joint
contribution by more than one person. A contribution shall be
considered to be reattributed to another contributor if the
treasurer of the recipient political committees asks the
contributor whether the contribution is intended to be a joint
contribution by more than one person and informs the contributor
that he or she may request the return of the excessive portion of
the contribution if it is not intended to be a joint contribution

and, within sixty (60) days from the date of the treasurer’'s

receipt of the contribution, the contributors provide the

treasurer with a written reattribution of the contribution, which
is signed by each contributor and which indicates the amount to
be attributed to each contributor if equal attribution is not
intended. 11 C.F.R. § 110.1(k).

The examination and audit of the Dole For President Committee

revealed that the Respondent had made contributions to the
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Committee that aggregated $2,430 and which were not redesignated
to another election, reattributed to a spouse or other person, oOf
refunded within 60 days of their receipt by the Committee. Thus,
these contributions exceeded the $1,000 limitation for

contributions to candidates for President of the United States.

Therefore, there is reason to believe Betty Ray Atkins

has violated 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(1l)(A).
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON DC 20403

November 21, 1991

Mitzi Ayala
744 Lake Terrace Circle
pavis, CA 95616

RE: MUR 3309

Dear Ms. Ayala:

On October 29, 1991, the Federal Election Commission found
that there is reason to believe you violated 2 U.S.C.
§ 44la(a)(1l)(A), a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act
of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). The Factual and Legal Analysis,
which formed a basis for the Commission’s finding, is attached for
your information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate that no
action should be taken against you. You may submit any factual of
legal materials that you believe are relevant to the Commission’s
consideration of this matter. Please submit such materials to the
General Counsel’s Office within 15 days of your receipt of this
letter. Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under

oath.

tn the absence of any additional information demonstrating
that no further action should be taken against you, the Commission
may find probable cause to believe that a violation has occurred
and proceed with conciliation.

If you are interested in pursuing pre-probable cause
conciliation, you should so request in writing. See 11 C.F.R.
§ 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the Office of the
General Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission either
proposing an agreement in settlement of the matter or recommending
declining that pre-probable cause conciliation be pursued. The
Office of the General Counsel may recommend that pre-probable
cause conciliation not be entered into at this time so that 1t 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.




Betty Ray Atkins
Page 2

Requests for extensions of time will not be routinely
granted. Regquests must be made in writing at least five days
prior to the due date of the response and specific good cause #Must
be demonstrated. 1In addition, the Office of the General Counsel
ordinarily will not give extensions beyond 20 days.

If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter,
please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed form
stating the name, address, and telephone number of such couns#!l,
and authorizing such counsel to receive any notifications and
other communications from the Commission.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. §§ 437g(a)(4)(B) and 437g(a)(12)(A), unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the investigation to be
made public.

For your information, we have enclosed a brief description of
the Commission’s procedures for handling possible violations of
the Act. If you have any questions, please contact Jeffrey LONG,
the staff member assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Sincerely,

/

hn Wéfren McGarry
hairman

Enclosures
Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures
Designation of Counsel Form
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Mitzi Ayala MUR: 3309

This matter was generated based on information ascertained
by the Federal Election Commission ("the Commission”) in the
normal course of carrying out its supervisory responsibilities.
2 U.S.C. § 437(a)(2). 1t is based on the audit of the Dole for
President Committee pursuant to 26 U.S.C. § 9038(a).

No person shall make contributions to any candidate with
respect to any election for Federal office which, in the
aggregate, exceed $1,000.00. 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(1)(A). These
limitations apply separately to each election, except that all
elections held in any calendar year for the office of President
of the United States (except a general election for such office)
shall be considered to be one election. 2 U.S.C. § 441a(a)(6).
No candidate or political committee shall knowingly accept any
contributions in violation of these limitations. 2 U.S.C.

§ 44la(f).

Commission regulations explain that contributions which
exceed the contribution limitations may be deposited into a
campaign depository. If any such contributions are so deposited,
the treasurer may request redesignation or reattributicn of the
contribution by the contributor in accordance with Commission
regulations. If a redesignation or reattribution is not

obtained, the treasurer shall, within 60 days of the treasurer’s

receipt of the contribution, refund the contribution to the
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contributor. 11 C.F.R. § 103.3(b)(3).

Commission regulations provide that any contribution made by
more than one person, except for a contribution made by a
partnership, shall include the signature of each contributor on
the check, money order, or other negotiable instrument or in a
Separate writing. A contribution made by more than one person
that does not indicate the amount to be attributed to each
contributor shall be attributed equally to each contributor. 1{f
@ contribution to a candidate on its face or when aggregated with
other contributions from the same contributor exceeds the
limitations on contributions, the treasurer may ask the
contributor whether the contribution was intended to be a joint
contribution by more than one person. A contribution shall be
considered to be reattributed to another contributor if the
treasurer of the recipient political committees asks the
contributor whether the contribution is intended to be a joint
contribution by more than one person and informs the contributor
that he or she may request the return of the excessive portion of
the contribution if it is not intended to be a joint contribution
and, within sixty (60) days from the date of the treasurer’s
receipt of the contribution, the contributors provide the
treasurer with a written reattribution of the contribution, which
1s signed by each contributor and which indicates the amount to
be attributed to each contributor if equal attribution is not
intended. 11 C.F.R. § 110.1(k).

The examination and audit of the Dole For President Committee

revealed that the Respondent had made contributions teo the
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Committee that aggregated $2,500 and which were not redesignated
to another election, reattributed to a spouse or other person, ©OF
refunded within 60 days of their receipt by the Committee. Thus,
these contributions exceeded the $1,000 limitation for

contributions to candidates for President of the United States.

Therefore, there is reason to believe Mitzi Ayala has

violated 2 U.S.C. § 441la(a)(1l)(A).
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

SASHINGTON DO J246)

November 21, 1991

Floyd M. Ayers
19838 Encino Brook Streec
San Antonio, TX 78359

RE: MUR 3309

Dear Mr. Ayers:

On October 2%, 1991, the Federal Election Commission found
that there is reason to believe you violated 2 U.S.C.
§ d4la(a)(l)(A), a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act
of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). The Factual and Legal Analysis,
which formed a basis for the Commission’s finding, is attached for
your information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate that no
action should be taken against you. You may submit any factual or
legal materials that you believe are relevant to the Commission’'s
consideration of this matter. Please submit such materials to the
General Counsel’s Office within 15 days of your receipt of this
letter. Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under
oath.

In the absence of any additional information demonstrating
that no further action should be taken against you, the Commission
may find probable cause to believe that a violation has occurred
and proceed with conciliation.

If you are interested in pursuing pre-probable cause
conciliation, you should so request in writing. See 11 C.F.R.
§ 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the Office of the
General Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission either
proposing an agreement in settlement of the matter or recommending
declining that pre-probable cause conciliation be pursued. The
Office of the General Counsel may recommend that pre-probable
cause conciliation not be entered into at this time so that it may
complete its investigaticn 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.




Floyd M. Ayers
Page 2

Requests for extensions of time will not be routinely
granted. Requests must be made in writing at least five days
prior to the due date of the response and specific good cause must
be demonstrated. 1In addition, the Office of the General Counsel
ordinarily will not give extensions beyond 20 days.

If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter,
please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed form
stating the name, address, and telephone number of such counsel,
and authorizing such counsel to receive any notifications and
other communications from the Commission.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. §§ 437g(a)(4)(B) and 437g(a)(12)(A), unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the investigation to be
made public.

For your information, we have enclosed a brief description of
the Commission’s procedures for handling possible violations of
the Act. If you have any questions, please contact Jeffrey LoNg,
the staff member assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Sincerely

ohn Warren McGarry
Chairman

Enclosures
Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures
Designation of Counsel Form
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Floyd M. Ayers MUR: 3309

This matter was generated based on information ascertained
by the Federal Election Commission ("the Commission") in the
normal course of carrying out its supervisory responsibilities.
2 U.5.C. § 437(a)(2). 1t is based on the audit of the Dole for
President Committee pursuant to 26 U.S.C. § 9038(a).

No person shall make contributions to any candidate with
respect to any election for Federal office which, in the
aggregate, exceed $1,000.00. 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(1)(A). These
limitations apply separately to each election, except that all
elections held in any calendar year for the office of President
of the United States (except a general election for such office)
shall be considered to be one election. 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(6).
No candidate or political committee shall knowingly accept any
contributions in violation of these limitations. 2 U.S.C.

§ 44la(f).

Commission regulations explain that contributions which
exceed the contribution limitations may be deposited into a
campaign depository. If any such contributions are so deposited,
the treasurer may request redesignation or reattribution of the
contribution by the contributor in accordance with Commission
regulations. If a redesignation or reattribution is not
obtained, the treasurer shall, within 60 days of the treasurer’s

receipt of the contribution, refund the contribution to the




™y

-2
contributor. 11 C.F.R. § 103.3(b)(3).

Commission regulations provide that any contribution made by
more than one person, except for a contribution made by a
pacrtnership, shall include the signature of each contributor on
the check, money order, or other negotiable instrument or in a
separate writing. A contribution made by more than one person
that does not indicate the amount to be attributed to each
contributor shall be attributed equally to each contributor. If
a contribution to a candidate on its face or when aggregated with
other contributions from the same contributor exceeds the
limitations on contributions, the treasurer may ask the
contributor whether the contribution was intended to be a joint
contribution by more than one person. A contribution shall be
considered to be reattributed to another contributor if the
treasurer of the recipient political committees asks the
contributor whether the contribution is intended to be a joint
contribution by more than one person and informs the contributor
that he or she may request the return of the excessive portion of
the contribution if it is not intended to be a joint contribution
and, within sixty (60) days from the date of the treasurer’s
receipt of the contribution, the contributors provide the
treasurer with a written reattribution of the contribution, which
is signed by each contributor and which indicates the amount to
be attributed to each contributor if equal attribution is not

intended. 13 CaE RS § 1101 (R).

The examination and audit of the Dole For President Committee

revealed that the Respondent had made contributions to the
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Committee that aggregated $2,466 and which were not redesignated
to another election, reattributed to a spouse or other person, of
refunded within 60 days of their receipt by the Committee. Thus,
these contributions exceeded the $1,000 limitation for

contributions to candidates for President of the United States.

Therefore, there is reason to believe Floyd M. Ayers has

violated 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(1l)(A).




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON DU I04n)

November 21, 1991

Matthew N. Clapp, Jr.
720 Olive Way
Seattle, WA 98101

RE: MUR 3309

Dear Mr. Clapp:

On October 29, 1991, the Federal Election Commission found
that there is reason to believe you violated 2 U.S.C.
§ 44la(a)(1l)(A), a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act
of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). The Factual and Legal Analysis,
which formed a basis for the Commission’s finding, is attached for

your information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate that no
action should be taken against you. You may submit any factual or

legal materials that you believe are relevant to the Commission’s
consideration of this matter. Please submit such materials to the
General Counsel’s Office within 15 days of your receipt of this
letter. Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under

oath.

In the absence of any additional information demonstrating
that no further action should be taken against you, the Commission
may find probable cause to believe that a violation has occurred
and proceed with conciliation.

If you are interested in pursuing pre-probable cause
conciliation, you should so request in writing. See 11 C.F.R.
§ 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the Office of the
General Ccunsel will make recommendaticons 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 reguests for pre-probable cause conciliation
after briefs on probable cause have been mailed to the respondent.




Matthew N. Clapp
Page 2

Requests for extensions of time will not be routinely
granted. Requests must be made in writing at least five days
prior to the due date of the response and specific good cause must
be demonstrated. In addition, the Office of the General Counsel
ordinarily will not give extensions beyond 20 days.

If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter,
please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed form
stating the name, address, and telephone number of such counsel,
and authorizing such counsel to receive any notifications and
other communications from the Commission.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. §§ 437g(a)(4)(B) and 437g(a)(12)(A), unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the investigation to be
made public.

For your information, we have enclosed a brief description of
the Commission’s procedures for handling possible violations of
the Act. If you have any questions, please contact Jeffrey Long,
the staff member assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Sincerely;

ji i
ohn Warren McGarry
hairman

Enclosures
Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures
Designation of Counsel Form




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Matthew N. Clapp, Jr. MUR: 3309

This matter was generated based on information ascertained
by the Federal Election Commission ("the Commission") in the
normal course of carrying out its supervisory responsibilities.
2 U.S.C. § 437(a)(2). It is based on the audit of the Dole for
President Committee pursuant to 26 U.S.C. § 9038(a).

No person shall make contributions to any candidate with
respect to any election for Federal office which, in the
aggregate, exceed $1,000.00. 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(1)(A). Thess
limitations apply separately to each election, except that all
elections held in any calendar year for the office of President
of the United States (except a general election for such office)
shall be considered to be one election. 2 U.S.C. § 44l1a(a)(6).
No candidate or political committee shall knowingly accept any
contributions in violation of these limitations. < U8B0
§ 44la(f).

Commission regulations explain that contributions which
exceed the contribution limitations may be deposited into a
campaign depository. If any such contributions are so deposited,
the treasurer may request redesignation or reattribution of the
contribution by the contributor in accordance with Commission
regulations. If a redesignation or reattribution is not
obtained, the treasurer shall, within 60 days of the treasurer’s

receipt of the contribution, refund the contribution to the




=
contributor. 11 C.F.R. § 103.3(b)(3).

Commission requlations provide that any contribution made by
more than one person, except for a contribution made by a
partnership, shall include the signature of each contributor on
the check, money order, or other negotiable instrument or in a
Separate writing. A contribution made by more than one person
that does not indicate the amount to be attributed to each
contributor shall be attributed equally to each contributor. 1If
& contribution to a candidate on its face or when aggregated with
other contributions from the same contributor exceeds the
limitations on contributions, the treasurer may ask the
contributor whether the contribution was intended to be a joint
contribution by more than one person. A contribution shall be
considered to be reattributed to another contributor {f the
treasurer of the recipient political committees asks the
contributor whether the contribution is intended to be a joint

contribution by more than one person and informs the contributor

that he or she may request the return of the excessive portion of

the contribution if it is not intended to be a joint contribution
and, within sixty (60) days from the date of the treasurer’s
receipt of the contribution, the contributors provide the
treasurer with a written reattribution of the contribution, which
is signed by each contributor and which indicates the amount to
be attributed to each contributor if equal attribution is not
intended. 11 C.F.R. § 110.1(k).

The examination and audit of the Dole For President Committee

revealed that the Respondent had made contributions to the
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Committee that aggregated $4,000 and which were not redesignated

to another election, reattributed to a Spouse or other person, or

refunded within 60 days of their receipt by the Committee. Thus,

these contributions exceeded the $1,000 limitation for

contributions to candidates for President of the United States.

Therefore, there is reason to believe Matthew N. Clapp, Jr.
has violated 2 vu.Ss.C. § 44la(a)(1)(Aa).




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTONS DC J04613

November 21, 1991

Edna N. Davol
40 Holbrook Avenue
Rumford, RI 02916

RE: MUR 3309

Dear Ms. Davol:

On October 29, 1991, the Federal Election Commission found
that there is reason to believe you violated 2 U.S.C.
§ 44la(a)(1l)(Aa), a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act
of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). The Factual and Legal Analysis,
which formed a basis for the Commission’s finding, is attached for
your information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate that no
action should be taken against you. You may submit any factual or
legal materials that you believe are relevant to the Commission’s
consideration of this matter. Please submit such materials to the
General Counsel’s Office within 15 days of your receipt of this
letter. Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under

oath.

In the absence of any additional information demonstrating
that no further action should be taken against you, the Commission
may find probable cause to believe that a violation has occurred
and proceed with conciliation.

If you are interested in pursuing pre-probable cause
conciliation, you should so request in writing. See 11 C.F.R.
§ 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the Office of the
General Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission either
proposing an agreement in settlement of the matter or recommending
declining that pre-probable cause conciliation be pursued. The
Office of the General Counsel may recommend that pre-probable
cause conciliation not be entered into at this time so that it may
complete its investigation of the matter. Further, the Commission
will not entertain requests for pre-probable cause conciliation
after briefs on probable cause have been mailed to the respondent.




Enda M. Davol
Page 2

Requests for extensions of time will not be routinely
granted. Requests must be made in writing at least five days
Prior to the due date of the response and specific good cause must
be demonstrated. 1In addition, the Office of the General Counsel
ordinarily will not give extensions beyond 20 days.

If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter,
please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed form
stating the name, address, and telephone number of such couns#el,
and authorizing such counsel to receive any notifications and
other communications from the Commission.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. §§ 437g(a)(4)(B) and 437g(a)(12)(A), unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the investigation to be
made public.

For your information, we have enclosed a brief description of
the Commission’s procedures for handling possible violations of
the Act. If you have any gquestions, please contact Jeffrey Long,
the staff member assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Sincerely,

hn Warren McGarry
airman

Enclosures
Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures
Designation of Counsel Form




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Mrs. Edna M. Davol MUR: 3309

This matter was generated based on information ascertained
by the Federal Election Commission ("the Commission®) in the
normal course of carrying out its supervisory responsibilities.
2 U.S.C. § 437(a)(2). 1t is based on the audit of the Dole for
President Committee pursuant to 26 U.S.C. § 9038(a).

No person shall make contributions to any candidate with

respect to any election for Federal office which, in the

aggregate, exceed $1,000.00. 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(1)(A). These
limitations apply separately to each election, except that all
elections held in any calendar year for the office of President
of the United States (except a general election for such office)
shall be considered to be one election. 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(6).
No candidate or political committee shall knowingly accept any
contributions in violation of these limitations. 2 u.s.c.

§ 44la(f).

Commission regulations explain that contributions which
exceed the contribution limitations may be deposited into a
campaign depository. If any such contributions are so deposited,
the treasurer may request redesignation or reattribution of the
contribution by the contributor in accordance with Commission
regulations. If a redesignation or reattribution is not
obtained, the treasurer shall, within 60 days of the treasurer’s

receipt of the contribution, refund the contribution to the
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contributor. 11 C.F.R. § 103.3(b)(3).

Commission regulations provide that any contribution made by
more than one person, except for a contribution made by a
partnership, shall include the signature of each contributor on
the check, money order, or other negotiable instrument or in &
separate writing. A contribution made by more than one person
that does not indicate the amount to be attributed to each
contributor shall be attributed equally to each contributor., If
a contribution to a candidate on its face or when aggregated with
other contributions from the same contributor exceeds the
limitations on contributions, the treasurer may ask the
contributor whether the contribution was intended to be a joint
contribution by more than one person. A contribution shall be
considered to be reattributed to another contributor if the
treasurer of the recipient political committees asks the
contributor whether the contribution is intended to be a joint
contribution by more than one person and informs the contributor
that he or she may request the return of the excessive portion of
the contribution if it is not intended to be a joint contribution
and, within sixty (60) days from the date of the treasurer’s
receipt of the contribution, the contributors provide the
treasurer with a written reattribution of the contribution, which
is signed by each contributor and which indicates the amount to
be attributed to each contributor if equal attribution is not

intended. 11 CI PR B BA0 e ) .

The examination and audit of the Dole For President Committee

revealed that the Respondent had made contributions to the
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Committee that aggregated $3,140 and which were not redesignated

to another election, reattributed to a spouse or other person, or

refunded within 60 days of their receipt by the Committee. Thus,

these contributions exceeded the $1,000 limitation for

contributions to candidates for President of the United States.
Therefore, there is reason to believe Mrs. Edna M. Davol

has violated 2 U.S.C. § d44la(a)(1l)(Aa).




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTONS DO JUdbY

November 21, 1991

Doris E. Freeman
1103 Edgewater Drive
Orlando, FL 32804

RE: MUR 3309

Dear Ms. Freeman:

On October 29, 1991, the Federal Election Commission found
that there is reason to believe you violated 2 U.S.C.
§ 44la(a)(l)(A), a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act
of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). The Factual and Legal Analysis,
which formed a basis for the Commission's finding, is attached for

your information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate that no
action should be taken against you., You may submit any factual or
legal materials that you believe are relevant to the Commission’s

consideration of this matter. Please submit such materials to the
General Counsel's Office within 15 days of your receipt of this
letter. Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under

oath.

In the absence of any additional information demonstrating
that no further action should be taken against you, the Commission
may find probable cause to believe that a violation has occurred
and proceed with conciliation.

If you are interested in pursuing pre-probable cause
conciliation, you should so reguest in writing. See 11 C.F.R.
§ 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the Office of the
General Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission either
proposing an agreement in settlement of the matter or recommending
declining that pre-probable cause conciliation be pursued. The
Office of the General Counsel may recommend that pre-probable
cause conciliation not be entered into at this time so that it may
complete its investigation of the matter. Further, the Commission
will not entertain requests for pre-probable cause conciliation
after briefs on probable cause have been mailed to the respondent.




Doris E, Freeman
Page 2

Requests for extensions of time will not be routinely
granted. Regquests must be made in writing at least five days
prior to the due date of the response and specific good cause must
be demonstrated. 1In addition, the Office of the General Counsel
ordinarily will not give extensions beyond 20 days.

I1f you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter,
please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed form
stating the name, address, and telephone number of such counsel,
and authorizing such counsel to receive any notifications and
other communications from the Commission.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. §§ 437g(a)(4)(B) and 437g(a)(12)(A), unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the investigation to be
made public.

For your information, we have enclosed a brief description of
the Commission’s procedures for handling possible violations of
the Act. If you have any guestions, please contact Jeffrey Long,
the staff member assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Sincereli/

‘John Warren McG%

/Chairman

Enclosures
Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures
Designation of Counsel Form
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Doris E. Freeman MUR: 3309

This matter was generated based on information ascertained
by the Federal Election Commission ("the Commission™) in the
normal course of carrying out its supervisory responsibilities.
2 U.S.C. § 437(a)(2). 1It is based on the audit of the Dole for
President Committee pursuant to 26 U.S.C. § 9038(a).

No person shall make contributions to any candidate with
respect to any election for Federal office which, in the
aggregate, exceed $1,000.00. 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(l)(A). These
limitations apply separately to each election, except that all
elections held in any calendar year for the office of President
of the United States (except a general election for such office)
shall be considered to be one election. 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(6).
No candidate or political committee shall knowingly accept any
contributions in violation of these limitations, 2 U.S.C.

§ 44la(f).

Commission regulations explain that contributions which
exceed the contribution limitations may be deposited into a
campaign depository. If any such contributions are so deposited,

the treasurer may request redesignation or reattribution of the

"

contribution by the contributor in accordance with Commission
regulations. If a redesignation or reattribution is not
obtained, the treasurer shall, within 60 days of the treasurer’s

receipt of the contributicn, refund the contribution to the
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contributor. 11 C.F.R. § 103.3(b)(3).

Commission regqulations provide that any contribution made by
more than one person, except for a contribution made by a
partnership, shall include the signature of each contributor on
the check, money order, or other negotiable instrument or in a
separate writing. A contribution made by more than one person
that does not indicate the amount to be attributed to each
contributor shall be attributed equally to each contributor. If
a contribution to a candidate on its face or when aggregated with
other contributions from the same contributor exceeds the
limitations on contributions, the treasurer may ask the
contributor whether the contribution was intended to be a joint
contribution by more than one person. A contribution shall be
considered to be reattributed to another contributor if the
treasurer of the recipient political committees asks the
contributor whether the contribution is intended to be a joint
contribution by more than one person and informs the contributor
that he or she may request the return of the excessive portion of
the contribution if it is not intended to be a joint contribution
and, within sixty (60) days from the date of the treasurer’s
receipt of the contribution, the contributors provide the
treasurer with a written reattribution of the contribution, which
is signed by each contributor and which indicates the amount to
be attributed to each contributor if equal attribution is not
intended. 11 C.F.R. § 110.1(k)

The examination and audit of the Dole For President Committee

revealed that the Respondent had made contributions to the
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Committee that aggregated $2,295 and which were not redesignated
to another election, reattributed to a spouse or other person, @of
refunded within 60 days of their receipt by the Committee. Thus,
these contributions exceeded the $1,000 limitation for
contributions to candidates for President of the United States.
Therefore, there is reason to believe Doris E. Freeman
has violated 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(l)(A).




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, DC Juded

November 21, 1991

Lydia Fried
§ Vendome Court
Bethesda, MD 20817

RE: MUR 3309

Dear Ms. Fried:

On October 29, 1991, the Federal Election Commission found
that there is reason to believe you vioclated 2 U.s.C.
§ 44la(a)(1)(A), a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act
of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). The Factual and Legal Analysis,
which formed a basis for the Commission’s finding, is attached for

your information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate that no
action should be taken against you. You may submit any factual or
legal materials that you believe are relevant to the Commission’s
consideration of this matter. Please submit such materials to the
General Counsel’s Office within 15 days of your receipt of this
letter. Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under

oath.

In the absence of any additional information demonstrating
that no further action should be taken against you, the Commission
may find probable cause to believe that a violation has occurred
and proceed with conciliation.

If you are interested in pursuing pre-probable cause
conciliation, you should so request in writing. See 11 C.F.R.
§ 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the Office of the
General Counsel will make recommendations t i i

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.




Lydia Fried
Page 2

Requests for extensions of time will not be toutinely
granted. Requests must be made in writing at least fjive days
prior to the due date of the response and specific good cause must
be demonstrated. In addition, the Office of the General Counsel
ordinarily will not give extensions beyond 20 days.

If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter,
please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed form
stating the name, address, and telephone number of such counsel,
and authorizing such counsel to receive any notifications and
other communications from the Commission.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. §§ 437g(a)(4)(B) and 437g(a)(12)(A), unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the investigation to be
made public.

For your information, we have enclosed a brief description of
the Commission’s procedures for handling possible violations of
the Act. If you have any gquestions, please contact Jeffrey Long,
the staff member assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Sincerely,

hn Warren McGarry 77
hairman

Enclosures
Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures
Designation of Counsel Form




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Lydia Fried MUR: 3309

This matter was generated based on information ascertained
by the Federal Election Commission ("the Commission”™) in the
normal course of carrying out its supervisory responsibilities.
2 U.S.C. § 437(a)(2). 1t is based on the audit of the Dole for
President Committee pursuant to 26 U.S.C. § 9038(a).

No person shall make contributions to any candidate with
respect to any election for Federal office which, in the
aggregate, exceed $1,000.00. 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(l)(A). These
limitations apply separately to each election, except that all
elections held in any calendar year for the office of President
of the United States (except a general election for such office)
shall be considered to be one election. 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(6).
No candidate or political committee shall knowingly accept any
contributions in viclation of these limitations. 2 U.S.C.

§ d4la(f).

Commission requlations explain that contributions which
exceed the contribution limitations may be deposited into a
campaign depository. If any such contributions are so deposited,
the treasurer may request redesignation or reattribution of the
contribution by the contributor in accordance with Commission
regulations. If a redesignation or reattribution is not
obtained, the treasurer shall, within 60 days of the treasurer’s

receipt of the contribution, refund the contribution to the
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contributor. 11 C.F.R. § 103.3(b)(3).

Commission regulations provide that any contribution made by

more than one person, except for a contribution made by a
partnership, shall include the signature of each contributor on
the check, money order, or other negotiable instrument or in #
separate writing. A contribution made by more than one persorn
that does not indicate the amount to be attributed to each
contributor shall be attributed equally to each contributor. If
a contribution to a candidate on its face or when aggregated with
other contributions from the same contributor exceeds the
limitations on contributions, the treasurer may ask the
contributor whether the contribution was intended to be a joint
contribution by more than one person. A contribution shall be
considered to be reattributed to another contributor if the
treasurer of the recipient political committees asks the
contributor whether the contribution is intended to be a joint
contribution by more than one person and informs the contributor
that he or she may request the return of the excessive portion of
the contribution if it is not intended to be a joint contribution
and, within sixty (60) days from the date of the treasurer’s
receipt of the contribution, the contributors provide the
treasurer with a written reattribution of the contribution, which
is signed by each contributor and which indicates the amount to
be attributed to each contributor if egqual attribution is not
intended. 11 C.F.R. § 110.1(k).

The examination and audit of the Dole For President Committee

revealed that the Respondent had made contributions to the
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Committee that aggregated $3,000 and which were not redesignated
to another election, reattributed to a spouse or other person, Of
refunded within 60 days of their receipt by the Committee. Thus,
these contributions exceeded the $1,000 limitation for
contributions to candidates for President of the United States.
Therefore, there is reason to believe Lydia Fried has

violated 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(l)(A).




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON DC JiHbi

November 21, 1991

John J. Hamilton, III
2929 Campus Drive #450
San Mateo, CA 94403

RE: MUR 3309

Dear Mr. Hamilton:

On October 29, 1991, the Federal Election Commission found
that there is reason to believe you violated 2 U.S.C.
§ d44la(a)(l)(A), a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act
of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). The Factual and Legal Analysis,
which formed a basis for the Commission’s finding, is attached for

your information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate that no
action should be taken against you. You may submit any factual or
legal materials that you believe are relevant to the Commission’s
consideration of this matter. Please submit such materials to the
General Counsel’s Office within 15 days of your receipt of this
letter. Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under

oath.

In the absence of any additional information demonstrating
that no further action should be taken against you, the Commission
may find probable cause to believe that a violation has occurred
and proceed with conciliation.

If you are interested in pursuing pre-probable cause
conciliation, you should so request in writing. See 11 C.F.R.
§ 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the Office of the
General Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission either
proposing an agreement in settlement of the matter or recommending
declining that pre-prcobable cause conciliation be pursued. The
Office of the General Counsel may recommend that pre-probable
cause conciliation not be entered into at this time so that it may
complete its investigation of the matter. Further, the Commission
will not entertain requests for pre~-probable cause conciliation
after briefs on probable cause have been mailed to the respondent.
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John J. Hamilton, III
Page 2

Requests for extensions of time will not be toutinely
granted. Requests must be made in writing at least five days
prior to the due date of the response and specific good cause must
be demonstrated. In addition, the Office of the General Counsel
ordinarily will not give extensions beyond 20 days.

If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter,
please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed form
stating the name, address, and telephone number of such counsel,
and authorizing such counsel to receive any notifications and
other communications from the Commission.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. §§ 437g(a)(4)(B) and 437g(a)(12)(A), unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the investigation to be
made public.

For your information, we have enclosed a brief description of
the Commission’s procedures for handling possible violations of
the Act. If you have any questions, please contact Jeffrey Long,
the staff member assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Sincerely, ,

ohn Warren McGarry
Chairman

Enclosures
Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures
Designation of Counsel Form



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: John J. Hamilton, III MUR: 3309

This matter was generated based on information ascertained
by the Federal Election Commission ("the Commission”) in the
normal course of carrying out its supervisory responsibilities.
2 U.S.C. § 437(a)(2). 1It is based on the audit of the Dole for
President Committee pursuant to 26 U.S.C. § 9038(a).

No person shall make contributions to any candidate with
respect to any election for Federal office which, in the
aggregate, exceed $1,000.00. 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(l)(A). These
limitations apply separately to each election, except that all
elections held in any calendar year for the office of President
of the United States (except a general election for such office)
shall be considered to be one election. 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(6).
No candidate or political committee shall knowingly accept any
contributions in violation of these limitations. 2 U.S.C.

§ 44la(f).

Commission regulations explain that contributions which
exceed the contribution limitations may be deposited into a
campaign depository., If any such contributions are so deposited,
the treasurer may request redesignation or reattribution of the
contribution by the contributor in accordance with Commission
regulations. If a redesignation or reattribution is not
obtained, the treasurer shall, within 60 days of the treasurer’s

receipt of the contribution, refund the contribution to the
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contributor. 11 C.F.R. § 103.3(b)(3).

Commission regulations provide that any contribution made by
more than one person, except for a contribution made by a
partnership, shall include the signature of each contributor on
the check, money order, or other negotiable instrument or in #
separate writing. A contribution made by more than one person
that does not indicate the amount to be attributed to each
contributor shall be attributed equally to each contributor. If
a contribution to a candidate on its face or when aggregated with
other contributions from the same contributor exceeds the
limitations on contributions, the treasurer may ask the
contributor whether the contribution was intended to be a joint
contribution by more than one person. A contribution shall be
considered to be reattributed to another contributor if the
treasurer of the recipient political committees asks the
contributor whether the contribution is intended to be a joint
contribution by more than one person and informs the contributor
that he or she may request the return of the excessive portion of
the contribution if it is not intended to be a joint contribution
and, within sixty (60) days from the date of the treasurer’s
receipt of the contribution, the contributors provide the
treasurer with a written reattribution of the contribution, which
is signed by each contributor and which indicates the amount to
be attributed to each contributor if equal attribution is not
intended. 11 C.F.R. § 110.1(k).

The examination and audit of the Dole For President Committee

revealed that the Respondent had made contributions to the
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Committee that aggregated $2,025 and which were not redesignated

to another election, reattributed to a spouse or other person, ot
refunded within 60 days of their receipt by the Committee. Thus,
these contributions exceeded the $1,000 limitation for
contributions to candidates for President of the United States.
Therefore, there is reason to believe John J. Hamilton, III

has violated 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(l)(A).




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON DC 204610

November 21, 1991

Willis A. Hesselroth
1 Gracie Terrace £9-B
New York, NY 10028

RE: MUR 3309

Dear Mr. Hesselroth:

On October 29, 1991, the Federal Election Commission found
that there is reason to believe you violated 2 U.S.C.
§ 44la(a)(1l)(A), a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act
of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). The Factual and Legal Analysis,
which formed a basis for the Commission’s finding, is attached for
your information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate that no
action should be taken against you. You may submit any factual or
legal materials that you believe are relevant to the Commission’s
consideration of this matter. Please submit such materials to the
General Counsel’s Office within 15 days of your receipt of this
letter. Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under

cath.

In the absence of any additional information demonstrating
that no further action should be taken against you, the Commission
may find probable cause to believe that a violation has occurred
and proceed with conciliation.

If you are interested in pursuing pre-probable cause
conciliation, you should so request in writing. See 11 C.F.R.
§ 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the Office of the
General Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission either
proposing an agreement in settlement of the matter or recommending
declining that pre-probable cause conciliation be pursued. The
Office of the General Counsel may r mmend that pre-probable
cause conciliation not be i 38 at this time so that it may
complete its investigation of the 7 . Further, the Commission
will not entertain requests for pr obable cause conciliation

after briefs on probable cause have been mailed to the respondent.




Willis S. Hesselroth
Page 2

Requests for extensions of time will not be routinely
granted. Requests must be made in writing at least five days
prior to the due date of the response and specific good cause must
be demonstrated. 1In addition, the Office of the General Counsel
ordinarily will not give extensions beyond 20 days.

If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter,
please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed form
stating the name, address, and telephone number of such counsel,
and authorizing such counsel to receive any notifications and
other communications from the Commission.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. §§ 437g(a)(4)(B) and 437qg(2)(12)(A), unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the investigation to be
made public.

For your information, we have enclosed a brief description of
the Commission’s procedures for handling possible violations of
the Act. If you have any questions, please contact Jeffrey LONG,
the staff member assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Sincerely, /

Warwr

'
Jehn Warren McGarry

Enclosures
Factual and Legal Analysis

Procedures
Designation of Counsel Form




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Willis S. Hesselroth MUR: 3309

This matter was generated based on information ascertained
by the Federal Election Commission ("the Commission®™) in the
normal course of carrying out its supervisory responsibilities.
2 U.S.C. § 437(a)(2). It is based on the audit of the Dole for
President Committee pursuant to 26 U.S.C. § 9038(a).

No person shall make contributions to any candidate with
respect to any election for Federal office which, in the
aggregate, exceed $1,000.00. 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(l)(A). Thess
limitations apply separately to each election, except that all
elections held in any calendar year for the office of President
of the United States (except a general election for such office)
shall be considered to be one election. 2 U.S.C. § 441a(a)(6).
No candidate or pelitical committee shall knowingly accept any
contributions in violation of these limitations. 2 U.S.C.

§ 44la(f).

Commission regqulations explain that contributions which
exceed the contribution limitations may be deposited into a
campaign depository. If any such contributions are so deposited,
the treasurer may request redesignation or reattribution of the
contribution by the contributor in accordance with Commission
regulations. If a redesignation or reattribution is not
obtained, the treasurer shall, within 60 days of the treasurer’s

receipt of the contribution, refund the contribution to the
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contributor. 11 C.F.R. § 103.3(b)(3).

Commission regulations provide that any contribution made by

more than one person, except for a contribution made by a
partnership, shall include the signature of each contributor on
the check, money order, or other negotiable instrument or in #
separate writing. A contribution made by more than one person
that does not indicate the amount to be attributed to each
contributor shall be attributed equally to each contributor. If
a contribution to a candidate on its face or when aggregated with
other contributions from the same contributor exceeds the
limitations on contributions, the treasurer may ask the
contributor whether the contribution was intended to be a joint
contribution by more than one person. A contribution shall be
considered to be reattributed to another contributor if the
treasurer of the recipient political committees asks the
contributor whether the contribution is intended to be a joint
contribution by more than one person and informs the contributor
that he or she may request the return of the excessive portion of
the contribution if it is not intended to be a joint contribution
and, within sixty (60) days from the date of the treasurer’s
receipt of the contribution, the contributors provide the
treasurer with a written reattribution of the contribution, which
is signed by each contributor and which indicates the amount to
be attributed to each contributor if equal attribution is not
intended. 11 C.F.R. § 110.1(k).

The examination and audit of the Dole For President Committee

revealed that the Respondent had made contributions to the
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Committee that aggregated $3,000 and which were not redesignated

to another election, reattributed to a spouse or other person, of
refunded within 60 days of their receipt by the Committee. Thus,
these contributions exceeded the $1,000 limitation for
contributions to candidates for President of the United States.
Therefore, there is reason to believe Willis S. Hesselroth

has violated 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(1)(Aa).




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON DC 20463

November 21, 1991

John W. King
31 Buckingham Road
Norwood, MA 02062
RE: MUR 3309

Dear Mr. King:

On October 29, 1991, the Federal Election Commission found
that there is reason to believe you violated 2 U.S.C.
§ d44la(a)(1l)(A), a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act
of 1971, as amended (“"the Act"). The Factual and Legal Analysis.
which formed a basis for the Commission’s finding, is attached for
your information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate that no
action should be taken against you. You may submit any factual or
legal materials that you believe are relevant to the Commigsion’s

consideration of this matter. Please submit such materials to the
General Counsel’s Office within 15 days of your receipt of this
letter. Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under

oath.

In the absence of any additional information demonstrating
that no further action should be taken against you, the Commission
may find probable cause to believe that a violation has occurred
and proceed with conciliation.

If you are interested in pursuing pre~probable cause
conciliation, you should so request in writing. See 11 C.F.R.
§ 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the Office of the
General Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission either
proposing an agreement in settlement of the matter or recommending
declining that pre-probable cause conciliation be pursued. The
Office of the General Counsel may recommend that pre-probable
cause conciliation not be entered into at this time so that it may
complete its investigation of the matter. Further, the Commission
will not entertain requests for pre-probable cause conciliation
after briefs on probable cause have been mailed to the respondent.




John W. King
Page 2

Requests for extensions of time will not be routinely
granted. Requests must be made in writing at least five days
prior to the due date of the response and specific good cause must
be demonstrated. In addition, the Office of the General Counsel
ordinarily will not give extensions beyond 20 days.

If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter.
please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed form
stating the name, address, and telephone number of such counsel,
and authorizing such counsel to receive any notifications and
other communications from the Commission.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. §§ 437qg(a)(4)(B) and 437g(a)(12)(A), unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the investigation to be
made public.

For your information, we have enclosed a brief description of
the Commission’s procedures for handling possible violations of
the Act. If you have any gquestions, please contact Jeffrey Long,
the staff member assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Sincerely,

ohn Warren McGarry
Chairman

Enclosures
Factual and Legal Analysis

Procedures
Designation of Ccunsel Form




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: John W. King MUR: 3309

This matter was generated based on information ascertained
by the Federal Election Commission ("the Commission"™) in the
normal course of carrying out its supervisory responsibilities.
2 U.S.C. § 437(a)(2). 1It is based on the audit of the Dole for
President Committee pursuant to 26 U.S.C. § 9038(a).

No person shall make contributions to any candidate with
respect to any election for Federal office which, in the
aggregate, exceed $1,000.00. 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(l)(A). These
limitations apply separately to each election, except that all
elections held in any calendar year for the office of President
of the United States (except a general election for such office)
shall be considered to be one election. 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(6).
No candidate or political committee shall knowingly accept any
contributions in violation of these limitations. 2 U.S.C.

§ 44l1a(f).

Commission regulations explain that contributions which
exceed the contribution limitations may be deposited into a
campaign depository. If any such contributions are so deposited,
the treasurer may request redesignation or reattribution of the
contribution by the contributor in accordance with Commission
regulations. If a redesignation or reattribution is not
obtained, the treasurer shall, within 60 days of the treasurer’s

receipt of the contribution, refund the contribution to the
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contributor. 11 C.F.R. § 103.3(b)(3).

Commission regulations provide that any contribution made by
more than one person, except for a contribution made by a
partnership, shall include the signature of each contributor on
the check, money order, or other negotiable instrument or in a
separate writing. A contribution made by more than one person
that does not indicate the amount to be attributed to each

contributor shall be attributed equally to each contributor. 1If

a contribution to a candidate on its face or when aggregated with

other contributions from the same contributor exceeds the
limitations on contributions, the treasurer may ask the
contributor whether the contribution was intended to be a joint
contribution by more than one person. A contribution shall be
considered to be reattributed to another contributor if the
treasurer of the recipient political committees asks the
contributor whether the contribution is intended to be a joint
contribution by more than one person and informs the contributor
that he or she may request the return of the excessive portion of
the contribution if it is not intended to be a joint contribution
and, within sixty (60) days from the date of the treasurer’s
receipt of the contribution, the contributors provide the
treasurer with a written reattribution of the contribution, which
is signed by each contributor and which indicates the amount to
be attributed to each contributor if equal attribution is not
intended. 1Y) € F.R. § 110.1(k).

The examination and audit of the Dole For President Committee

revealed that the Respondent had made contributions to the
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Committee that aggregated $2,500 and which were not redesignated

to another election, reattributed to a spouse or other person, or
refunded within 60 days of their receipt by the Committee. Thus,
these contributions exceeded the $1,000 limitation for
contributions to candidates for President of the United States.
Therefore, there is reason to believe John W. King has

violated 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(1l)(A).




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHISCTON, DC 20408

November 21, 1991

Maurice A. Lancaster
12204 Alhambra

Leawood, KS 66209
RE: MUR 3309

Dear Mr. Lancaster:

On October 29, 1991, the Federal Election Commission found
that there is reason to believe you violated 2 U.S.C.
§ 44la(a)(l)(A), a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act
of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). The Factual and Legal Analysis,
which formed a basis for the Commission’s finding, is attached for

your information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate that no
action should be taken against you. You may submit any factual or
legal materials that you believe are relevant to the Commission’s
consideration of this matter. Please submit such materials to the
General Counsel’s Office within 15 days of your receipt of this
letter. Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under

oath.

In the absence of any additional information demonstrating
that no further action should be taken against you, the Commission
may find probable cause to believe that a violation has occurred
and proceed with conciliation.

If you are interested in pursuing pre-probable cause
conciliation, you should so request in writing. See 11 C.F.R.
§ 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the Office of the
General Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission either
proposing an agreement in settlement of the matter or recommending
declining that pre-probable cause conciliation be pursued. The
Office of the General Counsel may recommend that pre-probable
cause conciliation not be entered inte 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.




Maurice A. Lancaster
Page 2

Requests for extensions of time will not be routinely
granted. Requests must be made in writing at least five days
prior to the due date of the response and specific good cause must
be demonstrated. In addition, the Office of the General Counsel
ordinarily will not give extensions beyond 20 days.

If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter,
please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed form
stating the name, address, and telephone number of such counsel,
and authorizing such counsel to receive any notifications and
other communications from the Commission.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. §§ 437g(a)(4)(B) and 437g(a)(12)(A), unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the investigation to be
made public.

For your information, we have enclosed a brief description of
the Commission’s procedures for handling possible violations of
the Act. If you have any questions, please contact Jeffrey Long,
the staff member assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Sincerely,,

hn Warren McGarry
airman

Enclosures
Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures
Designation of Counsel Form




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS
3309

RESPONDENT: Maurice A. Lancaster

This matter was generated based on information ascertained
by the Federal Election Commission ("the Commission™) in the
normal course of carrying out its supervisory responsibilities.
2 U.S.C. § 437(a)(2). It is based on the audit of the Dole for
President Committee pursuant to 26 U.S.C. § 9038(a).

No person shall make contributions to any candidate with
respect to any election for Federal office which, in the
aggregate, exceed $1,000.00. 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(l)(A). These
limitations apply separately to each election, except that all
elections held in any calendar year for the office of President
of the United States (except a general election for such office)
shall be considered to be one election. 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(6).
No candidate or political committee shall knowingly accept any
contributions in violation of these limitations. 2 U.S.C.

§ 44la(f).

Commission regulations explain that contributions which
exceed the contribution limitations may be deposited into a
campaign depository. If any such contributions are so deposited,
the treasurer may request redesignation or reattribution of the
contribution by the contributor in accordance with Commission
regulations. If a redesignation or reattribution is not
obtained, the treasurer shall, within 60 days of the treasurer’s

receipt of the contribution, refund the contribution to the




P
contributor. 11 C.F.R. § 103.3(b)(3).

Commission regulations provide that any contribution made by
more than one person, except for a contribution made by a
partnership, shall include the signature of each contributor on
the check, money order, or other negotiable instrument or in &
separate writing. A contribution made by more than one persofn
that does not indicate the amount to be attributed to each
contributor shall be attributed equally to each contributor. If
a contribution to a candidate on its face or when aggregated with
other contributions from the same contributor exceeds the
limitations on contributions, the treasurer may ask the
contributor whether the contribution was intended to be a joint
contribution by more than one person. A contribution shall be
considered to be reattributed to another contributor if the
treasurer of the recipient political committees asks the
contributor whether the contribution is intended te be a joint

contribution by more than one person and informs the contributof

that he or she may request the return of the excessive portion of

the contribution if it is not intended to be a joint contribution
and, within sixty (60) days from the date of the treasurer’s
receipt of the contribution, the contributors provide the
treasurer with a written reattribution of the contribution, which
is signed by each contributor and which indicates the amount to
be attributed to each contributor if equal attribution is not
intended. 11 C.F.R. § 110.1(k).

The examination and audit of the Dole For President Committee

revealed that the Respondent had made contributions to the




B,

Committee that aggregated $3,000 and which were not redesignated
to another election, reattributed to a spouse or other person, ©F
refunded within 60 days of their receipt by the Committee. THUS,
these contributions exceeded the $1,000 limitation for
contributions to candidates for President of the United States.

Therefore, there is reason to believe Maurice A. Lancastet

has violated 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(l)(A).




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON DC JUdbid

November 21, 1991

Katherine F. McCoy
P.0O. Box 2413
West Palm Beach, FL 33402

RE: MUR 3309

Dear Ms. McCoy:

On October 29, 1991, the Federal Election Commission found
that there is reason to believe you violated 2 U.S.C.
§ 44la(a)(1l)(A), a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act
of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). The Factual and Legal Analysis,
which formed a basis for the Commission’s finding, is attached for

your information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate that no
action should be taken against you. You may submit any factual or

legal materials that you believe are relevant to the Commission’s
consideration of this matter. Please submit such materials to the
General Counsel’s Office within 15 days of your receipt of this
letter. Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under

oath.

In the absence of any additional information demonstrating
that no further action should be taken against you, the Commission
may find probable cause to believe that a violation has occurred
and proceed with conciliation.

If you are interested in pursuing pre-probable cause
conciliation, you should so request in writing. See 11 C.F.R.
§ 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the Office of the
General Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission either
proposing an agreement in settlement of the matter or recommending
declining that pre-probable cause conciliation be pursued. The
Office of the General Counsel may recommend that pre-probable
cause conciliation not be entered into at this time so that it may
complete its investigation of the matter. Further, the Commission
will not entertain requests for pre-probable cause conciliation
after briefs on probable cause have been mailed to the respondent.
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Katherine F. McCoy
Page 2

Requests for extensions of time will not be routinely
granted. Requests must be made in writing at least five days
prior to the due date of the response and specific good cause must
be demonstrated. In addition, the Office of the General Counsel
ordinarily will not give extensions beyond 20 days.

If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter,
please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed form
stating the name, address, and telephone number of such counsel,
and authorizing such counsel to receive any notifications and
other communications from the Commission.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. §§ 437qg(a)(4)(B) and 437g9(a)(12)(A), unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the investigation to be
made public.

For your information, we have enclosed a brief description of
the Commission’s procedures for handling possible violations of
the Act. If you have any questions, please contact Jeffrey Long,
the staff member assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Sincerely

ohn Warren McGarry
Chairman

Enclosures
Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures
Designation of Counsel Form




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Katherine F. McCoy MUR: 3309

This matter was generated based on information ascertained
by the Federal Election Commission ("the Commission”) in the
normal course of carrying out its supervisory responsibilities.
2 U.S.C. § 437(a)(2). It is based on the audit of the Dole for
President Committee pursuant to 26 U.S.C. § 9038(a).

No person shall make contributions to any candidate with
respect to any election for Federal office which, in the
aggregate, exceed $1,000.00. 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(1)(A). These
limitations apply separately to each election, except that all
elections held in any calendar year for the office of President
of the United States (except a general election for such office)
shall be considered to be one election. 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(6).
No candidate or political committee shall knowingly accept any
contributions in violation of these limitations. 2 U.S.C.

§ 44l1a(f).

Commission regulations explain that contributions which
exceed the contribution limitations may be deposited into a
campaign depository. 1If any such contributions are so deposited,
the treasurer may request redesignation or reattribution of the
contribution by the contributor in accordance with Commission
regulations. If a redesignation or reattribution is not
obtained, the treasurer shall, within 60 days of the treasurecr's

receipt of the contribution, refund the contribution to the




=g
contributor. 11 C.F.R. § 103.3(b)(3).
Commission regulations provide that any contribution made by

more than one person, except for a contribution made by a

partnership, shall include the signature of each contributor on

the check, money order, or other negotiable instrument or in a
separate writing. A contribution made by more than one person
that does not indicate the amount to be attributed to each
contributor shall be attributed equally to each contributor. 1f
a contribution to a candidate on its face or when aggregated with
other contributions from the same contributor exceeds the
limitations on contributions, the treasurer may ask the
contributor whether the contribution was intended to be a joint
contribution by more than one person. A contribution shall be
considered to be reattributed to another contributor if the
treasurer of the recipient political committees asks the
contributor whether the contribution is intended to be a joint
contribution by more than one person and informs the contributor
that he or she may request the return of the excessive portion of
the contribution if it is not intended to be a joint contribution
and, within sixty (60) days from the date of the treasurer’s
receipt of the contribution, the contributors provide the
treasurer with a written reattribution of the contribution, which
is signed by each contributor and which indicates the amount to
be attributed to each contributor if equal attribution is not
intended. 11 C.F.R. § 110.1(k).

The examination and audit of the Dole For President Committee

revealed that the Respondent had made contributions to the
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Committee that aggregated $3,000 and which were not redesignated
to another election, reattributed to a spouse or other person, oOf
refunded within 60 days of their receipt by the Committee. Thus,
these contributions exceeded the $1,000 limitation for
contributions to candidates for President of the United States.
Therefore, there is reason to believe Katherine F. McCoy has
violated 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(l)(A).




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTONS D C 20463

November 21, 1991

J. F. O’'Shaughnessy
301 s. Market
Wichita, KS 67202

RE: MUR 3309

Dear Mr. O’Shaughnessy:

On October 29, 1991, the Federal Election Commission found
that there is reason to believe you vioclated 2 U.S.C.
§ 44la(a)(1)(A), a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act
of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). The Factual and Legal Analysis,
which formed a basis for the Commission’s finding, is attached for

your information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate that no
action should be taken against you. You may submit any factual or
legal materials that you believe are relevant to the Commission’s

consideration of this matter. Please submit such materials to the
General Counsel’s Office within 15 days of your receipt of this
letter. Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under

oath.

In the absence of any additional information demonstrating
that no further action should be taken against you, the Commission
may find probable cause to believe that a violation has occurred
and proceed with conciliation.

If you are interested in pursuing pre-probable cause
conciliation, you should so request in writing., See 11 C.F.R.
§ 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the Office of the
General Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission either
proposing an agreement in settlement of the matter or recommending
declining that pre-probable cause conciliation be pursued. The
Office of the General Counsel may recommend that pre-probable
cause conciliation not be 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.




J. F. O'Shaughnessy
Page 2

Requests for extensions of time will not be routinely
granted., Requests must be made in writing at least five days
prior to the due date of the response and specific good cause must
be demonstrated. In addition, the Office of the General Counsel
ordinarily will not give extensions beyond 20 days.

If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter,
please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed form
stating the name, address, and telephone number of such counsel,
and authorizing such counsel to receive any notifications and
other communications from the Commission.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. §§ 437g(a)(4)(B) and 437g(a)(12)(A), unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the investigation to be
made public.

For your information, we have enclosed a brief description of
the Commission’s procedures for handling possible violations of
the Act. If you have any questions, please contact Jeffrey Long,
the staff member assigned to this matter, at (202) 215-3690.

Sincerely, ,/7

hn Warren McGarry
hairman

Enclosures
Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures
Designation of Counsel Form
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contributor. 11 C.F.R. § 103.3(b)(3).

Commission regulations provide that any contribution made bY
more than one person, except for a contribution made by a
partnership, shall include the signature of each contributor of
the check, money order, or other negotiable instrument or in &
separate writing. A contribution made by more than one person
that does not indicate the amount to be attributed to each
contributor shall be attributed equally to each contributor. If
a contribution to a candidate on its face or when aggregated with
other contributions from the same contributor exceeds the
limitations on contributions, the treasurer may ask the
contributor whether the contribution was intended to be a joint
contribution by more than one person. A contribution shall be
considered to be reattributed to another contributor if the
treasurer of the recipient political committees asks the
contributor whether the contribution is intended to be a joint
contribution by more than one person and informs the contributor
that he or she may request the return of the excessive portion of
the contribution if it is not intended to be a joint contribution
and, within sixty (60) days from the date of the treasurer’s
receipt of the contribution, the contributors provide the
treasurer with a written reattribution of the contribution, which
1s signed by each contributor and which indicates the amount to
be attributed to each contributor if equal attribution is not
intended. 11 C.F.R. § 110.1(k).

The examination and audit of the Dole For President Committee

revealed that the Respondent had made contributions to the
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Committee that aggregated $2,500 and which were not redesignated

to another election, reattributed to a spouse or other person; ©OfF
refunded within 60 days of their receipt by the Committee. Thus,
these contributions exceeded the $1,000 limitation for
contributions to candidates for President of the United States.
Therefore, there is reason to believe J.F. O’Shaughnessy

has violated 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(1)(A).




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON D C 20464

November 21, 1991

U, E. Patrick
P.O, Box 747
Jackson, MI 49204

RE: MUR 3309

Dear Mr., Patrick:

On October 29, 1991, the Federal Election Commission found
that there is reason to believe you violated 2 U.S.C.
§ 44la(a)(1)(A), a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act
of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). The Factual and Legal Analysis,
which formed a basis for the Commission’s finding, is attached for
your information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate that no
action should be taken against you. You may submit any factual or
legal materials that you believe are relevant to the Commission’s
consideration of this matter. Please submit such materials to the
General Counsel’s Office within 15 days of your receipt of this
letter. Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under
oath,

In the absence of any additional information demonstrating
that no further action should be taken against you, the Commission
may find probable cause to believe that a violation has occurred
and proceed with conciliation.

If you are interested in pursuing pre-probable cause
conciliation, you should so request in writing. See 11 C.F.R.
§ 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the Office of the
General Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission either
proposing an agreement in settlement of the matter or recommending
declining that pre-probable cause conciliation be pursued. The
Office of the General Counsel may mmend that pre-probable
cause conciliation not be t this time so that it may

re

in
complete its investigation of the ma . Further, the Commission
will not entertain requests for pre-probable cause conciliation
after briefs on probable cau have been mailed to the respondent.




Requests for extensions of time will not be routinely
granted. Reguests must be made in writing at least five days
prior to the due date of the response and specific good cause must
be demonstrated. In addition, the Office of the General Counsel
ordinarily will not give extensions beyond 20 days.

If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter,
please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed form
stating the name, address, and telephone number of such counsel,
and authorizing such counsel to receive any notifications and
other communications from the Commission.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. §§ 437g(a)(4)(B) and 437g(a)(12)(A), unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the investigation to be

made public.

For your information, we have enclosed a brief description of
the Commission’s procedures for handling possible viclations of
the Act. If you have any gquestions, please contact Jeffrey Long,
the staff member assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Sincerely,

hn Warren McGarry
hairman

Enclosures
Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures
Designation of Counsel Form




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: U.E. Patrick MUR: 3309

This matter was generated based on information ascertained
by the Federal Election Commission ("the Commission") in the
normal course of carrying out its supervisory responsibilities.
2 U.S.C. § 437(a)(2). 1t is based on the audit of the Dole for
President Committee pursuant to 26 U.S.C. § 9038(a).

No person shall make contributions to any candidate with
respect to any election for Federal office which, in the
aggregate, exceed $1,000.00. 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(l)(A). These
limitations apply separately to each election, except that all
elections held in any calendar year for the office of President
of the United States (except a general election for such office)
shall be considered to be one election. 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(6).
No candidate or political committee shall knowingly accept any
contributions in violation of these limitations. 2 U.S.C.

§ 44la(f).

Commission regulations explain that contributions which
exceed the contribution limitations may be deposited into a
campaign depository. If any such contributions are so deposited,
the treasurer may request redesignation or reattribution of the
contribution by the contributor in accordance with Commission
regulations. If a redesignation or reattribution is not

obtained, the treasurer shall, within 60 days of the treasurer’s

receipt of the contribution, refund the contribution to the




L 2
contributor. 11 C.F.R. § 103.3(b)(3).

Commission regulations provide that any contribution made by
more than one person, except for a contribution made by a
partnership, shall include the signature of each contributor on
the check, money order, or other negotiable instrument or in a
separate writing. A contribution made by more than one person
that does not indicate the amount to be attributed to each
contributor shall be attributed equally to each contributor. 1If
a contribution to a candidate on its face or when aggregated with
other contributions from the same contributor exceeds the
limitations on contributions, the treasurer may ask the
contributor whether the contribution was intended to be a joint
contribution by more than one person. A contribution shall be
considered to be reattributed to another contributor if the
treasurer of the recipient political committees asks the
contributor whether the contribution is intended to be a joint
contribution by more than one person and informs the contributor
that he or she may request the return of the excessive portion of
the contribution if it is not intended to be a joint contribution
and, within sixty (60) days from the date of the treasurer’s
receipt of the contribution, the contributors provide the
treasurer with a written reattribution of the contribution, which
is signed by each contributor and which indicates the amount to
be attributed to each contributor if equal attribution is not
intended. 11 C.F.R. § 110.1(k).

The examination and audit of the Dole For President Committee

revealed that the Respondent had made contributions to the
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Committee that aggregated $2,500 and which were not redesignated

to another election, reattributed to a spouse or other person, or

refunded within 60 days of their receipt by the Committee. Thus,

these contributions exceeded the $1,000 limitation for

contributions to candidates for President of the United States.
Therefore, there is reason to believe U.E. Patrick has

violated 2 U.S.C. § 441a(a)(1l)(A).




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON DC 20461

November 21, 1991

Lonnie Ken Pilgrim
P.0. Box 393
pittsburgh, TX 75686

RE: MUR 3309

Dear Mr. Pilgrim:

On October 29, 1991, the Federal Election Commi
that there is reason to believe you vioclated 2 U.s.cfsion found
§ 44la(a)(1l)(A), a provision of the Federal Election Ca ;
ofilgT%. aldamegded ("the Act"). The Factual and chal-izzg;s?zt
which formed a basis for the Commission’s findin .
your information. 9, is attached for

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate that no
action should be taken against you. You may submit any factval or
legal materials that you believe are relevant to the Commission’s
consideration of this matter. Please submit such materials to the
General Counsel’s Office within 15 days of your receipt of this
letter. Where appropriate, statements should be submitt;d under

oath.

In the absence of any additional information d i
_ emonstratin
that no further action should be taken against you, the Commiszion
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
§ 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the 0ffice of éhé \
General Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission either
proposing an agreement in settlement of the matter or recommendin
declining that pre-probable cause conciliation be pursued The ’
Office of the General Counsel may recommend that ore-nrcb;bln
cause conciliation not be entered into at this time so that it may
complete its invgstigati:n of the matter. Further, the :smm;;sibﬁ
will not entertain requests for pre-probable cause conciliation
after briefs on probable cause have been mailed to the respondent




Lonnie Ken Pilgrim
Page 2

Requests for extensions of time will not be routinely
granted. Requests must be made in writing at least five days
prior to the due date of the response and specific good cause must
be demonstrated. 1In addition, the Office of the General Counsel
ordinarily will not give extensions beyond 20 days.

If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter,
please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed form
stating the name, address, and telephone number of such counsel,
and authorizing such counsel to receive any notifications and
other communications from the Commission.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. §§ 437g(a)(4)(B) and 437g(a)(12)(A), unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the investigation to be

made public.

For your information, we have enclosed a brief description of
the Commission’s procedures for handling possible violations of
the Act. If you have any questions, please contact Jeffrey LoONG,
the staff member assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Sincerely,,

/%

hn Warren McGarry
airman

Enclosures
Factual and Legal Analysis

Procedures
Designation of Counsel Form




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Lonnie Ken Pilgrim MUR: 3309

This matter was generated based on information ascertained
by the Federal Election Commission ("the Commission™) in the
normal course of carrying out its supervisory responsibilities.
2 U.S.C. § 437(a)(2). It is based on the audit of the Dole for
President Committee pursuant to 26 U.S.C. § 9038(a).

No person shall make contributions to any candidate with
respect to any election for Federal office which, in the
aggregate, exceed $1,000.00. 2 vU.S.C. § 441a(a)(1)(A). These
limitations apply separately to each election, except that all
elections held in any calendar year for the office of President
of the United States (except a general election for such office)
shall be considered to be one election. 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(6).
No candidate or political committee shall knowingly accept any
contributions in violation of these limitations. 2 U.S.C.

§ d4la(f).

Commission regulations explain that contributions which
exceed the contribution limitations may be deposited into a
campaign depository. If any such contributions are so deposited,
the treasurer may request redesignation or reattribution of the
contribution by the contributor in accordance with Commission
regulations. If a redesignation or reattribution is not
obtained, the treasurer shall, within 60 days of the treasurer’s

receipt of the contribution, refund the contribution to the
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contributor. 11 C.F.R. § 103.3(b)(3).

Commission regulations provide that any contribution made by
more than one person, except for a contribution made by a
partnership, shall include the signature of each contributor on
the check, money order, or other negotiable instrument or in a
separate writing. A contribution made by more than one person
that does not indicate the amount to be attributed to each

contributor shall be attributed equally to each contributor. 1If

a contribution to a candidate on its face or when aggregated with

other contributions from the same contributor exceeds the
limitations on contributions, the treasurer may ask the
contributor whether the contribution was intended to be a joint
contribution by more than one person. A contribution shall be
considered to be reattributed to another contributor if the
treasurer of the recipient political committees asks the
contributor whether the contribution is intended to be a joint
contribution by more than one person and informs the contributor
that he or she may request the return of the excessive portion of
the contribution if it is not intended to be a joint contribution
and, within sixty (60) days from the date of the treasurer’s
receipt of the contribution, the contributors provide the
treasurer with a written reattribution of the contribution, which
is signed by each contributor and which indicates the amount to
be attributed to each contributor if equal attribution is not
intended. 11 C.F.R. § 110.1(k).

The examination and audit of the Dole For President Committee

revealed that the Respondent had made contributions to the
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Committee that aggregated $3,000 and which were not redesignated

to another election, reattributed to a spouse or other person, ot
refunded within 60 days of their receipt by the Committee. Thus,
these contributions exceeded the $1,000 limitation for
contributions to candidates for President of the United States.

Therefore, there is reason to believe Lonnie Ken Pilgrim has

violated 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(l)(Aa).




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, DC 20463
Movember 21, 1991

Donald H. Piser

45 W 60th Street
$32-K

New York, NY 10023

RE: MUR 3309

Dear Mr. Piser:

Oon October 29, 1991, the Federal Election Commission found
that there is reason to believe you violated 2 U.S.C.
§ 44la(a)(1)(A), a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act
of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). The Factual and Legal Analysis,
which formed a basis for the Commission’s finding, is attached for

your information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate that no
action should be taken against you. You may submit any factual or
legal materials that you believe are relevant to the Commission’s
consideration of this matter. Please submit such materials to the
General Counsel’s Office within 15 days of your receipt of this
letter. Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under

oath.

In the absence of any additional information demonstrating
that no further action should be taken against you, the Commission
may find probable cause to believe that a violation has occurred

and proceed with conciliation.

1f you are interested in pursuing pre-probable cause
conciliation, you should so request in writing. See 11 C.F.R.
§ 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the Office of the
General Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission either
proposing an agreement in settlement of the matter or recommending
declining that pre-probable cause conciliation be pursued. The
Office of the General Counsel may recommend that pre-probable
cause conciliation not be entered into at this time so that it may
complete its investigation of the matter. Further, the Commission
will not entertain requests for pre-probable cause conciliation
after briefs on probable cause have been mailed to the respondent.




Donald H., Piser
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Requests for extensions of time will not be routinely
granted. Requests must be made in writing at least five days
prior to the due date of the response and specific good cause must
be demonstrated. In addition, the Office of the General Counsel
ordinarily will not give extensions beyond 20 days.

If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter,
please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed form
stating the name, address, and telephone number of such counsel,
and authorizing such counsel to receive any notifications and
other communications from the Commission.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. §§ 437g(a)(4)(B) and 437g(a)(12)(A), unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the investigation to be
made public.

For your information, we have enclosed a brief description of
the Commission’s procedures for handling possible violations of
the Act. If you have any gquestions, please contact Jeffrey Long,
the staff member assigned to this matter, at (202) 215-3690.

Sincerely,

hn Warren McGarry
airman

Enclosures
Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures
Designation of Counsel Form




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Donald H. Piser MUR: 3309

This matter was generated based on information ascertained
by the Federal Election Commission ("the Commission") in the
normal course of carrying out its supervisory responsibilities.
2 U.5.C. § 437(a)(2). 1t is based on the audit of the Dole for
President Committee pursuant to 26 U.S.C. § 9038(a).

No person shall make contributions to any candidate with
respect to any election for Federal office which, in the
aggregate, exceed $1,000.00. 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(l)(A). These
limitations apply separately to each election, except that all
elections held in any calendar year for the office of President
of the United States (except a general election for such office)
shall be considered to be one election. 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(6).
No candidate or political committee shall knowingly accept any
contributions in violation of these limitations. 2 U.s.C.

§ 44la(f).

Commission regulations explain that contributions which
exceed the contribution limitations may be deposited into a
campaign depository. If any such contributions are so deposited,
the treasurer may request redesignation or reattribution of the
contribution by the contributor in accordance with Commission
regulations. If a redesignation or reattribution is not
obtained, the treasurer shall, within 60 days of the treasurer’s

receipt of the contribution, refund the contribution to the
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contributor. 11 C.F.R. § 103.3(b)(3).

Commission regulations provide that any contribution made by
more than one person, except for a contribution made by a
partnership, shall include the signature of each contributor on
the check, money order, or other negotiable instrument or in a
separate writing. A contribution made by more than one person
that does not indicate the amount to be attributed to each
contributor shall be attributed equally to each contributor. If
a contribution to a candidate on its face or when aggregated with
other contributions from the same contributor exceeds the
limitations on contributions, the treasurer may ask the
contributor whether the contribution was intended to be a joint
contribution by more than one person. A contribution shall be
considered to be reattributed to another contributor if the
treasurer of the recipient political committees asks the
contributor whether the contribution is intended to be a joint
contribution by more than one person and informs the contributor
that he or she may request the return of the excessive portion of
the contribution if it is not intended to be a jeint contribution
and, within sixty (60) days from the date of the treasurer’s
receipt of the contribution, the contributors provide the
treasurer with a written reattribution of the contribution, which
is signed by each contributor and which indicates the amount to
be attributed to each contributor if equal attribution is not
intended. 11 C.F.R. § 110.1(k).

The examination and audit of the Dole For President Committee

revealed that the Respondent had made contributions to the
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Committee that aggregated $3,000 and which were not redesignated

to another election, reattributed to a spouse or other person, oOr
refunded within 60 days of their receipt by the Committee. Thus,
these contributions exceeded the $1,000 limitation for
contributions to candidates for President of the United States.

Therefore, there is reason to believe Donald H. Piser has

violated 2 U.S.C. § 441la(a)(1l)(A).




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTONS DC JU4BY

November 21, 1991

Delford M. Smith
3900 North Hembree
McMinnville, OR 97218

RE: MUR 3309

Dear Mr. Smith:

On October 29, 1991, the Federal Election Commission found
that there is reason to believe you viclated 2 U.S.C.
§ 44la(a)(1)(A), a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act
of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). The Factual and Legal Analysis,
which formed a basis for the Commission’s finding, is attached for
your information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate that no
action should be taken against you. You may submit any factual or
legal materials that you believe are relevant to the Commission’s
consideration of this matter. Please submit such materials to the
General Counsel’s Office within 15 days of your receipt of this
letter. Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under

ocath.

In the absence of any additional information demonstrating
that no further action should be taken against you, the Commission
may find probable cause to believe that a violation has occurred
and proceed with conciliation.

If you are interested in pursuing pre-probable cause
conciliaticn, you should so request in writing. See 11 C.F.R.
§ 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the Office of the
General Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission either
proposing an agreement in settlement of the matter or recommending
declining that pre-probable cause conciliation be pursued. The
Office of the General Counsel may recommend that pre-probable
cause conciliation not be entered into at this time so that it may
complete its investigation nNe matter. Further, the Commission
will not entertain reguests pre-probable cause conciliation
after briefs on probable cause have been mailed to the respondent.

£
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Delford M. Smith
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Requests for extensions of time will not be toutinely
granted. Regquests must be made in writing at least five days
prior to the due date of the response and specific good cause must
be demonstrated. In addition, the Office of the General Counsel
ordinarily will not give extensions beyond 20 days,

If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter
please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed form )
stating the name, address, and telephone number of such counsel,
and authorizing such counsel to receive any notifications and
other communications from the Commission.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.5.C. §§ 437q(a)(4)(B) and 437g(a)(12)(A), unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the investigation to be
made public.

For your information, we have enclosed a brief description of
the Commission’s procedures for handling possible violations of
the Act. If you have any questions, please contact Jeffrey Long
the staff member assigned to this matter, (202) 219-3690.

Enclosures
Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures
Designation of Counsel Form




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Delford M. Smith MUR: 3309

This matter was generated based on information ascertained
by the Federal Election Commission ("the Commission") in the
normal course of carrying out its supervisory responsibilities.
2 U.S.C. § 437(a)(2). 1t is based on the audit of the Dole for
President Committee pursuant to 26 U.S.C. § 9038(a).

No person shall make contributions to any candidate with
respect to any election for Federal office which, in the
aggregate, exceed $1,000.00. 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(l)(A). These
limitations apply separately to each election, except that all
elections held in any calendar year for the office of President
of the United States (except a general election for such office)
shall be considered to be one election. 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(6).
No candidate or political committee shall knowingly accept any
contributions in violation of these limitations. 2 U.S.C.

§ 44la(f).

Commission regulations explain that contributions which
exceed the contribution limitations may be deposited into a
campaign depository. If any such contributions are so deposited,
the treasurer may request redesignation or reattribution of the
contribution by the contributor in accordance with Commission
regulations. If a redesignation or reattribution is not
obtained, the treasurer shall, within 60 days of the treasurer's

receipt of the contribution, refund the contribution to the
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contributor. 11 C.F.R. § 103.3(b)(3).

Commission regulations provide that any contribution made by
more than one person, except for a contribution made by a
partnership, shall include the signature of each contributor on
the check, money order, or other negotiable instrument or in &
Separate writing. A contribution made by more than one person
that does not indicate the amount to be attributed to each
contributor shall be attributed equally to each contributor. If
a contribution to a candidate on its face or when aggregated with
other contributions from the same contributor exceeds the
limitations on contributions, the treasurer may ask the
contributor whether the contribution was intended to be a joint
contribution by more than one person. A contribution shall be
considered to be reattributed to another contributor if the
treasurer of the recipient political committees asks the
contributor whether the contribution is intended to be a joint

contribution by more than one person and informs the contributor

that he or she may request the return of the excessive portion of

the contribution if it is not intended to be a joint contribution
and, within sixty (60) days from the date of the treasurer’s
receipt of the contribution, the contributors provide the
treasurer with a written reattribution of the contribution, which
is signed by each contributor and which indicates the amount to
be attributed to each contributor if equal attribution is not
intended. 11 C.F.R. § 110.1(k).

The examination and audit of the Dole For President Committee

revealed that the Respondent had made contributions to the
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Committee that aggregated $2,100 and which were not redesignated

to another election, reattributed to a spouse or other person, OF
refunded within 60 days of their receipt by the Committee. Thus,
these contributions exceeded the $1,000 limitation for
contributions to candidates for President of the United States.
Therefore, there is reason to believe Delford M. Smith has

violated 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(1l)(A).




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHISGTOS DC J204b3

November 21, 1991

Leroy C. Tombs, Jr.
633 § 13th Street
Bonner Springs, KS 66012

RE: MUR 3309

Dear Mr. Tombs:

On October 29, 1991, the Federal Election Commission found
that there is reason to believe you violated 2 U.S.C.
§ 44la(a)(1l)(A), a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act
of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). The Factual and Legal Analysis,
which formed a basis for the Commission’'s finding, is attached for

your information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate that no
action should be taken against you. You may submit any factual or
legal materials that you believe are relevant to the Commission’s
consideration of this matter. Please submit such materials to the
General Counsel’s Office within 15 days of your receipt of this
letter. Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under

cath.

In the absence of any additional information demonstrating
that no further action should be taken against you, the Commission
may find probable cause to believe that a violation has occurred

and proceed with conciliation.

If you are interested in pursuing pre-probable cause

conciliation, you should so request in writing. See 11 C.F.R.

§ 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the Office of the
General Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission either
proposing an agreement in settlement of the matter or recommending
declining that pre-probable cause conciliation be pursued. The
Office of the General Counsel may recommend that pre-probable
be entered into at this time so that it may

the matter. Further, the Commission
or pre-probable cause conciliation
e have been mailed to the respondent.

cause conciliation not
complete its investigaticn of
will not entertain requests £
after briefs on probable caus




Leroy C. Tombs, Jr.
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Requests for extensions of time will not be routinely
granted. Requests must be made in writing at least five days
prior to the due date of the response and specific good cause must
be demonstrated. In addition, the Office of the General Counsel
ordinarily will not give extensions beyond 20 days.

If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter.,
please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed form
stating the name, address, and telephone number of such counsel.,
and authorizing such counsel to receive any notifications and
other communications from the Commission.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. §§ 437g(a)(4)(B) and 437g(a)(12)(A), unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the investigation to be

made public.

For your information, we have enclosed a brief description of
the Commission’s procedures for handling possible violations of
the Act. If you have any questions, please contact Jeffrey L
the staff member assigned to this matter, (202) 219-3690.

Wa€ren McGarry
irman

Enclosures
Factual and Legal Analysis

Procedures
Designation of Counsel Form




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Leroy C. Tombs, Jr. MUR: 3309

This matter was generated based on information ascertained
by the Federal Election Commission ("the Commission") in the
normal course of carrying out its supervisory responsibilities.
2 U.8.C. § 437(a)(2). 1t is based on the audit of the Dole for
President Committee pursuant to 26 U.S.C. § 9038(a).

No person shall make contributions to any candidate with
réspect to any election for Federal office which, in the
aggregate, exceed $1,000.00. 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(1)(A). These
limitations apply separately to each election, except that all
elections held in any calendar year for the office of President
of the United States (except a general election for such office)
shall be considered to be one election. 2 U.S.C. § 441a(a)(6).
No candidate or political committee shall knowingly accept any
contributions in violation of these limitations. 2 U.S.cC.

§ d4la(f).

Commission regqulations explain that contributions which
exceed the contribution limitations may be deposited into a
Campaign depository. 1If any such contributions are so deposited,
the treasurer may request redesignation or reattribution of the
contribution by the contributor in accordance with Commission
regulations. If a redesignation or reattribution is not
obtained, the treasurer shall, within 60 days of the treasurer’s

receipt of the contribution, refund the contribution to the
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contributor. 11 C.F.R. § 103.3(b)(3).

Commission regulations provide that any contribution made by
more than one person, except for a contribution made by a
partnership, shall include the signature of each contributor on
the check, money order, or other negotiable instrument or in a
separate writing. A contribution made by more than one person
that does not indicate the amount to be attributed to each
contributor shall be attributed equally to each contributor. If
2 contribution to a candidate on its face or when aggregated with
other contributions from the same contributor exceeds the
limitations on contributions, the treasurer may ask the
contributor whether the contribution was intended to be a joint
contribution by more than one person. A contribution shall be
considered to be reattributed to another contributor if the
treasurer of the recipient political committees asks the
contributor whether the contribution is intended to be a joint
contribution by more than one person and informs the contributor
that he or she may request the return of the excessive portion of
the contribution if it is not intended to be a joint contribution
and, within sixty (60) days from the date of the treasurer’s
receipt of the contribution, the contributors provide the
treasurer with a written reattribution of the contribution, which
is signed by each contributor and which indicates the amount to
be attributed to each contributor 1f equal attribution is not
intended. 11 C.F.R. § 110.1(k).

The examination and audit of the Dole For President Committee

revealed that the Respondent had made contributions to the
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Committee that aggregated $2,350 and which were not redesignated

to another election, reattributed to a spouse or other person, ot
refunded within 60 days of their receipt by the Committee. Thus,
these contributions exceeded the $1,000 limitation for
contributions to candidates for President of the United States.
Therefore, there is reason to believe Leroy C. Tombs, Jr. has

viclated 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(1l)(A).




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTOS DC 20463

November 21, 1991

Edmund S. Wartels
180 Riverside Drive
New York, NY 10024

RE: MUR 3309

Dear Mr. Wartels:

On October 29, 1991, the Federal Election Commission found
that there is reason to believe you violated 2 U.S.C.
§ 44la(a)(1)(A), a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act
of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). The Factual and Legal Analysis,
which formed a basis for the Commission’s finding, is attached for
your information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate that no
action should be taken against you. You may submit any factual or

legal materials that you believe are relevant to the Commission’'s
consideration of this matter. Please submit such materials to the
General Counsel’s Office within 15 days of your receipt of this
letter. Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under

cath.

In the absence of any additional information demonstrating
that no further action should be taken against you, the Commission
may find probable cause to believe that a violation has occurred
and proceed with conciliation.

If you are interested in pursuing pre-probable cause
conciliation, you should so request in writing. See 11 C.F.R.
§ 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the Office of the
General Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission either
proposing an agreement in settlement of the matter or recommending
declining that pre-probable cause conciliation be pursued. The
Office of the General Counsel may recommend that pre-probable
cause conciliation not be er at this time so that it may
complete its investigation } m er. Further, the Commission
will not entertain requests ocbable cause conciliation
after briefs on probable cau en mailed to the respondent.
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Edmund S. Wartels
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Requests for extensions of time will not be routinely
granted. Requests must be made in writing at least five days
prior to the due date of the response and specific good cause must
be demonstrated. In addition, the Office of the General Counsel
ordinarily will not give extensions beyond 20 days.

If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter,
please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed form
stating the name, address, and telephone number of such counsel,
and authorizing such counsel to receive any notifications and
other communications from the Commission.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.5.C. §§ 437g(a)(4)(B) and 437g(a)(12)(A), unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the investigation to be
made public.

For your information, we have enclosed a brief description of
the Commission’s procedures for handling possible violations of
the Act. If you have any questions, please contact Jeffrey Long,
the staff member assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

en McGarry

Enclosures
Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures
Designation of Counsel Form




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Edmund S. Wartels MUR: 3309

This matter was generated based on information ascertained
by the Federal Election Commission ("the Commission") in the
normal course of carrying out its supervisory responsibilities.
2 U.S.C. § 437(a)(2). 1t is based on the audit of the Dole for
President Committee pursuant to 26 U.S.C. § S038(a).

No person shall make contributions to any candidate with
respect to any election for Federal office which, in the
aggregate, exceed $1,000.00. 2 U.S.C. § d44la(a)(1)(A). These
limitations apply separately to each election, except that all
elections held in any calendar year for the office of President
of the United States (except a general election for such office)
shall be considered to be one election. 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(6).
No candidate or political committee shall knowingly accept any
contributions in violation of these limitations. 2 U.s.C.

§ 44la(f).

Commission regulations explain that contributions which
exceed the contribution limitations may be deposited into a
campaign depository. If any such contributions are so deposited,
the treasurer may request redesignation or reattribution of the
contribution by the contributor in accordance with Commission
regulations. If a redesignation or reattribution is not
obtained, the treasurer shall, within 60 days of the treasurer’s

receipt of the contribution, refund the contribution to the




PO
contributor. 11 C.F.R. § 103.3(b)(3).

Commission regulations provide that any contribution made by
more than one person, except for a contribution made by a
partnership, shall include the signature of each contributor on
the check, money order, or other negotiable instrument or in a
separate writing. A contribution made by more than one person
that does not indicate the amount to be attributed to each
contributor shall be attributed equally to each contributor. If
a contribution to a candidate on its face or when aggregated with
other contributions from the same contributor exceeds the
limitations on contributions, the treasurer may ask the
contributor whether the contribution was intended to be a joint
contribution by more than one person. A contribution shall be
considered to be reattributed to another contributor if the
treasurer of the recipient political committees asks the
contributor whether the contribution is intended to be a joint
contribution by more than one person and informs the contributor
that he or she may request the return of the excessive portion of
the contribution if it is not intended to be a joint contribution
and, within sixty (60) days from the date of the treasurer’'s
receipt of the contribution, the contributors provide the
treasurer with a written reattribution of the contribution, which
is signed by each contributor and which indicates the amount to
be attributed to each contributor if equal attribution is not
intended. 11 C.F.R. § 110.1(k).

The examination and audit of the Dole For President Committee

revealed that the Respondent had made contributions to the
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Committee that aggregated $3,833.33 and which were not

redesignated to another election, reattributed to a spouse or

other person, or refunded within 60 days of their receipt by the

Committee. Thus, these contributions exceeded the $1,000

limitation for contributions to candidates for President of the

United States.

Therefore, there is reason to believe Edmund S. Wartels has

violated 2 U.S5.C. § 44la(a)(1l)(A).




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON. DC 204614

November 21, 1991

Dave H. wWilliams
510 Park Avenue
New York, NY 10022

RE: MUR 3309

Dear Mr. Willjiams:

On October 29, 1991, the Federal Election Commission found
that there is reason to believe you viclated 2 U.S.C.
§ 44la(a)(1l)(A), a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act
of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). The Factual and Legal Analysis,
which formed a basis for the Commission’s finding, is attached for
your information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate that no
action should be taken against you. You may submit any factual or

legal materials that you believe are relevant to the Commission’s
consideration of this matter. Please submit such materials to the
General Counsel’s Office within 15 days of your receipt of this
letter. Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under

oath.

In the absence of any additional information demonstrating
that no further action should be taken against you, the Commission
may find probable cause to believe that a violation has occurred
and proceed with conciliation.

If you are interested in pursuing pre-probable cause
conciliation, you should so request in writing. See 11 C.F.R.
§ 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the Office of the
General Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission either
proposing an agreement in settlement of the matter or recommending
declining that pre-probable cause conciliation be pursued. The
Office of the General Counsel may recommend that pre-probable
cause conciliation not be entered into at this time so that it may
complete its investigation of the matter. Further, the Commission
will not entertain reguests for pre-probable cause conciliation
after briefs on probable cause have been mailed to the respondent.




Dave H, Williams
Page 2

Requests for extensions of time will not be routinely
granted. Requests must be made in writing at least five days
prior to the due date of the response and specific good cause must
be demonstrated. 1In addition, the Office of the General Counsel
ordinarily will not give extensions beyond 20 days.

If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter,
please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed form
stating the name, address, and telephone number of such counsel,
and authorizing such counsel to receive any notifications and
other communications from the Commission.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. §§ 437g(a)(4)(B) and 437g(a)(12)(A), unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the investigation to be

made public.

For your information, we have enclosed a brief description of
the Commission’s procedures for handling possible vioclations of
the Act. 1If you have any questions, please contact Jeffrey Lon
the staff member assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Warren McGarry

Enclosures
Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures
Designation of Counsel Form




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Dave H. Williams MUR: 3309

This matter was generated based on information ascertained
by the Federal Election Commission ("the Commission") in the
normal course of carrying out its supervisory responsibilities.
2 U.S.C. § 437(a)(2). 1t is based on the audit of the Dole for
President Committee pursuant to 26 U.S.C. § 9038(a).

No person shall make contributions to any candidate with
respect to any election for Federal office which, in the
aggregate, exceed $1,000.00. 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(1)(A). These
limitations apply separately to each election, except that all
elections held in any calendar year for the office of President
of the United States (except a general election for such office)
shall be considered to be one election. 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(6).
No candidate or political committee shall knowingly accept any
contributions in violation of these limitations. 2 U.S.C.

§ 44la(f).

Commission regulations explain that contributions which
exceed the contribution limitations may be deposited into a
campaign depository. If any such contributions are so deposited,
the treasurer may request redesignation or reattribution of the
contribution by the contributor in accordance with Commission
regulations. If a redesignation or reattribution is not
obtained, the treasurer shall, within 60 days of the treasurer’s

receipt of the contribution, refund the contribution teo the
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contributor. 11 C.F.R. § 103.3(b)(3).
Commission regulations provide that any contribution made by

more than one person, except for a contribution made by a

partnership, shall include the signature of each contributor on

the check, money order, or other negotiable instrument or in a
separate writing. A contribution made by more than one person
that does not indicate the amount to be attributed to each
contributor shall be attributed equally to each contributor. If
a contribution to a candidate on its face or when aggregated with
other contributions from the same contributor exceeds the
limitations on contributions, the treasurer may ask the
contributor whether the contribution was intended to be a joint
contribution by more than one person. A contribution shall be
considered to be reattributed to another contributor if the
treasurer of the recipient political committees asks the
contributor whether the contribution is intended to be a joint
contribution by more than one person and informs the contributor
that he or she may request the return of the excessive portion of
the contribution if it is not intended to be a jeint contribution
and, within sixty (60) days from the date of the treasurer's
receipt of the contribution, the contributors provide the
treasurer with a written reattribution of the contribution, which
is signed by each contributor and which indicates the amount to
be attributed to each contributor if equal attribution is not
intended. 11 C.F.R. § 110.1(k).

The examination and audit of the Dole For President Committee

revealed that the Respondent had made contributions to the
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Committee that aggregated $3,000 and which were not redesignated

to another election, reattributed to a spouse or other person, or
refunded within 60 days of their receipt by the Committee. Thus,
these contributions exceeded the $1,000 limitation for
contributions to candidates for President of the United States.
Therefore, there is reason to believe Dave H. Williams has

violated 2 U.S.C. § 441a(a)(1)(Aa).




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINCTON DC 20461

November 21, 1991

Carla L. Saunders, Treasurer

U.S. Federation of Small Businesses
PAC

208 G Street, N.E., 2nd Floor

Wshington, D.C. 20002

RE: MUR 3309
U.S. Federation of Small Businesses
PAC and
Carla L. Saunders, Treasurer

Dear Ms. Saunders:

On October 29, 1991, the Federal Election Commission found
that there is reason to believe the U.S. Federation of Small
Businesses, PAC ("Committee") and you, as treasurer, violated
2 U.5.C. § 44l1a(a)(1)(A), a provision of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). The Factual and
Legal Analysis, which formed a basis for the Commission’s finding,
is attached for your information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate that no
action should be taken against the Committee and you, as
treasurer. You may submit any factual or legal materials that you
believe are relevant to the Commission’s consideration of this
matter. Please submit such materials to the General Counsel’s
Office within 15 days of your receipt of this letter. Where
appropriate, statements should be submitted under ocath.

In the absence of any additional information demonstrating
that no further action should be taken against the Committee and
you, as treasurer, the Commission may find probable cause to
believe that a violation has occurred and proceed with

conciliation.

If you are interested in pursuing pre-probable cause
conciliation, you should so request in writing. See 11 C.F.R.
§ 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the Office of the
General Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission either
proposing an agreement in settlement of the matter or recommending
declining that pre-probable cause conciliation be pursued. The
Office of the General Counsel may recommend that pre-probable
cause conciliation not be entered into at this time so that it may




Carla L. Saunders, Treasurer
Page 2

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.

If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter,
please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed form
stating the name, address, and telephone number of such counsel,
and authorizing such counsel to receive any notifications and
other communications from the Commission.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. §§ 437g(a)(4)(B) and 437g(a)(12)(A), unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the investigation to be

made public.

For your information, we have enclosed a brief description of
the Commission’s procedures for handling possible violations of
the Act. If you have any questions, please contact Jeffrey Long,
the staff member assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3

Si CPAY 9 /4

JOpn wWakfen McGarry
Chpirman

Enclosures
Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures
Designation of Counsel Form
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS
RESPONDENTS: U.S. Federation of Small Businesses PAC
and Carla L. Saunders, as treasurer MUR: 3309

This matter was generated based on information ascertained
by the Federal Election Commission ("the Commission") in the
normal course of carrying out its supervisory responsibilities.
2 U.S.C. § 437(a)(2). It is based on the audit of the Dole for
President Committee pursuant to 26 U.S.C. § 9038(a).

No person shall make contributions to any candidate with
respect to any election for Federal office which, in the
aggregate, exceed $1,000.00. 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(1)(A). No
multicandidate political committee shall make contributions to
any candidate and his authorized political committees with
respect to any election for Federal office which, in the

aggregate, exceed 55,000.00.1

These limitations apply separately
to each election, except that all elections held in any calendar
year for the office of President of the United States (except a
general election for such office) shall be considered to be one

election. 2 U.S.C. § 441a(a)(6).

l. A multicandidate political committee means any committee that
has been registered with the Commission for at least six months
and has received contributions from more than 50 persons and,
except for a state political party organization, has made
contributions to five or more candidates. 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(4).
A committee that has not met these requirements is subject to the
$1,000 per election limit. Furthermore, an authorized political
committee of a candidate may not contribute more than $1,000 to
any other candidate for federal office regardless of whether it
would otherwise meet the requirements of Section 44la(a)(4).

2 U.S.C. § 432(e)(3).
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Commission requlations explain that contributions which
exceed the contribution limitations may be deposited into a
Campaign depository. If any such contributions are so deposited,
the treasurer may request redesignation or reattribution of the
contribution by the contributor in accordance with Commission
regulations. If a redesignation or reattribution is not
obtained, the treasurer shall, within 60 days of the treasurer’s
receipt of the contribution, refund the contribution to the
contributor. 11 C.F.R. § 103.3(b)(3).

The examination and audit of the Dole For President Committee
revealed that the Respondents made the following contributions to

the Committee:

Date Amount

12/23/87 $1,000
3/11/88 $4,000

The respondents had not qualified as a multicandidate political
committee at the time it made its contributions to the Committee.
Moreover, these contributions exceed the $1,000 limitation on
contributions to candidates for President of the United States.

Therefore, there is reason to believe U.S. Federation of
Small Businesses PAC and Carla L. Saunders, as treasurer,

violated 2 U.s.C. § 44la(a)(1)(A).




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON DC 20463

November 21, 1991

Gary K. Bracken, Treasurer
Tele-Communications, Inc., PAC
4643 S. Ulster Street, Suite 600
Denver, CO 80237

MUR 3309
Tele-Communications, Inc., PAC
and Gary K. Bracken, as treasurer

Dear Mr. Bracken:

On Ocotber 29, 1991, the Federal Election Commission found
that there is reason to believe Tele-Communications, Inc., PAC
("Committee”) and you, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C.

§ 44la(a)(1)(A), a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act
of 1971, as amended ("the Act"™). The Factual and Legal Analysis,
which formed a basis for the Commission’s finding, is attached for

your information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate that no
action should be taken against the Committee and you, as
treasurer. You may submit any factual or legal materials that you
believe are relevant to the Commission’s consideration of this
matter. Please submit such materials to the General Counsel’s
Office within 15 days of your receipt of this letter. Where
appropriate, statements should be submitted under oath.

In the absence of any additional information demonstrating
that no further action should be taken against the Committee and
you, as treasurer, the Commission may find probable cause to
believe that a violation has occurred and proceed with

conciliation.

I1f you are interested in pursuing pre-probable cause
conciliation, you should so request in writing. See 11 C.F.R.
§ 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the Office of the
General Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission either
proposing an agreement in settlement of the matter or recommending
declining that pre-probable cause conciliation be pursued. The
Office of the General Counsel may recommend that pre-probable
cause conciliation not be entered into at this time so that it may




Gary K. Bracken ,Treasurer
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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.

If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter.
please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed form
stating the name, address, and telephone number of such counsel,
and authorizing such counsel to receive any notifications and
other communications from the Commission.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. §§ 437g(a)(4)(B) and 437g(a)(12)(A), unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the investigation to be

made public.

For your information, we have enclosed a brief description of
the Commission’s procedures for handling possible violations of
the Act. If you have any questions, please contact Jeffrey Long,
the staff member assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-36

Sincdr

Jann Warren McGarry
Chairman

Enclosures
Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures
Designation of Counsel Form




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS
RESPONDENTS: Tele-Communications, Inc. PAC
and Gary K. Bracken, as treasurer MUR: 3309

This matter was generated based on information ascertained
by the Federal Election Commission ("the Commission") in the
normal course of carrying out its supervisory responsibilities.

2 U.S.C. § 437(a)(2). 1It is based on the audit of the Dole for
President Committee pursuant to 26 U.S.C. § 9038(a).

No person shall make contributions to any candidate with
respect to any election for Federal office which, in the
aggregate, exceed $1,000.00. 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(1)(A). No
multicandidate political committee shall make contributions to
any candidate and his authorized political committees with
respect to any election for Federal office which, in the
aggregate, exceed $5,000.00.1 These limitations apply separately
to each election, except that all elections held in any calendar
year for the office of President of the United States (except a
general election for such office) shall be considered to be one

election. 2 U.S.C. § 441la(a)(86).

1. A multicandidate political committee means any committee that
has been registered with the Commission for at least six months
and has received contributions from more than 50 persons and,
except for a state political party organization, has made
contributions to five or more candidates. 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(4).
A committee that has not met these regquirements is subject to the
$1,000 per election limit. Furthermore, an authorized political
committee of a candidate may not contribute more than $1,000 to
any other candidate for federal office regardless of whether it
would otherwise meet the requirements of Section d4la(a)i(d).

2 U.S.C. § 432(e)(3).
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Commission regulations explain that contributions which

exceed the contribution limitations may be deposited into a

campaign depository. If any such contributions are so deposited,

the treasurer may request redesignation or reattribution of the
contribution by the contributor in accordance with Commission
regulations. If a redesignation or reattribution is not
obtained, the treasurer shall, within 60 days of the treasurer’s
receipt of the contribution, refund the contribution to the
contributor. 11 C.F.R. § 103.3(b)(3).

The examination and audit of the Dole For President Committee
revealed that the Respondents made the following contributions to
the Committee:

Date Amount

11/24/87 $2,000
3/29/88 $1,000

The respondents had not qualified as a multicandidate political
committee at the time it made its contributions to the Committee.
Moreover, these contributions exceed the $1,000 limitation on
contributions to candidates for President of the United States.
Therefore, there is reason to believe Tele-Communications,
Inc. PAC and Gary K. Bracken, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C.

§ d44la(a)(1l)(A).




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON. D C 20463

November 21, 1991

Harry D. Slaughter, Treasurer
Ernst & Young Los Angeles
Political Action Committee
(EYLA-PAC)

515 South Flower Street

Los Angeles, CA 90071

MUR 3309

Ernst & Young Los Angeles
Political Action Committee
(EYLA-PAC) and

Harry D. Slaughter, as treasurer

Dear Mr. Slaughter:

On October 29, 1991, the Federal Election Commission found
that there is reason to believe the Ernst & Young Los Angeles
Political Action Committee (EYLA-PAC) ("Committee") and you, as
treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(2)(A), a provision of the
Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act").
The Factual and Legal Analysis, which formed a basis for the
Commission’s finding, is attached for your information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate that no
action should be taken against the Committee and you, as
treasurer. You may submit any factual or legal materials that you
believe are relevant to the Commission’s consideration of this
matter. Please submit such materials to the General Counsel’s
Office within 15 days of your receipt of this letter. Where
appropriate, statements should be submitted under oath.

In the absence of any additional information demonstrating
that no further action should be taken against the Committee and
you, as treasurer, the Commission may find probable cause to
believe that a violation has occurred and proceed with

conciliation.

If you are interested
conciliation, you should so regq in writing. See 11 C.F.R.
he

§ 111.18(d). Upon receip . equest, the Office of ¢t

General Counsel will me iations to the Commission either
proposing an agreement 1in lement of the matter or recommending
declining that pre-probable « nciliation 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




Harry D. Slaughter, Treasurer
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complete its investigation of the matter. Further, the Commisséion
will not entertain requests for pre-probable cause conciliation
after briefs on probable cause have been mailed to the respondent.

Requests for extensions of time will not be routinely
granted. Requests must be made in writing at least five days
prior to the due date of the response and specific good cause Must
be demonstrated. In addition, the Office of the General Counsel
ordinarily will not give extensions beyond 20 days.

If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter,
please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed form
stating the name, address, and telephone number of such counsel,
and authorizing such counsel to receive any notifications and
other communications from the Commission.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S5.C. §§ 437g(a)(4)(B) and 437g(a)(12)(A), unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the investigation to be

made public.

For your information, we have enclosed a brief description of
the Commission’s procedures for handling possible violations of
the Act. 1If you have any questions, please contact Jeffrey Long,
the staff member assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Sincerely,

; / ;
Join Warren McGarry

Chairman

Enclosures
Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures
Designation of Counsel Form




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS
RESPONDENTS: Ernst & Young Los Angeles Political Action
Committee and Harry D. Slaughter, as
treasurer MUR: 3309

This matter was generated based on information ascertained
by the Federal Election Commission ("the Commission®) in the
normal course of carrying out its supervisory responsibilities.
2 U.S.C. § 437(a)(2). 1t is based on the audit of the Dole for
President Committee pursuant to 26 U.S.C. § 9038(a).

No multicandidate political committee shall make
contributions to any candidate and his authorized political
committees with respect to any election for Federal office which,
in the aggregate, exceed $5,000.00.1 2 u.S.c. § 44la(a)(2)(A).
These limitations apply separately to each election, except that
all elections held in any calendar year for the office of
President of the United States (except a general election for
such office) shall be considered to be one election. 2 U.S.C.

§ d4d4la(a)(6).

Commission regulations explain that contributions which
exceed the contribution limitations may be deposited into a
campaign depository. If any such contributions are so deposited,
the treasurer may request redesignation or reattribution of the

contribution by the contributor in accordance with Commission

l. A multicandidate political committee means any committee that
has been registered with the Commission for at least six months
and has received contributions from more than 50 persons and,
except for a state political party organization, has made
contributions to five or more candidates. 2 U.S5.C. § 44la(a)(4).
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regqulations. If a redesignation or reattribution is not

obtained, the treasurer shall, within 60 days of the treasurer’s

receipt of the contribution, refund the contribution to the

contributor. 11 C.F.R. § 103.3(b)(3).

The examination and audit of the Dole for President Committee
revealed that the Respondents made the following contributions to
the Committee:

Date Amount
6,/03/87 51,000
8/07/87 $1,000
12/23/87 $1,000
12/23/87 $4,000
12/31/87 $ 500
These contributions exceed the $5,000 limitation for
contributions to candidates for President of the United States.
Therefore, there is reason to believe Ernst & Young Los

Angeles Political Action Committee and Harry D. Slaughter, as

treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. § 441la(a)(2)(A).




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON. DC 20463

November 21, 1991

George S. Hessler, Treasurer
Flour Corporation Public Affairs Committee
(Flour PAC)

3333 Michelson Drive

Irvine, CA 92730

MUR 3309

Flour Corporation Public Affairs
Committee (Flour PAC) and

George S. Hessler, as treasurer

Dear Mr. Hessler

On October 29, 1991, the Federal Election Commission found
that there is reason to believe the Flour Corporation Public
Affairs Committee (Flour PAC) ("Committee"”) and you, as treasurer,
violated 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(2)(A), a provision of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). The
Factual and Legal Analysis, which formed a basis for the
Commission’s finding, is attached for your information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate that no
action should be taken against the Committee and you, as
treasurer. You may submit any factual or legal materials that you
believe are relevant to the Commission’s consideration of this
matter. Please submit such materials to the General Counsel’s
Office within 15 days of your receipt of this letter. Where
appropriate, statements should be submitted under ocath.

In the absence of any additional information demonstrating
that no further action should be taken against the Committee and
you, as treasurer, the Commission may find probable cause to
believe that a violation has occurred and proceed with

conciliation.

If you are interested
conciliation, you should s
§ 111.18(d). Upon receipt ]
General Counsel will make r mmer to the Commission either
proposing an agreement in s of the matter or recommending
declining that pre-probable ciliation be pursued. The
Office of the General Ccunsel recommend that pre-probable

1

cause conciliation not be entered in at this time so that it may




George S. Hessler, Treasurer
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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.

If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter,
please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed form
stating the name, address, and telephone number of such counsel,
and authorizing such counsel to receive any notifications and
other communications from the Commission.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. §§ 437g(a)(4)(B) and 437g(a)(12)(A), unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the investigation to be

made public.

For your information, we have enclosed a brief description of
the Commission’s procedures for handling possible violations of
the Act. 1If you have any questions, please contact Jeffrey Long,
the staff member assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Sincerely,
Jghn Warren McGarry
airman

Enclosures
Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures
Designation of Counsel Form




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS
RESPONDENTS: Fluor Corporation Public Affairs Committee
and George H. Hessler, as treasurer MUR: 3309

This matter was generated based on information ascertained
by the Federal Election Commission ("the Commission"™) in the
normal course of carrying out its supervisory responsibilities.

2 U.5.C. § 437(a)(2). 1It is based on the audit of the Dole for
President Committee pursuant to 26 U.S.C. § 9038(a).

No multicandidate political committee shall make
contributions to any candidate and his authorized political
committees with respect to any election for Federal office which,
in the aggregate, exceed 55,000.00.1 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(2)(Aa).
These limitations apply separately to each election, except that
all elections held in any calendar year for the office of
President of the United States (except a general election for
such office) shall be considered to be one election. 2 U.S.C.

§ 44la(a)(6).

Commission regulations explain that contributions which
exceed the contribution limitations may be deposited into a
campaign depository. If any such contributions are so deposited,
the treasurer may request redesignation or reattribution of the

contribution by the contributor in accordance with Commission

1. A multicandidate political committee means any committee that
has been registered with the Commission for at least six months
and has received contributions from more than 50 persons and,
except for a state political party organization, has made
contributions to five or more candidates. 2 U.S.C. § 44l1a(a)(4).
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regulations. If a redesignation or reattribution is not

obtained, the treasurer shall, within 60 days of the treasurer’s
receipt of the contribution, refund the contribution to the
contributor. 11 C.F.R. § 103.3(b)(3).

The examination and audit of the Dole for President Committee
revealed that the Respondents made the following contributions to
the Committee:

Date Amount

6/30/87 $5,000
11/04,/87 $2,000

These contributions exceed the $5,000 limitation for
contributions to candidates for President of the United States.
Therefore, there is reason to believe Fluor Corporation

Public Affairs Committee and George H. Hessler, as treasurer,

violated 2 U.S5.C. § 44la(a)(2)(A).




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGCTON. DC 20463

November 21, 1991

Robert J. Mageau, Treasurer
Hartford Insurance Group
Political Action Committee
Controller Operations
Hartford Plaza

Hartford, CT 06115

MUR 3309

Hartford Insurance Group
Political Action Committee and
Robert J. Mageau, as treasurer

Dear Mr. Mageau:

On October 29, 1991, the Federal Election Commission found
that there is reason to believe the Hartford Insurance Group
Political Action Committee ("Committee") and you, as treasurer,
violated 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(2)(A), a provision of the Federal

Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"™). The
Factual and Legal Analysis, which formed a basis for the
commission’s finding, is attached for your information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate that no
action should be taken against the Committee and you, as
treasurer. You may submit any factual or legal materials that you
believe are relevant to the Commission’s consideration of this
matter. Please submit such materials to the General Counsel’s
Office within 15 days of your receipt of this letter. Where
appropriate, statements should be submitted under oath.

In the absence of any additional information demonstrating
that no further action should be taken against the Committee and
you, as treasurer, the Commission may find probable cause to
believe that a viclation has occurred and proceed with

conciliation.

If you are interested in pursuing pre-prol cause
conciliation, you should so request in writing. See 11 C.F.R.
§ 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the office of the
General Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission either
proposing an agreement in settlement of the matter or recommending
declining that pre-probable cause conciliation be pursued. The
Office of the General Counsel may recommend that pre-probable
cause conciliation not be entered into at this time so that it may




Robert J. Mageau, Treasurer
Page 2

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. 1In addition, the Office of the General Counsel
ordinarily will not give extensions beyond 20 days.

If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter,
please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed form
stating the name, address, and telephone number of such counsel,
and authorizing such counsel to receive any notifications and
other communications from the Commission.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. §§ 437g(a)(4)(B) and 437g9(a)(12)(A), unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the investigation to be

made public.

For your information, we have enclosed a brief description of
the Commission’s procedures for handling possible violations of
the Act. If you have any gquestions, please contact Jeffrey Long,
the staff member assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Sincerely,

John Warren McGarry
CHairman

Enclosures
Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures
Designation of Counsel Form




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS
RESPONDENTS: Hartford Insurance Group PAC and
Robert J. Mageau, as treasurer MUR: 3309

This matter was generated based on information ascertained
by the Federal Election Commission ("the Commission") in the
normal course of carrying out its supervisory responsibilities.
2 U.S.C. § 437(a)(2). 1t is based on the audit of the Dole for
President Committee pursuant to 26 U.S.C. § 9038(a).

No multicandidate political committee shall make
contributions to any candidate and his authorized political
committees with respect to any election for Federal office which,
in the aggregate, exceed $5,000.00.l 2 U.S5.C. § 441a(a)(2)(a).
These limitations apply separately to each election, except that
all elections held in any calendar year for the office of
President of the United States (except a general election for
such office) shall be considered to be one election. 2 u.s.c.

§ d44la(a)(6).

Commission regulations explain that contributions which
exceed the contribution limitations may be deposited into a
campaign depository. If any such contributions are so deposited,
the treasurer may request redesignation or reattribution of the

contribution by the contributor in accordance with Commission

l. A multicandidate political committee means any committee that
has been registered with the Commission for at least six months
and has received contributions from more than 50 persons and,
except for a state political party organization, has made
contributions to five or more candidates. 2 U.5.C. § 441a(a)(4).




. I
regulations. If a redesignation or reattribution is not
obtained, the treasurer shall, within 60 days of the treasurer’s
receipt of the contribution, refund the contribution to the
contributor. 11 C.F.R. § 103.3(b)(3).

The examination and audit of the Dole for President Committee
revealed that the Respondents made the following contributions to
the Committee:

Date Amount

9/21/87 $2,000
3/17/88 $5,000

These contributions exceed the $5,000 limitation for
contributions to candidates for President of the United States.
Therefore, there is reason to believe Hartford Insurance

Group PAC and Robert J. Mageau, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C.

§ 44la(a)(2)(A).




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D C. 20463

November 21, 1991

Robert W. Nelson, Treasurer
General Electric Company PAC
3135 Easton Turnpike
Fairfield, CT 06431

RE: MUR 3309
General Electric Company PAC and
Robert W. Nelson, as treasurer

Dear Mr. Nelson:

Oon October 29, 1991, the Federal Election Commission found
that there is reason to believe the General Electric Company, PAC
("Committee"”) and you, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C.

§ 441a(a)(2)(A), a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act

of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). The Factual and Legal Analysis,

which formed a basis for the Commission’s finding, is attached for
your information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate that no
action should be taken against the Committee and you, as
treasurer. You may submit any factual or legal materials that you
believe are relevant to the Commission’s consideration of this
matter. Please submit such materials to the General Counsel’s
Office within 15 days of your receipt of this letter. Where
appropriate, statements should be submitted under oath.

In the absence of any additional information demonstrating
that no further action should be taken against the Committee and
you, as treasurer, the Commission may find probable cause to
believe that a violation has occurred and proceed with
conciliation.

If you are interested in pursuing pre-probable cause
conciliation, you should so request in writing. See 11 C.F.R.
§ 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the Office of the
General Counsel will make commendations to the Commission either
proposing an agreement in ttlement 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




Robert W. Nelson, Treasurer
Page 2

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. 1In addition, the Office of the General Counsel
ordinarily will not give extensions beyond 20 days.

If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter,
please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed form
stating the name, address, and telephone number of such counsel,
and authorizing such counsel to receive any notifications and
other communications from the Commission.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. §§ 437g(a)(4)(B) and 437g(a)(12)(A), unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the investigation to be
made public.

For your information, we have enclosed a brief description of
the Commission’s procedures for handling possible violations of
the Act. If you have any questions, please contact Jef
the staff member assigned to this matter, at (202) 21

Enclosures
Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures
Designation of Counsel Form




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENTS: General Electric Company Political Action Committee
and Richard W. Nelson, as treasurer MUR: 3309

This matter was generated based on information ascertained
by the Federal Election Commission ("the Commission") in the
normal course of carrying out its supervisory responsibilities.

2 U.S.C. § 437(a)(2). 1It is based on the audit of the Dole for
President Committee pursuant to 26 U.S.C. § 9038(a).

No multicandidate political committee shall make
contributions to any candidate and his authorized political
committees with respect to any election for Federal office which,
in the aggregate, exceed 55.000.00.1 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(2)(A).
These limitations apply separately to each election, except that
all elections held in any calendar year for the office of
President of the United States (except a general election for
such office) shall be considered to be one election. 2 U.S.C.

§ 44la(a)(6).

Commission regulations explain that contributions which
exceed the contribution limitations may be deposited into a
campaign depository. If any such contributions are so deposited,
the treasurer may request redesignation or reattribution of the
contribution by the contributor in accordance with Commission

regulations. If a redesignation or reattribution is not

l. A multicandidate political committee means any committee that
has been registered with the Commission for at least six months
and has received contributions from more than 50 persons and,
except for a state political party organization, has made
contributions to five or more candidates. 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(4).




=
obtained, the treasurer shall, within 60 days of the treasurer’s
receipt of the contribution, refund the contribution to the
contributor. 11 C.F.R. § 103.3(b)(3).
The examination and audit of the Dole for President Committee
revealed that the Respondents made the following contributions to

the Committee:

Date Amount

11,23/87 $5,000
12/24/87 $1,000
2/12/88 $1,000
These contributions exceed the $5,000 limitation for
contributions to candidates for President of the United States.
Therefore, there is reason to believe the General Electric

Company Political Action Committee and Richard W. Nelson, as

treasurer, violated 2 U.s.cC. § 44la(a)(2)(a).
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45 West 60th Street, 32K

New York, NY 10023

November 26, 1991

Mr. Jeffrey Long

Staff Member

Federal Election Commission
General Counsel's Office
Washington, DC 20463

Reference: MUR 3309
Dear Mr. Long:

With respect to John Warren McGarry's letter of November 21, 1991 concerning
the belief that there was a political contribution made in excess of $1,000 to Senator
Dole's campaign in 1987, | submit to you the following material which I have
fortunately found in my files, and believe would resolve the matter entirely.

Enclosed please find copies of several documents which first verify that my initial
check was written in the amount of $2,000. Unfortunately, the Bank of New York
made an error and charged my account for $3,000. This was subsequently corrected
as you will see in the correspondence. Furthermore, there is correspondence from
Senator Dole's Committee requesting that the $2,000 contribution be split into two
different funds, to which | agreed to. As you can also see from the enclosed check
stub dated December 7, 1987, the $1,000 was actually refunded to me. The amount,
therefore, contributed to the Dole for President Committee was $1,000, which 1|

believe is not a cause for any alleged violation of the Federal Election Campaign
Act.

| trust this information is sufficient to withdraw your letter; please correct your
records accordingly.

Very truly,
e
o 4
Dénald H. Piser
DHP:ml
Enclosures
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** PLEASE SIGN &
RETURN TODAY August 22, 1988

Mr. Donald H. Piser
45 W. 60th Street, #32-K
New York, NY 10023

Dear Mr. Piser:

Yyou may recall that earlier in the campaign you contributed, either
directly or through reattribution, to senator Dole's general election
"Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund". This money was to be used to
help Senator Dole meet the requirements of various federal statutes and
regulations.

Now that Senator Dole is no longer in the race for the Republican
nomination for president, it is necessary that his committee either
refund your contribution from this account or seek your reattribution to
Senator Dole's "Post-primary Obligation Fund". DFP is establishing this
fund to pay any fines or penalties the Federal Election Commission might
levy against Senator Dole and Dole for pPresident after the completion of

the FEC's current audit.

This fund is permitted under 11 CFR 9034.4(b) (4) of the Federal
Election Commisssion regulations. Of course, if you would prefer, DFP
will promptly refund your contribution. Which ever you decide, will you
please take a few moments right now to check the appropriate box below
and return it in the enclosed postage-paid envelope?

As always, thank you so much for your continued support. I am
sorry that this is somewhat confusing but such is the nature of
complying with the regulations of the Federal Election Commission.

Sincerely,

Scott E. Morgan
Chief Counsel

YES, I want to attribute my previous contribution to the Dole for
president "Legal and Accounting Compliance Fund" to the Dole for
president "Post-primary Obligation Fund". My signature below
indicates my aqreemeﬁt with this reattribution.

7
s s
/

(please sign here for reattribution)

NO, I prefer to have my contribution refunded directly to me at
the above address.




December 10. 1987

Mr. Anthony Doherty

Account Administrator
Customer Service, Lower Level
The Bank of New York

530 Fifth Avenue

New York, NY 10036

REFERENCE:
Donald H. Piser

Dear Mr. Doherty:

For record purposes, I would like to document the following complaint regarding my
referenced account.

On September 14, 1987, [ wrote check No. 262 "Pay to the Order of - Dole for
President Committee”, a copy of which is enclosed for your review, in the amount of
$2,000.00 (two thousand dollars). Upon reviewing my statement for the period of
09/25/87 through 10/23/87, it immediately became apparent that the amount of
$3,000.00 was being held against my account. In trying to resolve this difference of
$1,000, I discovered that The Bank of New York had, in fact, "VERIFIED" this
amount of $3,000 as correct.

In trying to resolve this $1,000 discrepancy, it has become an embarrassing situation
for myself as this was intended to be a contribution. As you can see from the copy of
check No. 262, the amount of $2,000 (two thousand dollars) was very clearly written
and this incident should not have occurred. In the event I did not have substantial
funds to cover this amount, I would have been penalized by The Bank of New York.

Please advise me immediately what actions will be taken in this regard.

Sincerely,

DHP:ml

cc: Liam Ward - Account Executve
The Bank of New York
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DONALD H. PISER
1518 BROAOWAY, SUITE 4100
NEW YORK, NEW YORK 10036

December 7, 1987

Mr. Ross Kauffman
Accounting/Receipts Department
Dole for President

1828 L Street, N.W., Suite 805
Washington, DC 20036

Dear Mr. Kauffman:

Referencing your conversation today with my secretary, I am
returning herewith a completed contribution form.

For your record purpose, please note that [ am contributing $1,000
to the Dole for President Committee plus $1,000 for the “Legal and
Accounting Compliance Fund”. Therefore, a refind in the amount
of $1,000 should be sent to my arttention.

Sincerely) il

Thank you.

DHP:ml
Enclosure

Home address:

45 West 60th Street
Aparunent 32K

New York. NY 10023
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PRESIDENI

1828 L Street, N.W. = Suite 805
Washington, D.C. 20036
1202) 223-9400
(TDD) (202) 223-9400

November 30, 1987

Mr. Donald H. Piser
45 W. 60th Street #32-K
New York, NY 10023

Dear Mr. Piser:

Thank you very much for your most recent contribution to
Senator Dole's presidential effort. Unfortunately, you have
contributed in excess of the $1,000.00 limit established by the
Federal Election Commission. We are required to refund the
excessive portion unless the contribution was intended to be a joint
contribution. Accordingly, if anyone else has equitable ownership
in the account used to make the contribution, then please have them
£fill out and sign "#1" on the attached form. If this is done, the
campaign can attribute the excessive portion to that person and put
it to work getting Senator Dole elected.

In addition, I would ask that you sign "#2." By doing this,
the campaign can put the excessive portion toward a "Legal and
Accounting Compliance Fund®" to be used in helping Senator Dole in
the general election.

Of course, if you would prefer a refund simply sign "#3" and
the campaign will see to it that you receive a prompt refund.

Whatever you choose, I urge you to fill out the attached form
and mail it back to the campaign immediately. We are under a severe
time limit set by the Federal Election Commission.

Again, thank you for your support. I apologize for the
paperwork, but I assure you that it is very important.

Sincerely,

Qé.«: - “"\ux./

Scott E. Morgan
Campaign Counsel

Enclosure

Pasd for by Dole tar President Commutiee
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November 27,

A3A13334

Mr. Lawrence D. Parrish
FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
999 E Street, NW
washington, D.C. 20463

O%®€ Hd 2-J3016
NOISSIMNOD NO1L2 3713 WH3034

liSHhu.; Iy

Dear Mr. Parrish:

Pursuant to the letter I received dated November 21, 1991,
from John Warren McGarry, I hereby request pre-probable cause
conciliation in reference to MUR 3309.

1 was unaware that the use of my company’s (Owen &
Associates, Inc.) plane in traveling on behalf of the Dole for
President Committee violated any laws. However, upon being told
that such use might be considered some sort of corporate
contribution, I immediately informed the Dole for President
Committee of my usage and documented the hours. It was my
impression that the payment I received from the Committee for more
than $9,000.00 was sufficient to clear up any unintended
viclations.

Please notify me at your earliest convenience of the next
step I should take in this situation. More than three years after
the fact, I am more than just a little interested in getting this
matter resolved.

Sincerely,

David C. Owen

11827 W. 112th Street, Suite 102 = Overland Park, Kansas 66210 = (913) 460-5614
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November 26, 1991

Mr. Jeffrey Long
FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR3309
Dear Mr. Long:

After receiving John McGarry’s letter of November 21, 1991, and in
your absence, I spoke with George Rishell about the possible
violation noted in the letter. I told George that I had taken a
friend to a $1,000 a head fund raiser for Senator Dole not
realizing that by writing a check for $2,000 to the committee that
I was technically violating the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971.

Several months subsequent to the dinner, the Dole For President
Committee sent me a $1,000 check as a refund with a note stating
that no individual could make a contribution of greater than
$1,000. I trust the Commission’s audit of the Dole For President
Committee’s books would reveal the issuance of this check.

Please let me know if you require any other information from me.
Sincerely,

4 A

John Hamilton
Senior Vice President

JH:vs
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FEDERAL rf%!.!'ﬂli COMMISSION

6 Vendome Court 9| DEC -2 PHI2: 1S

Bethesda, Maryland 20817~

November 26, 1981

Mr. Jeffrey Long
Federal Election Commission

Washington, D.C. 20463
Re: Lydia Fried MUR 3309

Dear Mr. Long:

| have reviewed your letter of November 21, 1991, and the Federal Election Commission
Factual and Legal Analysis enclosed along with said letter.

In order for me to make an informed decision as to which steps to take to resolve this
matter, | need more factual information as to the alleged violation. Therefore, | request you
provide me with photostatic copies of the checks that are attributed to me in this matter (as
such information was not included in the Federal Election Commission Factual and Legal
Analysis). If this is not possible, please provide me with any information in your possession
concerning the amounts attributed to me, i.e., the dates, amounts, check numbers, etc.

In light of my need for additional information, | also request the Office of the General Coun-
sel grant an extension of time until January 6, 1992, to respond to this matter.

Your attention to this matter is appreciated. If you have any questions or comments, please
contact me from 10:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. at my office at (301)977-8887.

Very truly yours,

e i

Lvdii Fried

LF:kc
cc:files
MF:JLonglLFF.MF

O%€ Hd 2-23016
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON. D.C 20463

December 12, 1991

Lydia Fried
6 Vendome Court
Bethesda, Maryland 20817

RE: MUR 3309
Lydia Fried

Dear Ms. Fried:

This is in response to your letter dated November 26, 1991,
which we received December 2, requesting an extension to respond
to the reason to believe finding 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 January 6, 1992,

The checks in question have been sent to Archives and coples
are not available. We have enclosed the dates and amounts of the
contributions as you have requested.

If you have any questions, please contact me at (202)
219-3690.

Sincerely,
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Dole for President Exploratory Committce, Inc.

* The Committee was unakle to determine if a contribution

in excess of $1,000 (but written on a joint checking account)

was intended as a joint contribution.

Reattribution letters were sent to the contributors seeking
their dicection. After receiving the contributors' replies
(buc within sixty days at the latest) the Committee will
ei=her reattribute the amount if meant to be a joint
contribution or refund the amount in excess of $1,000 if

from only one person.
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P.0.. BOX 2197 BOSTON MA u;. BANK .an ENGLAND

JuLy 14. l’ll

CUSTOMER TRANSACTION ADVICE

JOHN H KING ACCOUNT NUMBER:
PRICILLA Y KING

51 BUCKINGHAM RD

NORWOOD MA 02062

THE Fﬁtfﬁﬂfiah_iRANSlCTibiESS DESCRIBED BELOM HERE RECEIVED MY IHI
BANK AND PROCESSED ON JULY 14, 1938

MWE HAVE CREDITED YOUR NOW ACCOUNT HWITH THE FOLLOWING
MAILED DEPOSITS:

1,500.00
DEPOSIT TICKEY

-
s

ST Oucmn ame 0TMES (TEMS AR AECUIVED FOR SOPONT KEHCT TT Teg

—_—

THE BALANCE(S) OF YOUR ACCOUNT AS OF END OF BUSINESS 07-14-33

HERE*
NOR

IF THERE ARE ANY DISCREPANCIES NOTED ON THE INFORMATION PRINTED
ABOVE INQUIRIES MAY BE MAILED TO:

BANK OF NEW ENGLAND, N.A,

P.0. BOX 2197 MOZ2ADJ

BOSTON, HMA 02106

ATTN: ADJUSTMENT DEPT.
OR CALL: 397-3000




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINCTON, D.C 20463

November 26, 1991

The Commission

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

BY: Lois G. Lerner
Associate General 'Counsel

SUBJECT: Erroneous Finding in MUR 3309

On Tuesday, October 29, 1991, the Commission approved the
General Counsel’s recommendations contained in the First General
Counsel’s Report, dated August 26, 1991, in MUR 3309 (Dole for
President, et al.).

Among the recommendations approved was one to find reason to
believe Rebma Obermayer had violated 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(1)(A) for
making a $5,000 excessive contribution by failing to receive a
timely refund from the Dole for President Committee. This name
was taken from the audit workpapers listing the excessive
contributors. A copy of the relevant page of these workpapers is
attached. Attachment 1.

When staff of this Office sought to ascertain the addresses
for the individual contributors, staff discovered that the "Rebma
Obermayer" contribution was actually a $5,000 contribution from a
Philadelphia law firm named Obermayer, Rebmann, Maxwell & Hippel.
A copy of the page of the Dole for President Committee’s reports
disclosing this contribution is attached. Attachment 2. Staff
of this Office has contacted the Pennsylvania Secretary of
State’'s office and ascertained that this law firm is not
incorporated.

Commission regulations at 11 C.F.R. § 110.1(e) explain that

a contribution from a partnership is to be attributed to both the
partnership and each partner in proportion to his or her share or
by agreement of the partners as long as only the profits of the
contributing partners are used to make the contribution in
proportion to the attribution of the contribution. A partnership
contribution shall not exceed the limitation for an individual
who contributes to a federal candidate committee or $1,000 per
election. Because partnership contributions are also attributed
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to the partners, as outlined above, it follows that the recipient
committee must report the contribution as being received from the
partnership and the partners. The Dole for President Committee
did not report this attribution. Therefore, there is reason to
believe they have also violated 2 U.S.C. § 434(b).

Therefore, this Office recommends that the Commission
rescind the finding against Rebma Obermayer and instead make the
reason to believe finding against Obermayer, Rebmann, Maxwell &
Hippel. A revised factual and legal analysis is also attached
for approval. This Office further recommends that the Commission
also find reason to believe the Dole for President Committee and
James L. Hagen, as treasurer, violated 2 U.5.C. § 434(b). The
attached factual and legal analysis for the Dole for President
Committee is the same one previously approved by the Commission
with the appropriate revisions and additions to account for the
excessive partnership contribution and the reporting violations.

RECOMNENDATIONS

1. Rescind the reason to believe finding made on
October 29, 1991, that Rebma Obermayer violated 2 U.S5.C.
§ 44la(a)(1)(Aa).

Find reason to believe Obermayer, Rebmann, Maxwell &
Hippel viclated 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(1)(A).

Find reason to believe the Dole for President Committee
and James L. Hagen, as treasurer, violated 2 u.s.C.
§ 434(b).

Approve the attached factual and legal analyses and
appropriate letters.

Attachments
1. Audit workpaper
2. Committee’s report
3. Obermayer, Rebman, et al. Factual & Legal Analysis
4. Dole Factual & Legal Analysis

Staff person: Jeffrey D. Long
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of

Dole for President, et al. MUR 3309

CERTIFICATION

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

Commission, do hereby certify that on November 29, 1991, the

Commission

actions in

decided by a vote of 6-0 to take the following

MUR 3309:

Rescind the reason to believe finding made
on October 29, 1991, that Rebma Obermayer
violated 2 U.S.C. § 441la(a)(1)(A).

Find reason to believe Obermayer, Rebmann,
Maxwell & Hippel violated 2 U.S.C. §
44la(a)(1)(Aa).

Find reason to believe the Dole for
President Committee and James L. Hagen, as
treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. § 434(b).

(continued)
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Federal Election Commission
Certification for MUR 3309
November 29, 1991

Approve the factual and legal analyses, and
appropriate letters, as recommended in the
General Counsel’s Memorandum dated

November 26, 1991.

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

Attest:

rjorie W. Emmons
SecreVary of the Commission

Received in the Secretariat: Tues., Nov. 26, 1991 10:07 a.m.
Circulated to the Commission: Tues., Nov. 26, 1991 4:00 p.m.
Deadline for vote: Pri., Nov. 29, 1991 4:00 p.m.

bjf




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, DC 20463

December 5, 1991

Scott E. Morgan, Esquire
1618 Inverness Drive
Lawrence, Kansas 66047

RE: MUR 3309
Dole for President Committee,
Inc.

Dear Mr. Morgan:

On October 29, 1991, the Federal Election Commission found
that there is reason to believe your clients, the Dole for
President Committee ("the Committee") and James L. Hagen, as
treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. §§ 434, 44la(b)(1)(A), 44la(f) and
441b, provisions of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971,
as amended ("the Act"), and 26 U.S.C. § 9035(a). On November
29, 1991, the Commission further found reason to believe the
Committee violated 2 U.S.C. § 434(b). The Factual and Legal
Analysis, which formed a basis for the Commission’s finding, is
attached for your information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate that
no action should be taken against the Committee and James L.
Hagen, as treasurer. You may submit any factual or legal
materials that you believe are relevant to the Commission’s
consideration of this matter. Please submit such materials to
the General Counsel’'s Office within 15 days of your receipt of
this letter. Where appropriate, statements should be submitted
under oath.

In the absence of any additional information demonstrating
that no further action should be taken against your clients, 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 regquest in writing. See 11 C.F.R.
§ 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the Office of the
General Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission
either proposing an agreement in settlement of the matter or
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Scott E. Morgan, Esquire
page 2

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
o0 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. §§ 437g(a)(4)(B) and 437g(a)(12)(A), unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the investigation to be
made public.

For your information, we have enclosed a brief description
of the Commission’s procedures for handling possible violations
of the Act. If you have any guestions, please contact Anne A.
Weissenborn, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202)
219-3400.

Jphn Warren McGarry

Enclosures
Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENTS : Dole for President Committee MUR 3309
and James L. Hagen, as treasurer

I. GENERATION OF MATTER

This matter was generated based on information ascertained by
the Federal Election Commission ("the Commission”) in the normal

course of carrying out its supervisory responsibilities.

2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(2). It is based on an audit of the Dole for

President Committee pursuant to 26 U.S.C. § 9038(a) to determine
whether there had been compliance with the provisions of the
Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"™) and
of the Presidential Primary Matching Payment Account Act
("Matching Payment Act"). See also, 26 U.S.C. § 9039(b) and
11 C.F.R. § 9038.1(a)(2).
II. FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

A. Excessive State Expenditures

1. Background

For purposes of the Act and the Matching Payment Act a
contribution includes any gift, subscription, loan, advance, or
deposit of money or anything of value made for purposes of
influencing a federal election. 2 U.S.C. § 431(8)(A) and
11 C.F.R. § 100.7(a); U.S.C. § 9032(4) and 11 C.F.R. § 9032.4.
"Anything of value" includes in-kind contributions. 11 C.F.R.
§ 100.7(a)(1)(iii).

When an individual becomes a candidate, any funds received,

loans obtained or disbursements made prior to becoming a
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candidate in connection with his or her campaign shall be deemed
to have been received, obtained or made as an agent of his or her
authorized committee. 11 C.F.R. § 101.2(b)

Funds received and payments made solely for the purpose of
determining whether an individual should become a candidate are
not contributions or expenditures for purposes of the Act.
Examples of activities permissible under this exemption include,
but are not limited to, conducting a poll, telephone calls, and
travel. If the individual subsequently becomes a candidate, the
funds received and expended would become contributions subject to
the reporting requirements of the Act. Such contributions and
expenditures must be reported with the first report filed by the
principal campaign committee, regardless of the date the funds
were received or expended. 11 C.F.R. §§ 100.7(b)(1),
100.8(b)(1), and 101.3.

The Commission has addressed the issue of testing the waters

in Advisory Opinion ("AO") 1985-40 and Advisory Opinion 1986-6,
both of which concerned an unauthorized political committee
associated with a prospective presidential candidate. 1In AO
1985-40, the Commission concluded that expenses paid by an
unauthorized political committee for an individual considering
whether to become a candidate would be considered testing the
waters expenses, if such activities related to the potential
candidacy and that individual subsequently became a candidate.

Such expenditures would be deemed qualified campaign expenses and

would be subject to the candidate’s expenditure limitations under

2 U.S.C. § 441la(b). 1In AO 1986-6, the Commission determined that




expenditures made for testing the waters purposes must be treated
as in-kind contributions to the candidate.

No candidate for the office of President of the United
States, who is eligible under Section 9033 of Title 26 to receive
payments from the Secretary of the Treasury, may make
expenditures in any one state aggregating in excess of the
greater of 16 cents multiplied by the voting age population of
the state, or $200,000.00, as adjusted by changes in the Consumer
Price Index. 2 U.S.C. §§ 44la(b)(1)(A) and 44la(c) and 26 U.S5.C.
§ 9035(a). Except for expenditures exempted under 11 C.F.R.

§ 106.2, expenditures incurred by a candidate’s authorized
committee(s) for the purpose of influencing the nomination of
that candidate for the office of President with respect to a
particular state shall be allocated to that state. 11 C.F.R.
§ 106.2(a)(1).

The categories of expenditures exempted from state allocation
are outlined at 2 U.S.C. § 431(9)(B)(vi) and 11 C.F.R.

§§ 106.2(b)(2)(v) and 106.2(c). National campaign expenditures,

including operating expenditures related to a national campaign

headquarters, national advertising, and nationwide polls, are not
allocable, nor are media production costs whether or not the
media advertising is used in more than one state. 11 C.F.R.

§ 106.2(c)(1) and (2). Interstate travel and telephone calls are
also exempt. 11 C.F.R. §§ 106.2(b)(2)(v) and 106.2(c)(4). An
amount equal to 10 percent of campaign workers salaries and
overhead expenditures in a particular state may be excluded from

allocation to that state as an exempt compliance cost. An
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additional amount equal to 10 percent of such salaries and

-~

overhead expenditures in a particular state may be excluded from
allocation to that state as exempt fundraising expenditures, but
this exemption shall not apply within 28 calendar days of the
primary election. 2 U.S.C. § 431(9)(B)(vi) and 11 C.F.R.

§ 106.2(c)(5). Overhead expenditures include, but are not
limited to, rent, utilities, office equipment. furniture,
supplies, and telephone service base charges. 11 C.F.R.

§ 106.2(b)(2)(iv). Overhead expenses of a committee’s regional
office or other office which services more than one state are to
be allocated on a "reasonable and uniformly applied basis.”

11 C.F.R. § 106.2(b)(2)(iv)(B).

2. Audit Determinations

For the 1988 presidential primary elections, the expenditure
limitation for the State of Iowa was $775,217.60; for the State

of New Hampshire the limitation was $461,000.00. The Committee

initially provided computerized worksheets to the Audit Division

that showed allocable costs to Iowa and New Hampshire of
$793,230.82 and $462,462.20 respectively, as of October 31, 1988,
These totals agreed with the totals disclosed by the Committee on
its FEC Form 3P, Page 3, dated March 31, 1989. Thus, based upon
the information provided by the Committee itself, the Committee
exceeded the expenditure limitations by $18,013.22 in Iowa and by
$1,462.20 in New Hampshire.

In its response to the Interim Audit Report, the Committee
stated that it agreed with certain additional allocations to Iowa

and New Hampshire for intrastate telephone calls and broadcast
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media. The audit had calculated an additional $23,280.46 in
allocations to Iowa and an additional $1,696.44 to New Hampshire
for intrastate calls. It also had allocated an additional
$2,595.98 to Iowa and an additional $37,295.89 to New Hampshire
for broadcast media. Thus, the original totals submitted by the
Committee, plus the additional allocations agreed to by the
Committee, resulted in the Committee’s having exceeded the
expenditure limits by at least $43,889.66 in Iowa and $40,454.53
in New Hampshire.

The Committee at the Interim Audit Report stage continued to
take issue with other audit determination figures. After
considering the Committee’s arguments and staff recommendations,
the Commission included in the initial determination the
following additional allocations:

Additional Audit Allocations Iowa New Hampshire

l. Dole Travel $28,450.36 $13,997.06

2. Fundraising Exemptions-~ 51,935.78 43,618.56

Direct Mail Costs

New England Regional Office -0~ 54,341.62

Compliance Exemptions-
Media Costs

Media Commissions
(Production)

Travel and Salary Costs
Non-Travel and Salary Costs
Polling Expenses

Testing the Waters

Expenditures Made by
Campaign America

Total amcunt in dispute:

16,061.46
2,664.64

73,161.62
35,179.99
21,497.25

33,889.32

$262,840.42

13,961.15

2,988.08

66,349.25
31,085.16
31,636.50

4,517.29

$262,494.67
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On April 29, 1991, the Commission made an initial determination
that the Committee be required to repay $170,043.82 ($609,679.28
in excessive expenditures in Iowa and New Hampshire times the
repayment ratio of 27.8907 percent).

In its response to the Commission’s initial repayment
determination, the Committee has continued to oppose inclusion of
the following four items cited above: (1) Dole travel, (2)
expenses of the New England Regional Office, (3) media
commissions (production), and (4) testing-the-waters expenditures

made by Campaign Anerica.l By no longer opposing the other

1. The Committee’s treasurer, in opposing the inclusion of Dole
travel expenses, stated that a 25 percent exemption was taken
with regard to costs of travel incurred by Senator and Elizabeth
Dole to reflect the fundraising efforts associated with their
intrastate travel and attendance at events. According to the
treasurer, whenever Senator Dole and Elizabeth Dole traveled,
they made requests for contributions. The Committee selected

25 percent as a "reasonable" judgment of what these requests were
worth to the Committee’s fundraising efforts. The Commission, in
the absence of documentation supporting the Committee’s position,
has not found these expenditures to be covered by the fundraising
exemption and therefore has found them allocable.

The Committee continues to oppose the inclusion of expenses
of an office located in Manchester, New Hampshire which was
designated the New England regional office. Certain expenditures
were allocated to this office by the Committee as regional
expenses, of which 60% were then allocated to New Hampshire. The
Commission allocated 100% of some of these expenditures to New
Hampshire in light of information indicating that the office
functioned primarily as the Committee’s New Hampshire office.

Also opposed by the Committee is the inclusion of certain
media commissions. The Committee paid Ringe Media Inc. ("RMI") a
commission equal to 1.5% of gross air time costs for all
placements of commercials produced by RMI. The Committee did not
make allocations to Iowa and New Hampshire for the 1.5%
commission paid to RMI, arguing that the commission payments were
part of non-allocable production costs. The Commission has
included the commissions as allocable media placement costs.

Finally, the Committee opposes the Commission’s inclusion of
payments made by Campaign America as allocable testing-the-waters
expenditures.
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expenditures listed above, the Committee apparently concedes that
it exceeded the Iowa expenditure limitation of $775,217.60 by at
least $241,725.76 ($43,889.66 previously acknowledged plus
$197,836.10 in additions included in the Final Audit Report), and
the New Hampshire expenditure limitation of $461,000 by at least
$227,105.15 ($40,454.53 previously acknowledged plus
$186,650.62). All expenditures that the Commission decides, as
part of the repayment process, are allocable to these states will
be incorporated into this enforcement matter and appropriate
adjustments made.

As explained above, based solely upon the original
allocations to Iowa and New Hampshire made by the Committee and
upon the additional allocations expressly accepted by the
Committee for credit card telephone calls and broadcast media,
the Committee exceeded the state by state expenditure limit by at
least $43,889.66 in Iowa and $40,454.53 in New Hampshire. As
stated above, the additional allocations seemingly no longer
being contested by the Committee would raise those figures to
$241,725.76 and $227,104.15 respectively. When the allocations
still being contested are added, the amounts of excessive
expenditures would be $306,730.08 and $302,949.20.

Thus, there is reason to believe that the Dole For President
Committee and James L. Hagen, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C.

§ 44la(b)(1)(A) and 26 U.S.C. § 9035(a).
B. Testing the Waters — Campaign America
No multi-candidate political committee shall make

contributions to any candidate and his authorized political




®e %o

e
committee with respect to any election for Federal office which,
in the aggregate, exceed $5,000.00. 2 U.S.C. § 44l1a(a)(2)(A) and
11 C.F.R. § 110.2(a)(1),

Campaign America is a registered multi-candidate committee

2 According to a Campaign America

associated with the candidate.
newsletter, Senator Dole is the "Honorary Chairman" of Campaign
America.

A review of Campaign America records made available in
response to a subpoena issued during the audit of the Dole
Committee revealed that at least 19 Campaign America-sponsored
events, speeches, or meetings were held in Iowa between March 31,
1986, and February 23, 1987. Four of these events were
apparently testing the waters expenditures made by Campaign
America on behalf of the Committee: (1) a February 7, 1987, town
meeting in Orange City, Iowa; (2) a February 12, 1987, town
meeting in Dubuque, Iowa; (3) a February 22, 1987, town meeting
in Des Moines, Iowa; and (4) a February 23, 1987, breakfast

meeting in Davenport, Iowa.3 The costs associated with the four

events totaled $14,684.35.
These four events appear to have been similar to the events

of the same name sponsored by the Committee. Invitation

postcards for the town meetings sponsored by the Committee and by

Campaign America were printed by the same Iowa firm and employed

2. Campaign America registered with the Commission in March
1978,

3. The Dole Committee has continued to disagree with the
treatment of Campaign America expenditures as testing the waters
payments on behalf of Senator Dole’'s presidential candidacy.




the same format and picture. The postcard for the February 22,
1987, event began with the message, "With the 1986 campaign

behind us, Republican voters and candidates clearly have major
challenges ahead in 1988. During this meeting I would like to
hear your views and concerns while sharing some of my own with

4 The printing bill

You regarding our shared Republican future."
for the February 22 postcards also covered a flyer entitled "Bob

Dole on the Issues” which contained the quotation, "If Senator

Dole is running for the White House, he’s off on the right foot."

Campaign America also supplied the Commission with a
memorandum dated February 18, 1987, from Beverly Hubble to
Senator Dole containing "Iowa talking points." The talking
points memorandum begins with a section entitled "Quad Cities
Issues."” On February 23, 1987, Campaign America paid for the
above-cited breakfast meeting for 53 people in Davenport, Iowa,

5 Also included in this memo was a

one of the Quad Cities.
section entitled "Offer Iowans a Friend in the White House,"
which read, "If the candidates are confronted with the question:
How should your PAST commitments assure IOWANS that if you are
elected Iowa will have a friend in the White House . . . . It’s
likely NO ONE could answer that challenge as effectively as RFD.

So we should make sure that question is asked . . . and asked

. and asked."

No samples of the other postcard invitations are available.

5. The Quad Cities are comprised of the following: Davenport,
IA; Bettendorf, IA; Moline, IL; and Rock Island, IL.
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In addition to finding that the $14,684.35 in Campaign
America expenditures for the four events consisted of allocable
testing the waters payments, the Commission has determined that
Campaign America staff expenses associated with the same events
were likewise allocable testing the waters payments and thus
allocable. These expenditures totaled $10,214.70.

Campaign America also paid a firm $8,010.67 to purchase and
edit an Iowa Republican voter tape previously compiled at
Campaign America’s expense, to print labels, to keypunch
telephone canvas card data, to update the master file with survey
data, and to print selected "Dole favorable” labels. In
addition, Campaign America paid the same vendor $979.60 for
selecting and printing Dole favorables, for computer tapes of
Dole favorables, and for selecting and printing labels for
persons in selected Iowa counties. It appears from the invoices
that the survey data was used with respect to Campaign America
events in Iowa in January and February 1987. The Committee used
the same vendor for its own activities.

A review of Campaign America records also revealed 117

payments in New Hampshire totaling $3,136.26 to various towns for

voter lists in late 1986 and early 1987, plus $2,223.16 in
telephone costs for a business telephone, the number of which was
later used by the Committee and $1,381.03 of which cost was
allocable to New Hampshire. The Commission has deemed these
costs testing the waters expenditures made by Campaign America on
behalf of Dole for President.

As testing the waters expenditures, the above Campaign
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America payments became in-kind contributions to the Committee
which were subject to the $5,000.00 limitation at 2 U.S.C.
§ d44la(a)(2)(A). Because these Campaign America expenditures
totaled $38,406.61, or $33,406.61 in excess of the limitation,
there is reason to believe that Dole for President violated
2 U.S.C. § 441a(f).

C. Corporate Contributions and Corporate Aircraft

It is unlawful for any corporation to make a contribution or
expenditure in connection with any election to any political
office, or in connection with any primary election or political
convention or caucus held to select candidates for any political
office, or for any corporation whatever to make a contribution or
expenditure in connection with any election at which presidential
and vice presidential electors or a Senator or Representative in,
or a Delegate or Resident Commissioner to, Congress are to be

voted for, or in connection with any primary election or

political convention or caucus held to select candidates for any

of the foregoing offices. 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a). It is also
unlawful for any candidate, political committee, or other person
knowingly to accept or receive any contribution prohibited by
this section, or any officer or any director of any corporation
to consent to any contribution or expenditure by the corporation,
prohibited by this section. 1d.

The treasurer of a committee is responsible for examining all
contributions received for evidence of illegality. 11 C.F.R.
§ 103.3(b). When contributions received present genuine

questions as to whether they were made by corporations, within
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ten days of receipt, the treasurer can deposit the funds into a
campaign depository or return them to the contributor. 1If any
such contribution is deposited, the treasurer shall make at least
one written or oral request for evidence of the legality of the
contribution. If the contribution cannot be determined to be
legal, the treasurer shall within thirty days of the treasurer’s
receipt of the contribution, refund the contribution to the
contributor. 11 C.F.R. § 103.3(b)(1). However, if the treasurer
determined at the time the contribution was received that it was
not illegal, but later discovers its illegality based on new
evidence not available to the committee at the time of receipt or
deposit, the treasurer shall refund the contribution within
thirty days of discovering its illegality. 11 C.F.R.
§ 103.3(b)(2). In addition, any contribution which appears to be
illegal and which is deposited into a campaign depository shall
not be used for any disbursements by the political committee
until the contribution has been determined to be legal. The

political committee must either establish a separate account in a

campaign depository for such contributions or maintain sufficient

funds to make all such refunds. 11 C.F.R. § 103.3(b)(4).

1. In-Kind Corporate Contributions

The examination and audit of the Dole for President Committee
determined that the Committee received 213 contributions totaling
$68,043.38, which were identified as contributions from

corporations. Included in this total are two in-kind
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contributions totaling $3,750.00.6 The review of the Committee’s

vendor records indicated that the Committee made a payment of
$12,000 to H & W Aviation for use of a chartered aircraft. This
amount appears to be $2,750 less than the fair market price for
the services provided. 1n its response to the Interim Audit
Report, the Committee contends that there was a dispute as to the
amount charged for the services provided and that the payment of
the $12,000 was not a reduced price. 1In addition, the Committee
alleges that the amount of $12,000 represented the fair market
price for the services provided. A letter from H & W Aviation
stated that the $12,000 paid to H & W Aviation was a discount
from the standard price and was reached A4S a compromise between
the $14,750 price and the "partners” price of $9.800.7 According
to the audit, a review of the documentation in this matter failed
to present any evidence which would indicate that the amount paid
was not a discount. The Committee has also failed to submit any
further documentation evidencing its contention that the $12,000
represents the fair market value for the services provided.

Thus, it appears that the $2,750.00 discount from H & W Aviation
would constitute an in-kind contribution from a corporation in
violation of the Act.

In addition to the $12,000 payment to H & W Aviation, the

6. The third in-kind contribution identified in the referral
totaling $70.82 was clarified by the Committee’s response and has
been deleted.

The meaning of "partners"” price is not entirely clear.
This Office is assuming it refers to the rental price charged
when the aircraft’s owners use it.
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Committee’s vendor records also indicated that the Committee made
a reimbursement of $9,905.00 to Owen & Associates for use of a

8 This amount appears to be $1,000 less than

private airplane.
the usual and normal charge for the service of the airplane. It
appears from the evidence on hand that the charter rate for the
aircraft was $150.00 per hour and that the Committee used 72.7
hours. Therefore the actual total due for the use of the
aircraft was $10,905 ($150.00 X 72.7 hours = $10,905).

The Committee contends that the $1,000 difference was
predicated on the $1,000 transportation expense exemption
pursuant to 11 C.F.R. § 100.7(b)(8). Insomuch as the Committee
did not proffer any documentation which would evidence the
possibility that an individual paid for the aircraft from
personal funds, the Committee has failed to support their
contention that the $1,000 difference was not a corporate in-kind
contribution. Furthermore, 11 C.F.R. § 100.7(b)(8) applies only
to individuals. Thus, it appears that the $1,000 reduction from
the usual and normal charge for the service of Owen & Associates’
aircraft would constitute an in-kind contribution from a
corporation in violation of the Act.

Therefore, there is reason to believe that the Dole for
President Committee violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a) by accepting

in-kind corporate contributions from H & W Aviation and Owen &

Associates.

8. The payments to Owen & Associates were not made in advance of
the use of the aircraft. The $9,905.00 payment is discussed in
the following section covering the use of corporate aircraft.
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- I Apparent Corporate Contributions

As noted, the Committee received 213 contributions totaling
$68,043.38, all of which the audit has identified as
contributions from corporations which were not refunded or not
refunded in a timely manner. The audit identified 25 refunds out
of the 213, totaling $7,201.00, which were not made timely. The
213 contributions included the 2 corporate in-kind contribution
discussed in the previous section. It should also be noted a
separate account was not established by the Committee. However,
the Committee appears to have maintained sufficient funds with
which to make refunds.

In response to the Interim Audit Report, the Committee
submitted documentation for some of the corporate contributions
which consisted of either signed contributor letters and check

copies indicating that the funds were personal. Based upon these

documents, coupled with information from various Secretaries of

State, the Audit deleted 37 contributions totaling $7,492.70 from
its initial finding in reaching the 213 remaining corporate
contributions. As to the other contributions, the Audit was able
to obtain information from the various Secretaries of State which
indicated that they had corporations in their states with the
same names and addresses as to the remaining contributors. The
checks also indicated the contributor was a business. In some
cases this information was in conflict with the information which
the Audit had received from the Committee indicating that these
contributions were from non-corporate sources. Therefore, these

items are still considered as apparent corporate contributions.




oe

The Committee also conceded that 11 of the 213 contributions were

SO

"probably corporate,” but failed to submit any evidence
indicating that refunds were made as to the these contributions.
The Committee has had an opportunity to provide information to
demonstrate that the above-mentioned contributions were not from
4 corporate source. Based upon the foregoing, it appears that
the Committee has violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b by accepting
prohibited corporate contributions.

Therefore, there is reason to believe that the Dole for
President Committee violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a) by knowingly
accepting corporate contributions.

3. Use Of Corporate Aircraft

A candidate, candidate’s agent, or person traveling on
behalf of a candidate who uses an airplane which is owed or
leased by a corporation, other than a corporation licensed to
offer commercial services for travel in connection with a federal
election must, in advance, reimburse the corporation. 11 C.F.R.
§ 114.9(e). In the case of travel to a city served by regularly
scheduled commercial service, the reimbursement must be the first
class air fare; in the case of travel to a city not served by a
regularly scheduled commercial service, it must be the usual
charter rate.

The audit review of the Committee’s reports and records

indicated that the Committee used private aircraft owned by

corporations for campaign related travel. This review indicated

that the Committee made 26 payments, totaling $54,264.85 to 15

corporations which were not made in advance as required by
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11 C.F.R. § 114.9(e). 1t does not appear that these corporations
were licensed to offer commercial services for travel. It also
appears that payments for travel ranged from 1 day to 409 days
after the date of travel. The audit notes that 13 of the
payments, totaling $19,787.00, were made within 5 days after the
dates of travel.

The audit review of the Committee’s documentation also
discovered that the Committee chartered an aircraft from Becon
Construction Company, Inc. ("Becon"). The documentation
indicated that Becon rendered $9,987.85 in travel services to the
Committee, but that the Committee only paid $7,512.85. 1t is
mentioned in the Committee’s documentation that the difference of
$2,475.00 in air fare was not authorized by the Committee, and
that the difference was paid by an individual and not a
corporation. The Committee has failed to offer any documentation
that the $2,475.00 difference was paid by an individual and not a
corporation.

It appears that the Committee has violated the Act by not
reimbursing in advance 15 corporations for air travel totaling

$54,264.85. It also appears that the Committee has violated the

Act by accepting an in-kind contribution of $2,475.00 from Becon.

This amount is included in the above-mentioned $54,264.85 total.

Therefore, there is reason to believe the Dole for President
Committee violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a) by failing to reimburse 15
corporations in advance for use of their aircraft and by
accepting a $2,475.00 in-kind contribution from Becon

Construction Company, Inc.




B
D. Excessive Contributions
No person shall make contributions to any candidate with
respect to any election for Federal office which, in the
aggregate, exceed $1,000.00. 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(1)(A). No
multicandidate political committee shall make contributions to
any candidate and his authorized political committees with

respect to any election for Federal office which, in the

aggregate, exceed $5,000.00.9 These limitations apply separately

to each election, except that all elections held in any calendar
year for the office of President of the United States (except a
general election for such office) shall be considered to be one
election. 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(6). No candidate or political
committee shall knowingly accept any contributions in violation
of these limitations. 2 U.S.C. § 44la(f).

Commission regulations explain that contributions which
exceed the contribution limitations may be deposited into a
campaign depository. If any such contributions are so deposited,
the treasurer may request redesignation or reattribution of the
contribution by the contributor in accordance with Commission

regulations. If a redesignation or reattribution is not

9. A multicandidate political committee means any committee that
has been registered with the Commission for at least six months
and has received contributions from more than 50 persons and,
except for a state political party organization, has made
contributions to five or more candidates. 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(4).
A committee that has not met these requirements is subject to the
$1,000 per election limit. Furthermore, an authorized political
committee of a candidate may not contribute more than $1,000 to
any other candidate for federal office regardless of whether it
would otherwise meet the requirements of Section 44la(a)(4).

2 U.S.C. § 432(e)(3).




=
obtained, the treasurer shall, within 60 days of the treasurer’s
receipt of the contribution, refund the contribution to the
contributor. 11 C.F.R. § 103.3(b)(3). The regulations further

provide that any contribution which appears to be illegal and

which is deposited into a campaign depository shall not be used

for any disbursements by the political committee until the
contribution has been determined to be legal. The political
committee must either establish a separate account in a campaign
depository for such contributions or maintain sufficient funds to
make such refunds. 11 C.F.R. § 103.3(b)(4).

1. Apparent Excessive Contributions from Individuals

Commission regulations provide that any contribution made by
more than one person, except for a contribution made by a
partnership, shall include the signature of each contributor on
the check, money order, or other negotiable instrument or in a
separate writing. A contribution made by more than one person
that does not indicate the amount to be attributed to each
contributor shall be attributed equally to each contributor. If
a@ contribution to a candidate on its face or when aggregated with
other contributions from the same contributor exceeds the
limitations on contributions, the treasurer may ask the
contributor whether the contribution was intended to be a joint
contribution by more than one person. A contribution shall be
considered to be reattributed to another contributor if the
treasurer of the recipient political committees asks the
contributor whether the contribution is intended to be a joint

contribution by more than one person and informs the contributor
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that he or she may request the return of the excessive portion of
the contribution if it is not intended to be a joint contribution
and, within sixty (60) days from the date of the treasurer’s
receipt of the contribution, the contributors provide the
treasurer with a written reattribution of the contribution, which
is signed by each contributor and which indicates the amount to
be attributed to each contributor if equal attribution is not
intended. 11 C.F.R. § 110.1(k). Commission regulations also
provide special rules for the attribution of partnership
contributions. 11 C.F.R. § 110.1(e).

The examination and audit of the Dole for President Committee
initially identified 549 contributions from 422 individuals
and one partnership totaling $246,187.31 that were in excess of
the applicable limitations and had not been refunded,
reattributed, or redesignated in a timely fashion. A list of
these contributions was provided to the Committee at the exit
conference.lo The audit also determined that the Committee had
not established a separate account for the deposit of
contributions which were possibly excessive or a method to
monitor the amount to be kept in the Committee’s accounts while
the permissibility of the contributions was determined. The
audit determined that the Committee appeared to have had
sufficient permissible funds to have made the refunds.

These contributions included 397 contributions from 333

10. The list mistakenly identified the partnership contribution
from Obermayer, Rebmann, Maxwell & Hipple of Pittsburgh as
"Obermayer, Rebma."
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individuals and one partnership totaling $206,670.21 which had
been untimely refunded with the average number of days from date
of deposit to date of refund being 108. An additional 139
contributions from 76 contributors totaling $32,856.60 were
redesignated by the contributors and transferred to the
compliance fund, but not in a timely manner. The average number
of days from the date of deposit to the date of refund was 115.
Four contributions from four contributors totaling $1,505.00 had
been refunded but the refund checks had not cleared the
Committee’s account. Nine contributions from nine contributors
totaling $5,155.00 had not been refunded. In response to the
Interim Audit Report, the Committee provided certain information
regarding the nine contributions that had not been refunded and
the four refund checks that had not been cashed. The audit
determination was adjusted to delete four contributions totaling
$55.50.

Thus, the audit concluded that the Dole for President
Committee had accepted 545 contributions in excess of the
applicable limits from 419 contributors totaling $246,131.81 that
were not timely refunded, redesignated or reattributed.

- 48 Apparent Excessive Contributions from Political
Committees

The examination and audit of the Committee initially

determined that the Committee had accepted contributions from 13

political committees that exceeded the applicable limitations by

$§19,670. Fou