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February 28, 1978

RETURN RECLIPT REQUESTED

Mr. Dennis Whittlese

Casey, Lane & 'ittendorf

815 Cornecticut Avenue, N.W,
wWasnington, D.J0. 20006

Re: MUR 372 (76)

Scar Mr. Whittleseyv:

ation agreement

Enclosed is a cepnw of the concilia
1t Thge o ancve-referenced matter sicgned by oall parties.,
This Couy 1§ Yoy vour records.
Thanit Uon Tor veuy cooperation in this matter,
Smﬁ‘eh’ 3 /Al)
William . daker
General Counsel
Enclosure
s
i ;
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> ARTICLE ADDRESSED TO '
’
; p
"3 ARTICLE DESCRIPTION T
REGISTERED NO CERTIFIED NC NSURED NO
(Always obtain signature of addressee or agent)
I have received the article desenibed above
SIGNATURE L PEPETRIN e BN e d aeent
. s T 2
D LIVERY 7 POSTMARK
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(,- \, \
\ ﬁ > vy \v\, NS
6 UNABLE TO DELIVER BECAUSE CLERK'S
INITIALS
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

TR STRETE N
WASHENCTON DY e
Febraary U8, 1978

ERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Honeorable John Convers, Jr.
House of Rerreseontatives
wa Lhaton, DLUC. 20015
Re: MUR 372 (706)
Dear My, Convers:

NS reached acreerment with the

‘1s fcr Presideont! Jomniittee, as to

ne issues in thoe above case which was
nnlaint dated Pebruars 24, 1977,

3

, 1973, the Cormission ratified a
~ent signed by an officer of the

¥

. A of the Agreerment 1s enclosed for
nrormation I'nless violatedi, the Agreement is
a ©c Iurther acction by the Commiassieon in this

I7 vou have any guestions, »loase contact Jud:s
Drowninog, the attornoy assigned to thils case (20207
Si)‘crely, /
William €. OldaXker
General Counsel
Enclosure
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

Deccmber 7, 1977

In the Matter of
MUR 372(76)

Harris for President
Committee

et e e

CONCILIATION AGREEMENT

This matter having been initiated by a signed,
sworn and noatrized complaint by Congressman
John Convers, Jr., and the Federal Election Commission
havinag found reasonable cause to believe that the
Harris for President Committee violated 2 U.S.C. §434(b),
NOW THEREFORE, the respective parties herein, the
Federal Election Commission (hercinafter "the Commission")
and the Harris for President Committee (hereinafter "the
Committee"), having duly entered into conciliation pur-

anant to 2 U.8.C., §437a(a)(3), do hereby agree as follows:

I. The Commission has jurisdiction over the
Committee and the subject matter of this proceedinc.

II. The Committee has had 2 reasonable opportunity
to demonstrate that no action shcould be taken in this

matter.



III. The pertinent facts in this matter are as

follows:

A. The Committee is the principal campaign commit-
tee for Fred R. Harris, a 1976 Democratic Presidential
candidate.

B. The complainant is John Convers, Jr., a
Democratic Congressman from the First District of
Michigan (which includes the north and northwest portions
of Detroit, Michigan) who alleaedlv incurred $16,171.32
in costs on behalf of the Harris campaign that were unre-
ported by the Committee,

C. Mr. Conyers and members of his staff traveled to
New Hampshire and Massachusetts in February and March,
1976, during which time they alleccedly spent funds or in-
curred debts on behalf of the Harris candidacy in the
amount of $16,171.32.

D. Between February 1975 and March 1976, Mr. Conyers,
Mr. Harris, or wmerbers of their staffs had contacts re-
gardinag the contemplation of camwvaign activities to be
carried out on behalf of the Harris candidacy.

E. Durinc the period of these contacts, campaign
activities were carried out by Mr. Conyers or his staff
on behalf of the Harris candidacy, for which certain costs

were incurred.



- 3_.
F. The Committece states that it has never been
presented with bills or invoices for the costs by

Mr. Conyers or his staff while carrving out activitices
on behalf of the Harris candidacy.

IV. Expenscs incurred on behalf of the Harris
candidacy by Conaressman John Convers, Jr., have been

deemed by the Commission to be expenditures by the
Committee suboct to the reportinag requirements of 2 U.LS.C
§434(b) .
V. Any fotlure of tne Committec to report to the

Commission exvenditures on its behalf would constitute
a violation cof reaquirecments set forth in 2 U.S.C. §434(b).

VI. Accordincly, the Committee will file an amended
report within 30 davs of the time this aagreement 1is
approved by the Commission, listing the expenditures
deemed by the Commission to have been "authorized" by
the Committee. However, the amount of authorized expen-
ditures, a8 =t farth in the complaint of John Convers
in this matteor, i1s in dispute. Accordingly, althouch the
report of the Jormittee will list $16,171.32 as expendi-
tures, it mav alsc indicate that this amount is in dispute

" S

e

with Mr. Conve

3

VII. The Commissiorn on request of anyone filing a
complaint uncder 2 U.S.C. §437a(a) (1) concerning the matter
at issuc herein or on its own motion may review compliance

with this agreement. If the Commission believes that this

S



agreecment or any reaquirement thercof has been violated,

it mav institute a c¢ivil action for relief in the

United States District Court for the District of Colurbia.
VIITI. This agreement shall become oftoective as of

the date that bot!

]

varties hereto have eonecuted same and
the Commission has approved the ontire aareocrent.
N~

T4 Mt 0 LY e 1 b b -l ~1 1 PR - - 2N
™., e Jomrmiirhoe 3hall have e onore than 20 S-ve

from the date thi

m

acreeoment bhoecomoes cifcetive to comodly

with and imvlement the revortince rocuirement contained in

¥. Nethina herein shall be construed as an admis-

sion that anv debt or oxpenditure of Mr., Conyers 1s a debt

Date:_z/lg /76_ FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
N . hnd .
o < l.r /»_4»‘//4‘()

WILLIAM C. OLDAKER
Ceneral Counsel

Dntozl_ A 1—71‘ H—]§
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FEDERAL FLEC TION CONNISSION

R SN

AN EN o,

February 22, 1977

MEMARANNM TAL CUADI DS STIFLT
[ i \ v . B . R ST, . L. “
CQn. SARDATTT U DS "\ wé —
\ . . i AEPE L S o

SUREIT oo oand fonciliation daresrent - MUR 2372

ne above-mentioned document was circulated to the
Commissioners on “ebruary 17, 1273,

o chisctians were received in the Tffice € Commission
Sa¢retary o the recovmendation tnat the Commission ratifv
the Conciliation 2nreement attached to the “erorandum from

the feneral Counse! Zated Fehruarv 15, 1978,



February 16, 1978

MEMORANDUM TO: Marge Emmons

FROM: Elissa T. Garr

SUBJECT: MUR 372

Please have the attached Memo and Conciliation agreement
on MUR 372 distributed to the Commission on a 24 hour no-
objection basis.

Thank you.
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BEFNORE
In the "atter of

Harris for President
Committee

T, Mariorie W

Commission. do hevehy

Commission accented

Report dated

THE

PN

RAL ELECT

“hat ¢n

.y b om
BeCoIpn

Mfariorie w.

ION COMMISSION

MUR 372 (76)

*> M - A e O
*he nterim Status

- MMoNsS
Seclretary to the Commi



FEODERAL ELECTION CONMISSION

VAo ko SIRT NN

AN ASEENG TN

February 7. 1378

MEMORANDLY TO: CHARLES STEELE \’)Q/
Fan. MARIORIE WL EMMONS "“\

D377 (76) - Status Penort dated anuarv 31,
1a7:

The above-mentioned document was circulated to the

Cammissicners on Fabruyary 3, 1975

75 at 1107,

“nare were no obiections to tho Status Renort.

AT R AL
ATTACHMENT .

Certification
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February 2, 1978

MEMORANDUM TO: Marge Emmons
FROM: Elissa T. Garr

SUBJECT: MUR 372
Please have the attached Status Report on MUR 372

distributed to the Commission on a 24 hour no-objection

basis.

Thank you.
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CAsSEY. LANE & MITTENDORF
815 CONNECTICUT AVENUE, N W.
WASHINGTON. D C. 20006

S0 TRT Ay
VABLE ADDRESS CALAMIT WatiaN: T 0N
X » S Sy Ve E
~ Twr TR0 w0 an NEW TCER © b
26 BRrRCaCwavY

NEN YDRS

Wrimgea, o

ABLES Ja armi U NEW T

February 7, 1978 ELmOmri

Judith Brownine, Fsauilre
Cffice of the General Counsel
- Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street, N. W.
Washington, D. C, 20463

©
C

Dear Judy:

In accordance with our telephone conversation of
February 6, 1978, enclosed 1s the original Conciliation
Agreement 1n the above-referenced matter. It has been
.. signed on behalf of the Harris for President Committee Dby
' the Committee's Treasurer, Jim Hightower.

We would apprecilate receiving a file-stamped copy
of the Agreement after 1t has been executed on behalf of the
Federal Election Comnmission. If you have any further
questions or wvroblems with this matter, do not hesitate to
let us know.

N
Sngerol;\iifrs, \
. .
‘ % B
\ Y
Dénnis J. Whitfdlesery
DIW:sijl
Enclosure
losure) \ ~

cc: (without en
Honorable T

c
r
Harris for P

o}
cd R. Harris
resident Committee
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FEDERAL EEECTION COMMISSION

PO R NEREE N

ENCL TN T NEITR

January v, 1978

HH”,Y»‘TT—: \,-I.-

RECEITT REQUESTED

cut Avenue N,
U.C. 20Q06

Re: MUR 372(76)

foir of the provosed

is a revisad rage
quested by vou in a

aareement, an reog

ceorversation with JMdy Brownira of our
st2fZ,  She has indicated to me that vou bolieve vour
cliont wi sian the agrecment with the now language
i Tavacranh .,

Please have an authorized per:on sian and return
the acrecment to the Commission's Office of General
Couns2l, After the acreement has been formally ap-
croved the Commission and signed by the General
Counsezl, a copv will be sent to vou.

Sincergly,
[,//
— =
wWilliam C. Oldaxer
General Counscel
Inclosure
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL CLECTION COMMISNION

In the Matter of )
) MIIR 3

Harris for President Committee )

~J

(76)

-3 A3 vy ~ye -\ g aa 1 ]

1. Marjorie W, Emmons, Secretarv to the Federal Election
Tommigeion. do herehy certify that on Canyary <, 1373, the
Comrission N the Henaril founsel to
auprove the following tevisions to o tne oeonnsed gongiliation
aaregment in the ahove-cantionad martar:

DADAGRTAT. W
Fra- WothinT meredn shall be con-
- ggion tng?
Frod =arriy,
agents, are
anv creditor
s made b
T ' WOtminag nerain shall he con-
strued as an admission that
any dent o oexnenditure of
4 { is a deb* of the
Harris, oroany
! s
- - + Y e = [ :x,._L;_{,,.A

Mariorie w. Emmons

< - Pammic e
cegqvetary o tne )MmTissicn



FEDER AL

~ W
v ~
.uf:\_!ﬂQ,’;“‘lﬁ“"' 'W: Suid
Cconee, Lo}
N : .3
g Tk Fulialadii v
doon .

-

e ahoue-rent

Areigsignevs ona

naye heoan »vpgot o

FEEC TTOMS COININASSIONN

Januarv 6, 1978

PLES STEFLE o) e

9L W TS ‘r"‘

{78) - Prappsed Chanaes in Conciliation

N Ny ey
Aarepment

ioned docurent was circulated to the

nuary 4., 1377,

i date. no ohiections 10 the mronosed chanaes

in the Office of Jommission Secretary.,
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MEMORANDUM TO ¢ The Commission
FROM : William C. 0ld: 3-:0.1-%, (A
SUBJECT : Conciliatior Acgrecment for

MUR 372(7¢)

On December 15, 1977, the Commission approved

a proposed conciliation acreement in which respondent
Harris for President Committee ("the Committee") admit-
ted to a violation of 2 U.S.C. §434(Db) and agreed to
arend 1ts reports to show it had made certain expendi-
tures,

A copy of the acreement was sent to the counsel
for the Committee, who has asked that a slight revision
be made in the lancuace of varacraph X, page 4. The
proposed chance 1s as follows:

fror : X. Nothino herein shall be con-
strued as an admission that
the Committec, Fred Harris,
or any of their agents, are
responsible to any creditor

for expenditurcs made by
Mr. Conyers,

Nothing herein shall be con=-
strued as an admission that
any debt or oxpenditure of

Mr. Conyvers 1s a debt of the
Committee, Fred Harris, or any
of their agents.

ot
O

l



Counscel for the Committee has assured me that
if this change is made the Comuittec will sign the
agreement. We believe that the change does not
affect the vrovisions of the aareement that are of
most importance here, and we recomrend that this revi-

sion be apvproved.
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December 20, 1977

ERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Mr. Dennils wWhittlesev

~ Casew, Lane & Mittendorf
81> Connecticut Avenue, N.W,
- washinaton, D.C. 2000¢
- Re: MUR 372(76)
R Dear Mr. Whittleseyv:
B In accordance with the provisions of 2 U.S.C. §437g
e~ {a) (3){aA), I am enclosina a proposed conciliation agree-
ment which was approved by the Commission on December 15,
1377,
o .
If this agreement 1s satisfactory to your client,
L- the Harris for President Committee, pleasc have an
PO authorized person sign and return it to the Commission's
N v Office of General Counsel., After the agrecment has been

signed bv the General Counsel, a copy will be sent to you.

If vou have any questions, please call the attorney
assianed to this matter, Judy Browning, at 523-4175.

Sincproly,//
Yo /
%_M’ﬂjﬁ’;{/; 245

Wwilliam C. Oldaker
General Counsel

N NI e aiman o
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X e s whom and date deinvered R
Sthewonaowhom, date, and addres< of e R
RENTRICTED DFLIVERY
Show to whom and date delivered N

" RENTRICTED DELIVERY
Show o whom, date. and address ot coinvern 8
(CONSULT POSTMASTER FOR FEFX)

> ARTICLE ADDRESSED TO:

Mr. T ropss kgﬁﬂ%fz
Chle Ldé nr ¢
£ ¢ i3 o

o w7 D& _g( (c' é—

3 AR &mcmnlou.

REG!SYEI!D . CERTIFIED NO INSURED NO
(Mylobhmwn of m or agent)

I have Icéived the llicle described above

SIGNATURE RIS . Authe n/:  aeent
. {H | ‘ </ |
L] i L/ N
F {‘ y l bt \

ATE OF DELIVIRY Posmnx
N\ 7 ) - s/

5 ADORESS Complete only if requested)

6 UNABLE TO DELIVER BECAUSE T CLERK'S
INITIALS

A

U 6RO 13T O-234 337
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

Decerber 7, 1977

In the Matter of
MUR 372(76)

Harris for President
Committee

CONCILIATION AGREEMENT

This matter having been initiated by a signed,

sworn and nocatrized complaint by Congressman

John Convers, Jr., and the Federal Election Commission

having found reasonable cause to believe that the

Harris for President Committee violated 2 U.S.C. §434(b),
NOW THEREFORE, the respective parties herein, the

Federal Election Commission (hereinafter "the Commission")

and the Harris for President Committee (hereinafter "the

Committeae"), having duly en§ered intoc conciliation pur-

suant

rr
O

2 U.S.C. §437c(a) (3), do hereby agree as follows:

-

The Commissicon has jurisdiction over the
Committee and the subject matter of this proceeding.
ITI. The Committee has had a reasonable opportunity

to demonstrate that nc action should be taken in this




e bt e e 1w

- 2_
III. The vertinent facts in this mattor are as
fecllows:

A. The Committeec 1s the principal campaian commit-~
tee for Fred R. Harris, a 1976 Democratic Presidential
candidate.

B, The complairnant is John Convers, Jr., a

Democr

atic Congressman from the First District of

(which

includes the north and northwest portions

[

0f Detroit, Michigan) who allegedly incurred $16,171.,32

)

behalf of the Ha:ris carmpaian that were unre-
Committeeg,

Convers and members of his s=taff traveled to
New Hamoshire and Massachusetts in February and March,

1976, during which time they allegedly spent funds or in-

curred debts on behalf of the Harris candidacy in the

armount of $16,171,32.

D. Between February 1975 and March 1976, Mr, Convers,

Mr, Harris, or staffs had contacts re-

membeors ot
contemplation of campalan activities to be

on behalf of the Harris candidacy.

E. During the pericd of these contacts, campaign

activities were carried cut by Mr, Conyers or his staff
on beohalf ¢f the Harris candidacy, for which certain costs
were incurred.




F. The Committee states that it has never been
presentod with bills or invoices for the costs by

Mr. Convers or his staff while carrving out activities

IV. Expenses incurred on behalf of the Harris
candicdacy by Cencressman Jonn Convers, Jr., have been

Seomed by otho Cermmission to be exvenditures by the

‘/‘
e
3
[2s)
o
-
s
[
H
)
0
th
ct
-
@
(@)

ommittee to report to the

e
[#0]
n

D

3
™)
t

£ weould constitute

9
b

s beha
a violazicn of regquivements set forth in 2 U.S.C. §434(b).
VI. Accerdinaly, the Committee will file an amended
recort within 30 davs of the time this agreement is
approved by the Commission, listing the expenditures
deemed by the Commission to have been "authorized" by

the Commitsce. However, the amcunt of authorized expen-

diturcs, as set forth in the complaint of John Convers

in tn1s5 matter, 1s in disrute. Accerdingly, although the
rovors of the Cormitteoe will list $16,171.32 as expendi-

tures, 1t mayv o oalsce indicate that this amount 1s in dispute

VII. Tho Commission on roouost cf anvone filing a
complaine under 2 ULS.C. §43%7¢(a) (1) cenceorninc the matters

at issuc herein Or on its own motion mav review compliance

with this aacrcement, If the Commission believes that this




AR O et it e L e e e e s

agrecement or any requirement thereof has been violated,
1t mav institute a civil action for relief in the
United States District Court for the District of
Columbia.

VIII. This acrecement shall beconme oftoctive as of
the datoe that beoth partlies hereto have cexecuted same
4 the entire acreement.
I¥. Tho Committee shall have no more than 30 days
cment bocomes offoctive to com-

14 ~ . b 3 e - s
0Nt the rororting roguirement

g \T -0 . ~ 3 -~ A H ” e . 3 Fod
N. Nothing herein shall be construed as an

ot

admission that the Committee, Fred Harris, or any of
thelr agents, are responsible to any creditor for expen-

ditures made by Mr, Convers,

Date: TILECTICN COMMISSION
R
WILLIAY C. OLDAKER
Coneoral Counsel
Date: HARRIS TOCOR PRESIDENT COMMITTEE
By o
1ts




BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTI™'v COMMISSTON

In the Matter of
MUR 22

=~
(o2}

Harris for President
Committee

it ot

I Mardorie w. Emmons. secretary te the Tederal flection

Commiission. do hereby certi<, that on December o, 1977, the
Commission determined by 2 wvote 0f -0 to apgrove the conciliation
agreement subrmitted by tre seneral Counsed in o tre above-captioned

matter,

Voting for tnis detarmiration were Lommis

th

Torers Ajkens, Harris,

1

Soringer. and ThoTson, Jomrmissicners Staebler and Tiernan were not

nresent at the time of the (oto

Mariorie W. Emmons
Secretary to the Commission



December 9, 1977

MEMORANDUM TO: !NMarge Emmons

FROM: Zlissa T. GArrx
- SUBJLCT: MUR 372 Team 43 Browning
- Please have the attached Interim Conciliation Report
"= on MUR 372 distributed to the Commission and placed on

the Compliance Aagenca for the Commission meeting of
Dec. 15, 1977.

Thank vou.

7



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

December 7, 1977

In the Matter of

MUR 372(76)

Harris for Presidoent
Committee

INTERIM CONCILIATION REPORT

Conaressman John Conyers alleaged that the
Harris for President Committee ("the Committee') did
not report expenditures he iIncurred on behalf of the
Committee durina the New Hampshire and Massachusetts
primaries in February and March 1976. After investi-
gating and reviewing submissions from the Committee,
the Commission on August 18, 1977, found reasonable
cause to believe that the Committee violated 2 U.S.C.
§434(b) by failing to revort expenditures made by
Convers.

The expenses itemized by Convers cenerally include
costs of meals, lodaing and transvortation for Conyers
and the volunteers accompanyina him. There is a dis-
pute between Convers and the Committee as to who 1s

resnonsible for maving the bills.,



re

The Committee has stated that no bills were ever
submitted by Conyers for the amounts allegedly spent;
that on occasion Conyers sugaested that he would raise
the funds to cover certain costs; that some campaign
events for which the expenditures were made were not
held on behalf of Mr. Harris' candidacy but instead
were either publicity events for complainant or events
held on behalf of presidential candidates in addition to
Mr. Harris; and that Cor 'ars was oxpressly told there
was no monev to ray for some act:ivities he proposed.
Affidavits submitted by six of the Committee's officers
maintain that Convers was repeatoedly denied reguests for
advances in contemplation of incurring certain expendi-
tures durinc the New Hampshire and Massachusetts
primaries, and that the Committee's dismal financial con-
dition was freauently discussed with Convers or his staff.
These arauments are aprarently offered by the Committee
to prove that the expenditures by Convers were "indepen-
dent."

On the other hand, it 1is undisvuted bv the parties
invelved that on a number of occasions Harris, Conyers,
and/or their staffs communicated and cooperated regarding
the Harris campaian. The contacts included: a December

1975 meeting of Harris and Conyers where Conyers' role



® O

in the Harris campaign was discussed; a February 1976
meeting that Convers had with Harris' national cam-

paian coordinator at which it was decided that Conyers'
services could be better used in Massachusetts; and a
February 20, 1976, meeting at which Harris' national

field coordinator and Massachusetts State coordinator

met with Convers and attempted to make campaign plans

for Convers. This, in view of the facts here, precludes
the expenditures from being characterized as "independent"
within 2 U.S.C. §431(v), although woe recoanize that there
aprears to be a leagitimate dispute between Convers and

the Committee as to who is resvonsible for certain payments
to creditors.

We have attempted to conciliate this matter with the
Committee, and after a lenathy neactiating process, the
Committee has acreed in principle 0 sign the attached
conciliation agreement., The agreerment includes an admis-
sion by the Committoe that a reportina violation occurred
and a provision wherein the Commitoe acrees to amend the
reports to show $16,171.32 in expenditures. There is

also a provision statinco that theroe 1s a dispute between
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Conyers and the Committee concerning the e¢exact amount
spent1 and on whose behalf some of the activities for
which expenditures were made were carriced out; and a
provision allowing the Committee to indicate on its
amended reports that the Commission's finding is not
conclusive on the gquestion of who must pay creditors

for the expenses. In view of the facts here, including
the Committec's insistence that it is not responsible

to creditors for some or all of the coxpenditures and did
not receive bills from Convers for the expenditures, the
proposed agreement does not require payment of a civil

penalty.

Recommendation
Approve the attached conciliation agreement and

proceed tc get the Harris for President Committee to sign

William C. dfker

General Counsel

it.

lNo bills have been submitted by Conyers to the
Committee, and while the total amount of the expenditures
in guestion is alleged in the complaint to be $16,171.32
the itemized list submitted by Convers adds up to
$16,278.88, and an October 1976 claim to the Committee
was for the amount of $§18,297.34.
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Judith Browning, Esqguirce
Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street, N. W.

Washington, D. C. 204063

Dear Judv:

This confirms our telephone conversation of November
14, 1977, concerning prospective conciliation of the above-
referenced dispute. Specifically, vou proposed certailn
modifications to the most recent draft, and we accept them.

Enclosed is a copyv of the draft, as modified, which 1is
acceptable to Fred Harris and the Harris for President Com-
mittee. If the Commission approves 1it, we will promptly
have 1t executed and meet the conditions imposed thereby.

Sincerely,

Dennis .

DIW:Ks ,

Enclosure

cc: Honorable Fred R. Harris
Harris for Presidont Committec
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Democrat > Congressman ftrom the First
District of Michigan (which includes
the north and northwest portions of
Detroit, Michigan) who allegedly in-
curred $1le,171.32 1n conls on behalf
cof the Harris campalan that were unro-
vorted by the Committeco.

Mr. Convers and members of his staff
travelod to Noew Hampshire and Massa-
chusetts in Februavy and March, 1976,
during which time they allegedly spent
funds or incurred debts on behalf of

the Harris candidacy 1n the amount

~

[}

197

Ste,171.3
Between february, 1975, and March, 1976,

Mr. Convers, Mr. Harris, or members of

cr
3]
ke

tholr s fs had contacts regarding the
contemplation of campalan activities

to boe carried out on benhalf cf the Harris
candidacy .

Campalagn activities were carried out
pyoMr, Convers or nis statf on behalf

of the Harris candidacy, for which cer-
taln costs wore 1ncurroed.  ‘Howewes,

IO Sre— T T hNe sl Tre—ehT

Sub it 4reTrstant—sQuplaint—were-




GENERAL CONDITIONS

A, Tho Commission on request of anyone
filing a complaint under 2 U.S.C.
§437a(a) (1) concerning the matters at
1ssuce horeln or on 1ts own motlion may
revicew ceonibliance with this agreement.,
It the Commisnsion belleves that thils
acreement or any reguirenent thereof has

peen violated, it may institute a cival

auUticn ooy relief o in o thie Unatod States
tstvice Jourt for othe Diotaoot oob
Jolurmbira,

B, It 13 mutually agreed that this agroement
shall beoccome orfective as to the date
vhat all parties heroto ave oxecuted
same and the Commlssion has approved the
ontire agraecnont,

C. [t 1s augreced that the resprondent shall

nave no more than 30 days rrom the date

i

s aeroement Decomes eifostive to
nplement the reguirement
ained 1n this agreoment and will so
net iy thve COmmiss o,
L. I© 1s agreced that nothing herein shall
pe construcd as evidence that any debt
or expenditure of John Conyers 1s a debt

Ny e -3 - N
Y o oxpendlture ol tine o

Harvis or any of their agents.



F. The Committee states that it has never
been prescnted with bills or invoices
for the costs incurred by Mr. Conyers or
nis staff while carrvying out activities
on behalf o7 the Harris candidacy.

WHEREFORE, the respondont adreoes:

A That expenses 1nourred on behalf of the
iarris candidacy by Jongressman John
vonvers, Jv., have been deemed by the

commission vo b osubcoct to the reporting

e ogunlrement s onarauant to D oL e . 83134 ().
i Thaloany rtactiure o the Harras for
Frosidons Jommitteo to revport to the viC
expenditures on otts rehalf would constitute
a 12lacion of recuirements sot fordd
1 2 ULS.0. saidot.
. Accordinaiy, thoe rospondent will file an

aruended vovert witnin 30 davs of the

Cime thiis aareoment s oanrroved by tne
Cormmissicon, listin: the exvenditures

Doconadd D v MRS o to have peen "authorized”

Vooresnonion. PoweowoY, the amount of
dutnoriood exnenditires, an o sot forth an
the comrlaint of John Conters in this

mattar, 18 1n odisoute., accordinaly,

Booreport of the Commilttee
tures, 1t may

aleo 1ndroate that they are in dispute.
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October 28, 1977

MEMORANDUM TO: Marge Emmons

FROM: Elissa T. Garr

SUBJECT: MUR 372 Team # 1

Please have the attached Interim Status Report on

MUR 372 distributed to the Commission and placed@ on the
Compliance Agenda for the Commission meeting of Nobember 2, 1977.

Thank you.



. October 25, 1977 .

BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSILON

In the Matter of

MUR 372 (76)

Harris for President
Committec

— — o~ o~

Interim Statas Report

This case involves respondent's failure to report certain
‘- expenrdltures allecedi madce b comelainant John Convers on behalf
' presidential campaios, On August 18, 1977, the

Commission found reazsonable cause t0 believe that a violation of

2 U.5.C. §434(b) nhad occurred.
.
Jonciliation efforts have croagressed to the stade where
___ resvondent seems <close o sisning an aarcement which calls for

— amending its reports to rellect the exvenditures in guestion so
~ long as actual Hills are submitted Ly complainant for costs incurred

while campaianing for Mr. Harris.

{wo / Yy /7 _ ~—~‘6(/Az=f7/;f/% Aet)

WILLIAM C. OLDAKER
Ceneral Counsel
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of ) MUR 372 (76)
Harris for President Committee

N

CONCILIATION AGREEMENT

This matter having been initiated by a signed,

sworn and notarized complaint by Congressman John Conyers, Jr.,

s

an

@]

the FEC having found reasconable cause to believe that

respondent violated 2 U.S.C. §434(b).

NOW THEREFQORE, tho respective parties herein,
ederal Election Commission (hereinatteor, "the Commis-
sion"! and the respondent (hereinafter, "the Committee")
having dulyv entercdé into conciliation pursuant to 2 U.S.C.
§437a(a) (3}, do hereby agreo as follows:

. That the Commission has jurisdiction over
the respondent and the subject matter of
this proceeding.

II. That respondent has had a reasonable oppor-
tunity to demonstrate that no action should
be taken in this matter.

ITI. That the pertinent facts 1n this matter

are as follows:

S The respvondent, Harris for President
Committee, 1s the principal campaign
committee for Fred R. Harris, a 1976
Denmocratic Presidential candidate.

B. The complainant is John Conyers, Jr., a




-2- .

Democratic Congressman from the First
District of Michigan (which includes

the north and northwest portions of
Detroit, Michigan) who allegedly in-
curred $16,171.32 in costs on behalf

of the Harris campaign that were unre-
ported by the Committee.

Mr. Conyers and members of his staff
traveled to New Hampshire and Massa-
chusetts in February and March, 1976,
during which time they allegedly spent
funds or incurred debts on behalf of

the Harris candidacy in the amount

of $16,171.32.

Between February, 1975, and March, 1976,
Mr. Conyers, Mr. Harris, or members of
their staffs had contacts regarding the
contemplation of campaign activities

to be carried out on behalf of the Harris
candidacy.

Campaign activities were carried out

by Mr. Conyers or his staff on behalf
of the Harris candidacy, for which cer-
tain costs were incurred. However,

none of the activities which are the
subject of the instant complaint were
included in the conversations or contacts

referred to paragraph III. D. above.
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The Committee states that it has ncver
been presented with bills or invoices
for the costs incurred by Mr. Conyecrs or
his staff while carrying out activities

on behalf of the Harris candidacy.

WHEREFORE, the respondent agrees:

A,

B.

C.

That expenses incurred on behalf of the
Harris candidacy by Congressman John
Convers, Jr., have been deemed by the
Commission to be subject to the reporting
regquirements pursuant to 2 U.S.C. §434(b).
That any failure of the Harris for
President Committee to report to the FEC
expenditures on its behalf would constitute
a violation of reguirements set forth

in 2 U.S.C. §434(b).

Accordinglv, the respondent will file an
amended report within 30 davs of the

time this agreement is approved bv the
Commission, listina the expenditures
deemed bv the FEC to have been "authorized"
bv respondent. However, the amount of
authorized expenditures, as set forth in
the complaint of John Convers in this
matter, is in dispute. Accordingly,
although the report of the Committee

will list these expenditures, it may

also indicate that they are in dispute.




GENERAL CONDITIONS

A.

—4- ".

The Commission on request of anyone
filing a complaint under 2 U.S.C.
§437g(a) (1) concerning the matters at
issue herein or on its own motion may
review compliance with this agreement.
If the Commission believes that this
agreement or any regquirement thereof has
been violated, it may institute a civil
action for relief in the United States
District Court for the District of
Columbia.

It is mutually agreed that this agreement
shall become effective as to the date
that all parties hereto have executed
same and the Commission has approved the
entire agreement.

It is agreed that the respondent shall
have no more than 30 days from the date
this agreement becomes effective to
comply with and implement the requirement
contained in this agreement and will so
notify the Commission.

It is agreed that nothing herein shall
be construed as evidence that any debt
or expenditure of John Conyers is a debt
or expenditure of the Committee or Fred

Harris or any of their agents,
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WITNESS the hands and seals of the parties hereto this l4th

day of September, 1977,

THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

By:
WILLIAM C. OLDAKER
General Counsel

HARRIS FOR PRESIDENT COMMITTEE

By:




CAasEY. LANE & MITTENDORF

ROEOSSA S UST . SO T AVENUED NOW
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Judith Browning, Esquire
Federal Election Comiiission
1325 K Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20463
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

1325 K NTREET NAW . a
WASHING TON DO 20463 October 7 1977
’

CERTIIIZD MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

r. Dennis Whittlesey
Casey, Lane & ’littendorf
315 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006
Re: IUR 372 (76)

Dear Dennis:

Enclosed 1s a oroposed conciliation agreement which,
in our opinion, reilects some of the concerns articulated
by you during our September 12, 1977, meeting and in the
draft agrcement sent to us by vou on September 193, 1977.

We intend that this oroposed agreement serve as a
worxing drafs, and we cannot assure you that the Commis-
sion will aopprove it.

Please contact us within ten (10) days of your re-
ceint of this letter. I you have any gquestions, please
call Judy Browning, the attorney assigned to this case
(523-4073).

Sincerely yours, - /
Sren yours:
Mol /
é ,’t/(,//’/'! /!! r""‘ (, /
David R.VSpiegéll// /
Assistant General Counsel
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Show to whom, date. and address of delivery 85¢

2. ARTICLE ADORESSED TO: D. Whittlesey
Casey, Lane & Mittendorf

815 Connecticut Ave., N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006

3. ARTICLE DESCRIPTION:
REGISTERED NO. CERTIFIED N . 1 INSURED NO.
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1 have received the article described above.
SIGNATURE ° [~ Addressce 5 Authorized agent

!

N
.. $ 0 B ccF =
FL//imvt<.w’t>mvzmr POSTMARK

S. ADORESS (Complete only if requested)

6. UNABLE TO DELIVER BECAUSE: CLERK'S
INITIALS
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of ) MUR 372 (76)
darris for President Committee ) .

CONCILIATION AGREEIENT

This matter having been initiated by a signed, sworn and
notarized comolaint by Congressman John Conyers, Jr., and having
found reasonable cause to believe that respondent violated 2 U.S.C.

"T §434(b).

- NOW THEREFORE, the respective parties herein, the Federal

Election Commission (hereinafter, "the Commission") and the re-
spondent (hereinafter, "the Committee") having duly entered into

~. conciliation pursuant to 2 U.S.C. §4373(a) (5), do hereby adree

~— as follows:

a I. That the Commission has jurisdiction over the re-

« spondent and the subject matter of this oroceeding.

II. That respondent has had a reasonable opportunity to
demonstrate that no action should be taken in this
matter,

III. That the pertinent facts in this matter are as follows:
A. The respondent, Harris Zor President Committee,
is the principal campaign committee for Fred R.
Harris, a 1976 Democratic Presidential candidate.
B. The complainant is John Conyers, Jr., a Democratic
Congressman from the First District of Michigan

(which includes the north and northwest portions

of Detroit, Michigan) who allegedly incurred



A.

$16,171.32 in costs on behalf of the Harris cam-
paign that were unreported by the Committeel

Mr. Conyers and members of his staff travaled

to New Hamuvshire and Massachusetts in February

and March, 1976, during which time they allegedly
spent funds or incurred debts on behalf of the
Harris candidacy in the anount of $16,171.32.
Between February, 1975, and 'larch, 1976, "Mr. Convers,
Mr. Harris, or members of their staifs had contacts
regarding the contemplation of campaign activities
to be carried out on behalf of the Harris candidacv.
Some of these contemplated campaigr activities were
carried out by Mr. Conyvers or his staff on behalf

of the Harris candidacy, for which certain costs
were incurred.

The Comnittee states that it has never been pre-
sented with bills or invoices for the costs incurred
by ilr. Conyers or his staff while carrying out acti-~

vities on behalf of the Harris candidacy.

WHEREFORE, the respondent agrees:

That all expenses incurred on behalf of the iarris
candidacv by Congressman John Convers, Jr., were,

in fact, authorized campaign expenditures, subject
to the reporting requirements pursuant to 2 U.S.C.

§434(b). Such expenditures include only those



costs for which “Mr. Convers or his agents were
not specifically advised that the Committee would
not pav. v

B. That failure to include the expenditures made by
Congressman Conyers on behalf of the Harris for
President Committee constitutes a violation of
requirements set forth in 2 U.S.C. §434(b).

C. Accordingly, the respondent will filz an amended
report within 30 days of the time this agreement
is approved by the Commission, listing $16,171.32
as authorized expenditures. However, the amount
of such expenditures, as set forth in the complaint
of John Convers in this matter, is in dispute.
Accordingly, although the reoorts of the Committee
will list these amounts it may also indicate that

they are in dispute.

GENERAL CONDITIONS

A. The Commission on reguest of anyvon:» filing a com-
plaint under 2 U.S.C. §437a(a) (1) concerning the
matters at issue nerein or on its own motion may

review coapliance with this agrecment. If the

v

Commission believes that this agreement or any

reguirement thereof has been violated, it may

Q2

institute a civil action for relief in the United

States District Court for the District of Columbia.



B. It is mutually agreed that this agreement shall
become effective as to the date that all parties
herceto have executed same and the vamissfon has
approved the entire agreement.

C. It is agreed that the respondent shall have no
more than 30 davs from the date this agreement
becones effective to comply with and implement
the rezuirement contained in this agreement and
will so notify the Commnission.

D. It 1is agreed that nothing herein shall he construed

[Le]

or expcenditure of John
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iture of the Committee
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of their ayonts.

WITHESS the hands and seals of the parties hereto this

day of - , 1977,

THZ FEDERAL ELICTION COMMISSION

By

WILLIAY C
General C

HARRIS FOR PRISIDENT COMMAITTEE




CAsSEY. LANE & MITTENDORF
815 CONNECTICUT AVENUE. N.W.
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20006
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CABLE ADDRESS. CALAMIT, WASHING TON

HENRY B. TALIAFERRO. JR.
WitLiam G. CINNAMOND
ROBERTY J. WOODY
DENNIS J. WHITTLESEY
PATRICIA M. BaSS
MARTHA P. PATTERSON

R. CLYDE HARGROVE

/res

Enclosure

TWX 710 -822-9285

{iawD DELIVERED

Lonnio (/.

Dennis J. Whittlesey

Yee # 1532
,

/

P "

NEW YORK OFFICE
26 BROADWAY
NEw YORK, N.Y 10004
WHITEHALL 3-3000
CABLES: CALAMIT, NEW YORX

EUROPEAN OFFICE
56 GROSVENOR STREE™

oAby September 19, 1977 Logﬁgyzin
CaBLES CALAMIT LONDCN
- Ms. Judith Browning "~;{‘
— Federal Election Commission
i 1325 K Street, NW
Washington, DC 20463
Dear Judy:
o Pursuant to our telephone conversation of Sep-
~- tember 16, enclosed is the proposed Conciliation Agreement.
- Sincerely yours,
o




BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the matter )

) MUR 372 (76)
Harris for President Committee )

CONCILIATION AGREEMENT

This matter was initiated by a signed, sworn
and notarized complaint by Congressman John Conyers, Jr.,
and the Federal Election Commission has found reasonable
cause to believe that respondent violated 2 U.S.C. §434(b),
as discussed in the Commission's letter to respondent's

counsel, dated August 23, 1977.

NOW THEREFORE, the respective parties herein, the
Federal Election Commission (hereinafter, "the Commission")
and the respondent (hereinafter, "the Committee") having
duly entered into conciliation pursuant to 2 U.S.C. §437g(a)

(5), do hereby agree as follows:

I. That the Commission has jurisdiction over the

respondent and the subject matter of this pro-

ceeding.

I1I. That respondent has had a reasonable opportunity

to demonstrate that no action should be taken 1in

this matter.



III.

That the pertinent facts in this matter are as
follows:

The respondent, Harris for President Committee,

is the principal campaign committee tor Fred
Harris, a 1976 Democratic Presidential candidate.
The complainant is John Conyers, Jr., a Congress-

man from the First District of Michigan, who
allegedly incurred $16,171.32 in costs on behalf
of the Harris campaign that were unreported by the

Committee.

Mr. Conyers and members of his statt traveled
to Boston, Massachusetts, on or about February
19, 1976, and in the ensuing 13 days allegedly
expended funds or incurred debts on behalf of

the Harris Committee in the amount of $16,171.32.

The Committee did not direct, authorize or even
suggest that any expenditures be made on its be-
half, or on behalf of the Harris candidacy, and
had no prior knowledge of nor was 1t party to the
formulation of the activities that resulted in
the alleged expenditures. To the contrary, Mr.
Conyers was repeatedly advised by agents of the

Committee that no funds were availlable and there




was no chance that funds would become availabl«
for the activities he advocated. If any expendi-
tures were made by Mr. Conyers, they were made
without cooperation or consultation with Harris

or the Committee or their agents, and were not
made 1n concert with, or at the request or sugges-

tion of, Harris or the Committee or their agents.

On or about October 5, 1976, the Committee ro-
ceived a memorandum from Convyers' Congressional
staff which outlined a list of expenditures
totaling $18,297.34 and which requested that
said expenditures be listed on the Committee's

Debt Schedule.

The committee refused to list the alleged ex-

penditures of $18,297.34 on its Debt Schedule

On or about December 15, 1976, Mr. Convers
sent a letter to the Commission outlining a list
of expenditures. Such alleged expenditures
totaled $16,276.88 but an incorrect totalization

reflected expenditures of $16,171.32.

The Committee had never been presented with

the December 15 list of expenditures until



i
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J.

WHEREFORE,

A.

B.

it received a copy of Mr. Conyers' letter of that
date to the Commission. The Committee has never
received from Mr. Conyers copies of any bills or

statements evidencing the alleged cxpenditures.

On February 24, 1977, Mr. Conyers filed the in-

stant complaint with the Commission.

Subseguent to filing the instant complaint, Mr.
Conyers and/or his agents mailed copies of the

complaint to at least one of his creditors without

receiving written consent of Harris or the Committee

to do so, in violation of 2 U.S.C. §437g(a) (3) (B)

and punishable under 2 U.S.C. §437g(c).

the respondent agrees:

That all expenses deemed by the Federal Election
Commission to be reportable by respondent pur-
suant to 2 U.S.C. 434(b) will be reported by re-
spondent in an amended report filed within 30 days

of its receipt of the FEC's determination.

That failure to report the expenditures allegedly
made by Congressman Convers on behalf of the

Harris for President Committee did not and does



not constitute a violation of 2 U.S.C. §434(b).

That it specifically is agreed that nothing
hercein shall be construed as evidence that any
debt or expenditure of Conyers is u debt or
expenditure of the Committee or Frod Harris

or any of their agents.

GENERAL CONDITIONS:

A.

The Commission on request of anyone filing a
complaint under 2 U.S.C. §437g(a) (1) concerning
motion may review compliance with this agree-
ment. If the Commission believes this agreement
or any requilirement hereof has been violated,

it may institute a civil action for relief in

the United States District Court for the District

of Columbia.

It is mutually agreed that this signed agreement
1s effective as of the date of its approval by

the Commission.

It is agreed that respondent shall have no
more than 30 days from the date on which this
agreement becomes effective to comply with

its requirements and to so notify the Commission.



e

This agreement shall in no manner be construed
as an admission by respondent that any provisions

of Federal election law or Commission regulations

have been violated.



Ms. Judith Birowni

Foderal
1325 K
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Washington, Do
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of )
MUR 372 (76)

Harris for President Committee)

CERTIFICATION

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, Secretary to the Federal Election
Commission, do hereby certify that on August 18, 1977, the
Commission determined by a vote of 6-0 to find Reasonable Cause

to Believe that the respondent has violated 2 U.S.C. Section 434(b)

in the above-captioned matter.

Marjorie W. Emmons
Secretary to the Commission




August 11,2977

MRANDUM TO: Marjorie Emmons
PROM: Elissa T. Garr
SUBJECT: MUR 372 (76)

~N Please have the attached General Counsel's Report
c ~on MUR 372 (76) distributed to the Commission and placed

3

on the Compliance Agenda for the Commission meeting of

P
J

August 1%, 1977.
Thank you.




In the Matter of

Harris for President

)
)
) MUR 372(76)
)
Committee )

General Counsel's Report

I. Allegations

This matter involves the question of whether respondent
Harris for President Committee ("the Committee") failed to
report certain expenditures in violation of 2 U.S.C. §434b(9),
(10), (11), and (12). The complaint was brought by
Congressman John Conyers, alleging that while campaigning
in the New Hampshire and Massachusetts primaries he incurred
authorized expenditures in the amount of $16,171.32 on behalf
of the Committee, which the Committee never reported.

The Harris Committee disputes the allegation, contending
that Mr. Conyers exceeded his authorization as a campaigner
for Harris by incurring the debts in question. The Committee
submits that Mr. Conyers was not authorized to make any
expenditures for which the Committee would be responsible
and maintains that the $16,171.32 were independent expendi-
tures under 2 U.S.C. §431(p). 1If the expenditures are found
to be independent, complainant Conyers will have committed a

reporting violation under 2 U.S.C. §434(e).



On the other hand, as we suggest further on in this
report, it is possible that the expenses incurred by
Conyers were neither authorized Committee expenditures nor
independent expenditures made by Conyers, but were
contributions-in-kind impliedly accepted by respondent
Harris Committee. If the expenditures were contributions-
in-kind, the Committee will have committed a reporting
violation. 2 U.S.C. §434(b) (2) and (3). 1In addition,
Mr. Conyers will have violated 2 U.S.C. §44la(a) (1) (A) as
defined by §44la(a) (7) (B) (i) for making in~-kind contributions

in excess of the Act's limitations.

II. Commission Action

On April 7, 1977, the Commission found reason to believe
that Mr. Conyers disbursements were either unreported
expenditures on behalf of the Committee (a violation of
2 U.S.C. §434(b)(9), (10), (11), and (12)) or unreported
in-kind-contributions in excess of the Act's limitations
which were impliedly accepted by the Committee (a violation
of 2 U.S.C. §434(b) (2) and (3) and §441(a) (1) (A)). On May 23,
1977, additional information, including an itemized list of
the expenditures in question and affidavits from two of
Conyers' staff members were sent to the Commission.

On July 15, 1977, after numerous postponements and
delays, the Harris Committee submitted its response to the

complaint. The response included documentation (correspondence



and affidavits of six key members of Harris' campaign
staff) relating to the degree of involvement of Congressman

Conyers in the Harris campaign.

III. Evidence

In December, 1975, according to information submitted
by the Committee's counsel, Congressman Conyers was asked
to assist the Harris campaign after it was learned that
Mr. Conyers had been making public statements of support
for Fred Harris. An affidavit submitted by a staff person
from Conyers' staff states that at a December meeting
attended by Harris, a question came up as to the financial
resources of the Harris campaign with regard to Conyers'
involvement, and Mrs. Harris responded, "Don't worry about
that. We have more than enough money to cover your expenses."
Subsequently, during the months of February and March, 1976,
according to information provided by Mr. Conyers, the
Committee had numerous contacts with him regarding his role
in the campaign in New England, resulting in Conyers making
expenditures listed in Attachment A. Conyers notes that the
Committee handled arrangements and scheduling for Conyers
and his volunteers, maintained daily contact for strategy

and scheduling, and rented a headquarters in Boston for use

by Mr. Conyers and his volunteers.



Respondent, on the other hand, contends that the
expenditures in question were independent in that the
activities and expenditures of Conyers were without the
cooperation or consultation of Harris or his authorized
committee, and were not in contact with, or at the request
or suggestion of, Harris or his authorized committee.
According to the July 15, 1977,Harris Committee response,
all reimbursements for expenditures made by public officials
campaigning for Mr. Harris were to be approved in advance by
the national campaign organization, and Mr. Conyers did not
get the requisite approval. The information submitted by
respondent does, however, confirm the existence of many
contacts and attempts at coordination between the Committee
personnel and Convers during the time of the New Hampshire
and Massachusetts primaries. These contacts include the
December, 1975, meeting, where the parties agreed that Convers

would campaign for Harris in New England, as well as a

meeting Convers had with Harris' national campaign coordinator

in Februarv, 1976, upon Convers' arrival in New Hampshire,
at which it was decided that his services could better be
used in Massachusetts. On February 20, 1976, Harris'
national field coordinator and his Massachusetts state
coordinator met with Conyers to try to set up campaign plans
with Conyers. Around February 25, 1976, Harris' national
campaign coordinator again met with Conyers and agreed to

pay for telephone lines in a Boston storefront headquarters
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Conyers had rented for the campaign. Finally, in March
1976, Conyers and Harris met in Chicago to discuss the
Harris campaign.

The essence of respondent's argument seems to be that,
while the Committee did attempt to use Conyers' campaign
services, Convers exceeded any minimal authority he may
have had to expend committee funds, and that Conyers was
made aware of the committee's resistance and inability to

finance his activities.

IV. Legal Analysis

Although this matter has been cast by complainant and
respondent as one involving the federal election campaign
laws,the underlying controversy is a dispute between
Congressman John Conyers and the Harris for President
Committee as to who should pay certain debts incurred by
Conyers while he was campaigning in New Hampshire and
Massachusetts. A resolution of this matter is dependent
upon the nature of the fiduciary relationship by which the
committee confided to Conyers the business to be transacted
in the committee's name or on its account, and this
relationship is groundea in the commercial or contractual
dealings between the two parties. Such a dispute is not
within the jurisdiction of the Commission.

A secondary question over which the Commission does

have jurisdiction is whether respondent's reports must be



amended with respect to the $16,171.32. If the amounts

in controversy are independent expenditures, Mr. Conyers
would have a reporting obligation (2 U.S.C. §434(e)) while
the Harris Committee would have none. However, if the
amounts in controversy are either authorized Committee
expenditures or contributions-in-kind, they would have to
be reported by the Harris Committee (2 U.S.C. §434(b) (9),
(10), (11), and (12)). If the amounts are contributions-in-
kind, Conyers would be in violation of the Act's contribution
limits (2 U.S.C. §44la(a) (1) (A)) for that amount of his
expenditures over $1,000 that fall outside the voluntary
activity and travel exceptions in 2 U.S.C. §§431(e) (5) (A)
and (D).

While the Committee submitted evidence that tended to
refute Conyers' allegations that respondent had authorized
him to make all of the expenditures in question, the
Committee did, nonetheless, exhibit a willingness to assist
and cooperate with the Conyers' effort when reguested to,
although that cooperation was rarely financial. Since both
Conyers and the Committee have admitted to numerous contacts
and communications involving the New England primary campaign,
it is our opinion that the expenditures in guestion would not
meet the Act's definition of "independent expenditures.”

2 U.S.C. §431(p). Regulation 109.1(b) (4) (i) states that



Lot

an expenditure is presumed not to be an independent
expenditure when it is based on information about the
candidate's plans, projects, or needs provided by the
candidate or his agents.

If the expenditures in gquestion are not "independent
expenditures," then they are either expenditures authorized
by the Cormmittee or contributions-in-kind from Conyers,
depending upon the outcome of the disputed claim mentioned
above. 1In either case, a reporting violation by the
Committee is indicated. The reporting provisions of the
Act require that reports ¢‘iled with the Commission include
"...the amount and nature of debts and obligations owed by
or to the Committee." 2 U.S.C. §434(b)(1l2). According to the
Commission's regulations this includes any promises to make
expenditures. §104.2(b) (11). The Act defines expenditures
to include "...a contract, promise, or agreement, express
or implied, whether or not legally enforceable, to make any
expenditure." 20.S.C. §431(f)(2). Thus, the fact that some
of the vendors who extended credit to Conyers have not yet
been paid does not mean that those debts would not have to

be reported by the Committee.

V. Recommendation
Find reasonable cause to believe that respondent has

violated §434(b). However, the issue of whether the items in



question were authorized expenditures or contributions-in-

kind appears to be a matter that should be resolved by

private litigation rather than by the Commission. Accordingly,
our conciliation of this matter would take into consideration
the fact that the precise reporting form of the disputed

costs (as opposed to the need to report the amounts) would

be subject to further vrivate litigation.

é)/ r / 23 *“"Z,Llce’{;/ 7,///@

Date General Counsel

Attachment
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July 15, 1977

MEMORANDUM TO: Marjorie Emmons
FROM: Elissa T. Garr

SUBJECT: MUR 372 (76)

Please have the attaached Interim Status Report on

MUR 372 (76) distributed to the Commission and placed

on the Agenda for the Commission meeting of July 20, 1977.




MEMORANDUM TO: Commission July 14, 1977
¢

FROM: William €. 0Oldak //

SUBJECT: MUR 372(76)

INTERIM STATUS REPQRT

This matter involves the guestion of whether the Harris
for President Committee failed to report certain expenditures
in violation of 2 U.S.C. 8434. The complaint was brought by
Congressman John Convers, alleging that in the New Hampshire
and Massachusetts primaries he incurred authorized expenditures
in the amount of $16,171.32 on bhehalf of the Committee, which
the Committee never reported.

The Commission, on April 7, 1977, found reason to believe

i

that Congressman Conver's disbursements were either unreported
expenditures on behalf of the Harris Committee or unreported
in-kind c¢ontributiens in excess af the Act's limitations.

A letter was sent to the Committee on May 18, 1977,
requesting certain information. The Committee has repeatedly
delaved and postponed submission of the requested materials.
Therefore, we recomnmend sending the atatched subpoena to the

Harris for President Committee.
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

TSRS EREL | e W
WHATHING RN UG C  NidnY

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

SUBPOENA
TO: Harris for President Committee

815 Connecticut Avenue N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20006

At the instance of the Federal Election Commission pursuant
to 84374 of Title 2 of the United States Code, you are hereby
required to deliver for inspection and copying the following
documents to authorized representatives of the Federal Election
Commission on the dapN e BTGNSO A At p.m. of
that day.

(a) Correspondence, memoranda, and any other documentation
providing information of the relationship of the Harris for
President Committee to Congressman John Conyers with particular
regard to the New Hampshire and Massachusetts presidential
primaries;

(b) Correspondence, memoranda, checks, receipts, and
any other documentation relating to the amount and nature of
the disbursements incurred by Mr. Conyers on behalf of the Harris
presidential campaign, with particular regard to the New Hampshire

and Massachusetts presidential primaries.
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WHEREAS,

Commission has hereunto set his hand at Washington,

the

Chairman of the

this Gl e L E TGN S G
REREST
Secretary to the Commission

Federal Election

THOMAS E

Chairman

HARRIS

D.C-,
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
Before the
FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In re

HARRIS FOR PRESIDENT
COMMETTER

Docket No. MUR 372

~— — o~

RESPONSE OF HARRIS FOR PRESIDENT
COMMITTEE TO COMPLAINT FILED BY
CONGRESSMAN JOHN CONYERS, JR.

INTRODUCTION

This Response is filed on behalf of the Harris for
President Committee (hereinafter referred to as "Respondent"
or as "National Committee") in answer to a formal complaint
filed with the Federal Election Commission ("FEC") on or
about February 28, 1977. The complainant 1s Congressman
John Convers, Jr., a United States Representative from the

First Congressional District of Michigan.

This Complaint apparently alleges certain violations

of the reporting reguirements of the Federal Election

. =
Campaign Act of 1971, as amended,  although such is not
clear from the materials filed by Conyers or Conyers'

demands for reimbursement f£rom Respondent. However, the

FEC's letter to Respondent of May 18, 1977, declares that
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has found reason to believe that Mr. Conyers'

disbursements were either unreportoed

cexpenditures on behalf of the Conmittee

(ZIRTES SIMGE A 3 ids (RN GOAS G ONIREIRIN(EEE ) ISt a i

unreported in-kind contribution 1n excess of

the Act's limitations which was 1mpliedly

accepted by the Committee (2 U.5.C. §§ 434 (b)

(2) (3) and 44la(a) (1) (A)).
So we assume that this 1s the extent to which the complaint
pertains. Certainly, the Harris Committcoe does not ratify
Conyers' debt and will not pay 1t.

In accordance with Sectien 439 (g) (4), the National
Committee has been afforded an opportunity to respond to the
Convers complaint, and the resultant "rcason to believe"
determination reached by the FEC. Ac¢tcordingly, the National

Committee has directed the preparation and filing of this

Response, along with supportin

«Q
w
rh
(X

tidavits from the following

individuals:

=

] James Hightower, Treasurer and National
Coordinator for the National Committee;

b

. Bert Jay De Lecuw, National Field Coordinator
for the National Committee:

Richard D. Davis, National Committee's
Regional Coordinator for the Middle Eastern
States, which region included the State of
Michigan;

(O]
.

4. Gary Manning Ford, State Coordinator for the
Massachusetts Harris for President Committee
(hereinafter referred to as '"Massachusetts
Committee") ;

s Fred Droz, National Director for Advance and
Scheduling for the National Committee; and,

6. James Carew Rosapepe, financial manager for the
National Committee from March 1976 to
September 1976.




Each of these affidavits provides details on various aspects
of the Conyers assertions. It is 1mpossible to provide a
sworn statement rebutting or explaining cvery single item
in the Conyers chronology, because--as 15 clear from the
materials here filed--the National Committee had no idea
of what Conyers and his entourage were cven doing, let alocne
who was present to witness it! However, Respondent submits
that the facts presented herein make it undeniably clear the
activities and expenditures of John Conyers were without
cooperation or consultation of Fred R. Harris or any
authorized committees or agents of Mr. Harris, and were not
in concert with, or at the reguest ox suggestion of, Mr.
Harris or any authorized committees or agents of Mr. Harris.
Rather, the Respondent submits, the expenditures
were "independent expenditures" under Section 431 (p). As
such, they are reportable by Conyers and not Mr. Harris or

any of his authorized committees.

The Relevant Statutory Sections and Regulation

The National Committee has determined, and so-advised
2/
Convers, that all expenditures incurred during the Conyers

"

foray into New Encland constituted "independent expenditures,"

as defined at Section 431(p). That section provides:

(p) "independent expenditure" means an
expenditure by a person expressly advocating
the election or defeat of a clearly identified
candidate which is made without cooperation or




p

pertinent

consultation with any candidate or any authorized
committee or agent of such candidate and which
is not made 1n concert with, or at the request
or suggest1on”9£ any candidate or any authorized

committes or agert of sueh’ candidate;*** [Emphasis
supplied. ]

In addition, FEC Regulation §109.1 provides in
IBICHEAT B

(a) "Independent expenditure" means an
ewpenditure by a person for a communication

xpressly advocating the election or defeat of

a clearly identifiable candidate which is not
made with the cooperation ©r with the prior
consent of, &r Hin, cOhsuiltabion Wwith, ok 'dt the
request or suggestlon of, a candidate or any agent
or autnoxLxﬂ4 committee of such candidate.

{b) For the purpose of this definition--

* * %

(4) "Made with the cooperation or with the
prior consent of, or in consultation with, or
at the reguest or suggestion of, a candidate or
any agent or authorized committee of the candidate
means-—-

(@330 FAm arrangeme nt, coordination, or
direction by the cand d1 ¢ or his or her
agent prior to the Dllpatlon, distribution,
display, or broadcast of the communication.
An expenditure will be presumed to be so
made when 1t 1s--

(A) Based on information about the
candidate's plans, projects, or needs
provided. to the axpending persen by the
candidate, or by the candidate's agents,

(3
&)

ith a view toward having an expenditure

made ;
(B) Made by or through any person
who 1s, or has been, authorized to raise
or expend funds, who 1s, or has been, an
fficer of an authorized committee, or
who 1s, or has been, receiving any form
of compensation or reimbursement from
the candidate or the candidate committee
or agent.
S B e
the expending pe
guidelines on 1in

Eine ludetrrovildiingste
upon rcquest Commission
nt expenditures.




{5) "Agent" means any person who has actual

oral or written authority, cither express or
implied, to make or to authorize the making of
expenditures on behalf of o candidate, or means

any person who has been placed in a position within
the campalgn organization whore it would reasonable
appear that in the ordinary course of campaign-
related activities he or she may authorize
expenditures. [Emphasis supplied.]

If the expenditures of Mr. Conyers are "independent"
under the above-referenced definitions, then they are not
reportable by the National Committee. Rather, Mr. Conyers is
responsible for filing his own reports under Section 434 (e)
and Reg. § 109.2(b) and (c). Conversely, 1f those expenditures

are not "independent" then the Respondent did have reporting

vielations.

ESSUE BERESBNIED

Whether the expenditures of John Conyers, totalling

$16,171.32, as outlined in his December 15, 1976, letter to

the FEC were "independent expenditures" under Section 431(p),

or whether they were expenditures reportable by Respondent

under Section 434(b) (9), (10), (11) and (1l2) or an unreported
in-kind contribution in excess of the Act's limitations which
was impliedly accepted by Respondent under Sections 434 (b) (2)

and (3) and d44la(l)(A).
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DISCUSSION

A. The History of Convers' Assistance to Harris
Prior to the 1976 Primaries.

In 1975, Convers was asked to assist the Harris

campaign after it was learned that he had been making public

=y
e
D/ m

statements of support for Fred Harris. Bhe 1nitial ‘con=
tacts were made by Davis with Conyers' staff, resulting in
the coffee for Harris held at Detroit's Summit Club. Davis
did virtually all of the work on this function, although he

' 4

\ . ; 4 :
did receive "some assistance"— from the Convers staff. It
. , Sy =
1s not true, as Convers claims,=" that "Conyers' volunteers"
assisted with the function in any meaningful way. To the

contrary it was Richard Davis--not the Conyers staff--who

P

"set [the event] up."
Although he was forced to do much of the work for

T
the Summit Club event "by telephone from Washington",™

Davis didn't give up on his hoped-for assistance from Conyers.
He scheduled a coffee on October 31, 1975, and worked in

"close cooperation with Conyers' district Congressional
8 /’/
taff", and specifically with one Nelson Saunders. It was
9/
a "dusaster!, -and al "humrliatien",™ for thé reason that

ui

Saunders was diverted to a local election campaign and
10/

failed to fulfill his commitment to "produc(&] a crowd".

3

he result was that only 10 people were present to hear a

man speak who was a candidate for president, and among that




o o 7

small number was the candidate himself and pcople alreadz
committed to his campaign. It can be said that the event,

' organization,

which was closely coordinated with Conyers
was a total waste of time and money.

Given the flasco of the October 31 c¢vent, a
function which was closely coordinated with the Conyers
organization, it is no surprise to see thils cvent not listed
on the Chronology. The surprise would have been for Conyers
to call attention to the function, for it is clear that he
wants to forget it.

Bult [RL.CK Davis didn't forget . & .

John Convers was only one of many public officials
who the Harris Committee sought out for campaign assistance.
And there was a specific pelicy for handling them, as is
made clear by Hightower. ™  As he noted, there were specific
guidelines for appearances of the so-called "surrogate"
speakers:

(1) that any such activities be coordinated

in advance with the national staff, (2) that

scheduling be done by the staff or with direct

approval of the staff, (3) that any expenditure of
money for which we would reimburse the officials
would be approved in advance by the national
campaign, and (4) that the appearance of the
surrogate comport with the overall practices of
the Harris campaign (such as minimal pomp and
circumstance, few--if any--staff aides and utili-

zation of exlsting campaign organilzation and
facilities). [Emphasis supplied.]

And these guidelines were not so strenuous that others were

unable to follow them; to the contrary, they did follow
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12/ . - . :
them. — Hightower specifically cites campaign appearances
of Congressman Michael Harrington, and observes:

What Harrington was told was what Convers
was told.

Respondent admits that it wanted and sought John

134 . : <
conyers' help,— Jjust as it wanted the assistance of
any official who might be able to aid the cause. But it was

essential that the guidelines be met, because the campaign

FARE : 14 :
was critically short on money and the impact per-dollar-

spent had to be maximized. In fact, had Conyers been part

of the Harris comapign he would have been kept out of New

] : , i) A
Hampshire "in the first place"— since the voters to whom

N ) R . . 16 //
he would appeal were not in New Hampshire or Massachusetts.—

" 1

As Hightower stated, 1t made "no sense" to spend money to
~ 1 - l—;' 3 )
send Conyers to New Hampshire,— and the feeling was that
e
his presence "could hurt".— It 1s clear that the Harris

campaign never would have used Conyers in the way that he
Gurdueted nimsel s Genyene had bEer Retk o (Ehercampsdein:

The reception at the National Black Elected Officials
Institute of December 15, 1975, is touted by Convers. He
would have been wiser to have given it the same treatment
(omission) he gave the October 31, 1975, coffee.

Rick Davis tells the story better than anyone else
can: he was involved from the beginning and--for the second
time in 45 days--he saw his work with Conyers turn into a

humiliration. Davis had worked to arrange for Conyers to
) J
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L9/
endorse Harris™ and the Harris campaign universally believed

200
that Conyers would do so.— It should be made clear that

the reception was arranged solelv by the Harris campaign and

al/f
ROEEDVEGONER SIS

Conyers' sole contributions were the use

of his name, the introductiongﬁf and --1t was anticipated--
his endorsement.

Conyers did not endorse Harris; he embarrassed and
humlliated nim, and almost certainly cost him potential
support from those in attendance. As De Leeuw said:

Rather thanh promote Fred Harris' candidacy

at this point, Congressman Conyers in fact set it

back. 23/

And the way he did this was with a rambling diatribe against

24/

Ehe Demoeratie party and variows paticonall party Egures’ 2

3

They included Harris' close personal and political ally,

Senator Hubert Humphrey, and other candidates such as Jimmy

’

(29

5/

Carter angd Heney Jagk

All of this was 1in the context

ui

DR,
of "lookina for" a candidate blacks should support, since
Senator Edward Kennedy was not a candidate, and then Conyers
dropped Harris' name with this statement:

I've supported losers before.26/

3 §

ourse, 1t got no better when he 1dentified LaDonna

Harris as someone more familiar to the crowd than was Fred.—

ees
ol
O
It
%]

And these events were the Conyers groundwork

before the primaries even bcgan.
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B. New Hampshire

The Convers arrival in New Hampshire was a surprise

~N %

to the campaign staff. It appears that D¢ Leeuw attempted
to line up Conyvers for some campaigning in Massachusetts,
o)

among other states,~—  and he cven instructed Gary Ford to

give some thought as to how Conyers could be utilized in a

30/
icial" manner. — However, the discussions on Conyers'

"bene

h

participation broke down and the Harris campaign concluded

31/

that he would nolt campaign for Harris.
But "Guawers deaidag at Bha 1ast mindEs neot onilix
that he would go to New England, but that he needed a full

personal staff. So they went--on short notice, with no

(s

pricr consultation and) no approval from the Harnis campaign
for Harris funds to pay for the trip. The only advance word

was a telephone call advising that Conyers cum entourage was

32/

arriving only a few hours later. This was February 19,

1976. Hightower acted immediately when he learned of the
telephone call, by returning a call to Conyers' staffer

Christine Moore and making 1t clear that anything would

’
,

x ; 1% ] Ed :
have to be cleared with him 1n advance.— lic tearned that
34/

Conyers already had campaign plans and "an itinerary."

This schedule apparently 1s the same one as that which

iGo

o

Convers c¢laims was prepared for him by Droz. However,

Droz denies hawving prepared it and feels that on its face 1t

e

nust have been prepared by Conyerns! staff.— The Hightower
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telephone conversation with Ms. Moore supports Droz's con-
clusion as to the itinerary's source, since it alrcady
existed.

Furthermore, Conyers is incorrect when he asserts
that Droz offered to provide lodging, food and transporta-

. S | . : L.
tion.— Droz flatly denies having done so, ©iting the fact

that the Harris campaign staff was doing without such amenities.~—'

In the meantime, Hightower called Harris with this
problem, and they agreed that Conyers could injure the effort

1n New Hampshire; thus, 1t was decided to divert him to

. ; : . B9
Massachusctts 1n the most painless manner possible.—

i
also should be remembered that the New Hampshire primary was
only a few days away and 1t was critical that any messy

incildents be avoilded.

Sc Hightower did what he had to do: he got Convers

out of New Hampshire with the least amount of fuss. And he

did so by persuading Conyers that he could be of more value
1n Massachusetts.
But at the same time-and in that first meeting--

Hightower laid bare the campaign's critical shortage of
2 Seii e . e . . Y J
Eundss == n facth, the Eflrnaneaal situationiwas Sueh that it

dictated virtually every decision made at this time, and
i Y 41/
Conyers knew this. —
So Conyers agreed to move to Massachusetts, or--

more important--to get out of New Hampshire. So he left

; 12/ : : :

by rental car,— but not before requesting a driver to take
1| 3 4 3 /")

them to Boston, a reguest summarily denied. —
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In this initial meeting with Hightower, Conyers
never requested any financial support and none was offered;
instead, Hightower made clear that the campaign already was
"broke and in dobt".ii"

The Harris campaign was surprised that Conyers

went to New England, and Hightower says he "never understood
45/

why he ([Conyers] did so. And maybe De Leeuw had the

answer.:

[I]t was clear to me
political workers we
Conyers first and fo
Harris.46/

that the Conyers
re promoting John
remost, and not Fred R.

Certainly De Leeuw's theory is not inconsistent with what

transpired.
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Q13 Massachusetts

So John Conyers hit Boston, much to the relief of

those coordinating the New Hampshire primary. Hightower

feared having him "running around New England . . . and our
47/

not knowing what he was doing", but on February 19, he

was faced with the immediacy of the nation's first presidential
balloting only days away and a fear that Conyers could cause
problems in that all-important first primary. So he did

what seemed reasonable: he passed the problem downstream to
Ford and De Leeuw in Massachusets.

It was clear to Ford and De Leeuw from their first
meeting with Conyers that he was charting his own course. At
Convyers' request, they met him for breakfast on February 20,
1976, for what they believed to be a campaign business
meeting. Instead, they sat and watched him eat breakfastéﬁ/
and visit with a local black newsman.ig/ It gradually
became clear that no campaign business would be discussed,
so Ford and De Leeuw left before Conyers had even finished

LY
eating.

Conyers held a press conference that same day, an
event he falsely says was arranged by the Respondent's
"national press staff.“zl/ His own people set it up, made
all media contacts and even prepared a press release on his
letterhead.zg/ Conyers did not attach a copy of his press

release to the complaint, and Respondent regrets that none

have been located by it. However, Conyers did attach as his
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Exhibit I a copy of the Harris press staff "backup" release
prepared at the last minute wheg it was feared that Conyers'
staff might fail to have one.ii/ It appears that the Harris-
repared release 1s getting the ?ttention now which it did
not receive seventeen months agoiif since 1ts use was not
necessary.

Ford's work with Conyers lasted one day. He
proposed several events to Conyers' staff on February 20 and
late that evening was told that Conyers would do a "walk"

the following day. This c¢vent 1is described by Conyers as

a highly publicized walk through
the communitys5s/

an event which was purportedly arranged by Ford and was the

Iy L= 3

subject of a Ford memcrandum, attached as Chron. Exhibit L.
First, it is noted that Convers' staff screened a
number of suggestions offered by Ford, a screening process
which was at odds with the "surrogate guldelines" already
established and previously discussed. Second, the walk was
selected by Convers' staff as having the "best chance of

receiving [his] roval"” because of the npotential for

IUI’O

"media exposure" And "media exposure'" was certainly on

his mind; Hightower recalls that Christine Moore mentioned
58/
it in their February 19 telephone conversation and he

used it as an argument in getting Conyers to leave New Hampshire
59 /

since local television "came from Massachusetts'". Which

brings us back to De Leeuw's observation that Conyers, and
60/
not Harris, was beling promoted on this junket.




61/
The walk was hastily arranged by Conyers' staff

and not Gary Ford, as claimed by Conyers. However, Ford did
62/
issue an internal memorandum, which is Conyers' Exhibit L.
63/
Ford also suggested a route and offered personnel.
64/
However, due to short notice the walk was a "dismal failure"
since there were few people to see Conyers. In fact, this
event, which is touted in the complaint, was one with which
65/
Conyers was 'not happy" and--as a result--Ford had no
further communication with the Congresswman after February 20.
It must be remembered that Ford was the Massachusetts State
Coordinator; he was the man with whom Conyers would have had
to deal in order to campalgn 1n cooperation or consultation
with the Harris organization. Yet, Ford never heard from
Conyers again.

Conyers claims that on February 21 he received
Yaushority s from 'Ferd tae locats, estallyshy, ‘and operate 'a
[storefront] headquarters in the black community to serve as

66,/

the base for the Congressman's efforts." What he really

got on that date was booted out of not one but two Harris

offices by Ford--the state Harris headguarters and the
(T

Boston headqguarters. In fact, 1f Ford had given the
approval claimed, then there would have been no need for

Conyers to have called Hightower three days later, as he
68,/
claims to have done {although Hightower does not specifically
69/

recall the conversation y. Ford was forced to ask the

Conyers entourage to vacate both places because they were in
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the way, contributing nothing of benefit and running up
70/
long distance telephone expenses. De Leeuw rcmembers

that they

alihG

sat around doing nothing.
The request for authorization of a storefront came

on February 22 in the form of a Nelson Saunders proposal and
72/
request for funding. = Rather than approve it, Ford denied
sl

this 1tem becuase there was not money for such an expenditure.

In fact, Ford had already suggested that they operate out of
74/

their hotel, which apparently was unacceptable to Convers'
staff. Saunders took 1ssue with Ford's financial declaration
'mated that he was not being truthful as to available
funds; when Ford offered to show his checkbook, the
Conyers people said Conyers would raise the money, and they
76/ S

left._gv It was because Ford denied the request of February 22
that Conyers had to call Hightower two days later, and
Hightower refused him too.

Repeated demands for money began to come from the
Conyers group. First, the storefront, then "street

then telephones, and other "various proposed

79/ 80/
undertakings". Each request was denied. But, Conyers

money ,

still plunged forward, incurring great expenses on a daily
basis which he knew Respondent would not be responsible for

because he was so told.

And we nmust remember that the Harris campailgn

didn't have any idea of what the Conyers group was doing, let alons
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that large sums of money were being spent. By the time
Hightower got to Boston ("sometime around February 25"), the

Conyers group had alrcady created what Ford was calling "the
31/
Convers problem". Even today, Hightawer vividly recalls

what Ford told him about having to “"repeatedly" reject as

"unaffordable" demands by Conyers' people for assistance in

82/
various projects --projects which were pursued after being
rejected by Respondent's staffers, and the costs for whic!

are- the subject of chis dispute. @ But, most important to
this matter, Hightower recalls one further aspect of Ford's
ERRONEER

Ford reported further that the

Conyers group was running a campaign
separate from the effort he was

coordinating, and complained that he
usually did not even know what they

were doing until after the fact, or

not at el S8

As of this time, "all of [Conyers'] reguests for money had
84/
been denied", a far cry from the close working relationship
described by Convyers.
Hightower decided in his meeting with Ford that he

nad to do something to cvase the developing problem. He

couldn't do much because noney was a real problem; in fact,

i

some 40 telephones were beinag taken out of the Boston office
85

because theyv were too expensive. So he instructed Ford

/

to lssue a $500 check to cover the expense of installing two
86/
telephone lines in the storefront headguarters, which was
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87/

done. Hightower's reasoning was two-fold: (1) he could
reduce the potential for "vocal dissention” only a few days
before the Massachusetts primary and (2) Conyers already had
obtained the space (without authorization from the Harris
organization) and would have to have telephoncs if he was
going to "accomplish anything".ﬁgﬁ Hightowoer saw this
gesture as a way of

évoiding further disruption in

a campaign which was only about

a week away from election.89/
But thlis check was for telephones only, and the Conyers

Chronology boldly misrepresents that it was also for "rental”.

De Leeuw, for one, was glad to learn of the store-
front's being opened, because this would keep the Conyers
group "away from the campaign" and would not interfere with

OLAH
the "regular work". This might seem to be a classic case
of ingratitude on De Leeuw's part, since Conyers was ostensibly
trying to help. But he wasn't helping, he was causing problems,
as De Leeuw notes:
There were frequent disputes over

money between us and the Conyers

staffers, which resulted in their per-

suading Congressman Conyers to "go

over our heads" and personally contact

either Jim Hightower ... or Fred Harris

himself.ggﬂ
De Leeuw's report is supported by the Chronology, showing
the February 24 telephone call to Hightower and Conyers'

February 27 trek to the Casa Romero restaurant, which will

be discussed infra.
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De Leeuw further notes that animosity was developing
between the two groups, a situation Hightower hoped to
defuse:

The Convers staff engendered great
resentment within our own campaign,
because they had become a problem and
were demanding special privileges. In
light of the messy situation which had
developed between the regular staff and
the Conyers pceople, we finally began
ignoring them and tried to keep them
away from us.93/

The storefront was the final split. After it was opened,

the Harris staff

[65)

lmost never saw the Conyers group again.
De Leecuw knows of no national Harris official (with one
24/
possible exception) who even saw the storefront and Ford
95/

had only "second hand, at best"  reports of what they were
doing.

The few reports which the Harris campaign did
receive were frightening. Conyers brags about attending a

%6/ 97/

reception in Springfield (for which he spent $138.72).
Much to his dismay, Ford learned about that gathering through
the grapevine, and he learned that Conyers pulled another

"endorsement" trick, by saying:

There are a lot of good candidates,
Fred Harris 1is one, Mo Udall is another.98/

With this tvpe of "support", De Leeuw's lack of gratitude 1is
easily understood.
In addition, Ford had tried to work with Conyers
and failed:
We made a few proposals for Conyers'
campalgn appearances, most of which were

turned down by Mr. Conyers and/or his
SESEELS Y.




And he concluded

we had better things to do with our
time than to attempt (unsuccessfully)
to coordinate this (the Conyers group)
unproductive group. I concluded that
Conyers was doing whatever he wished
for whatever reasons, but that his
aims or his presence was not lending
an advantage to the Harris campaign
[Emphasis supplied.] 100/

Now we have two ingrates, not just one. And both felt that

Conyers had some purpose in mind other than just helping
LI

Fred Harris!

During this time, Convers' Chronology reflects a

series of meetings which indicate that he was an active part

of the principal Harris campaign activity. It has already
been pointed out that Conyers and his group were disruptive
to the point that they literally were run out of the regular
headquarters by Ford. 1In addition, their continued demands
for money--demands denied with the one exception noted--had
created great fear that they might create some incident
harmful to Harris' candidacy. In contrast to the picture
Conyers painted for the FEC, the true story is that the
Conyers effort was totally divorced from the main campaign
to the point that De Leeuw and Ford knew almost nothing of
the activities of the Conyers entourage. And they were the
two Harris officials who should have known what was going
on.

Conyers' Chronology mispresents what happened in

so many respects that it 1s impossible to respond to them

20
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all. One case in point, however, is the February 27 "meeting"”
he had with Harris at a restaurant and describes in his
Chronology:

Conyers met with Harris at the

Casa Romero Restaurant to discuss

Conyers' proposal to have Harris

appear at the Elma Lewls School of

Fine Arts. 102/
Respondant reiterates that there already had been "frequent

o) 2}
disputes over money", and this "meeting" was one of
those times that Conyers' staff persuaded him to go directly
to Harris with a plea for funds. De Leeuw was at the Casa Romero
that evening and recalls what happened. And his account
104/

gives a profoundly different impression than does the Chronology.

Harris was dining with his wife and various national staffers

when Conyers entered the restaurant and called Harris from the

table for only a couple of minutes. Conyers was not part of
this dinner party, but he took the extraordinary step of
interrupting dinner under pressure. De Leeuw remembers the
occasion quite well:

I understood from Fred Harris' immediate
recounting of the discussion [with Conyers]

upon returning to the table that Conyers'

staff had gone to the Congressman and

complained that if he was influential with

Fred Harris he should meet with Harris and

secure a commitment for money to be used

by the Conyers group.*** [Emphasis supplied.]l05/

To this, Conyers was again told that there was no money
available for his activities. He may, or may not, have

mentioned to Harris an appearance at a school of fine arts




at this time. If such was said, it was not central to the

106/
conversation and did not have sufficient impact on
107/
Harris to be mentioned afterward.

But the important point made here is that Conyers
has not been forthright with the FEC in his complaint. If
the events at the Casa Romero constituted a "political
meeting” 1in Conyers' mind, then his thought processes are

widely divergent from ours. This confrontation was the act

of a man made desparate by pressure from his staff; it was

22

not the "meeting" described in the Chronology.
And if Conyers' Casa Romero description 1s misrepre-
108/
sentation, his discussion of the Parker House reception
109/
is "incredible".  Four of the attached Affidavits address

LEQ/

this event and their accounts all take exception to

’
Conyers' account. And these accounts are consistent with
one another.

Ford should have had an inkling when he heard

Conyers state during the February 20 breakfast conversation

with the newsman that he was having a reception and described

Ak L1123/
REE e ST R St reception and "an event of my own".

Fordishimpresisiontwasighas it wals e ofibe Wi e Vet SHEnliG tHi
113/
by and for John Conyers'. And 1t was exactly that: an

event honoring John Conyers! The Affidavits say it best.

Gary Ford states that

The reception ... was nothing but
an affair for John Convers just as
he indicated it would be at the
breakfast meeting at the Lennox
Hotel.1l1l4/
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And Bert De Leeuw had the same impression:

John Conyers staged a reception for
himself .... It is my recollection
that the telegrams [of invitation]
announced a John Conyers reception,
and not a roception for Fred Harris.
In fact, I do not recall that Fred
Harris' namc was even on the invita-
tion, and am certain that it was an
invitation by John Convers to various
black leaders to come meet him, drink
his lilguor and eat his food .... I
know that this reception was not
femphasis an the ariginsl] 1A Ersd
Harris'" henor #*** [Bmphasis supplied. 115/

1

Had this been an event in Harris' honor, it 1s 1nconceivable

that Conyers would--or aven c¢ould--have planned and organized

|
|
|

it without working closely with the regular Harris campaign.

Yet, the Harris campzign had absolutely no role in this
13
functilion and--more importantly--the Harris campaign did
not even know that it was occurring until the reception was
g i LA
1Y
virtually underway. = In fact, Fred Harris knew nothing
118/

about the event and had to be persuaded to attend.

Respondent wa

i

not aware that this reception was
"in Harris' honor" until Conyvers' staff demanded reimburse-

ment for the expenses lonag after the event had occurred.

Droz was in charge of advance and

Ui

cheduling, yet he never

8]

nned, until late in the

Kilew ‘Ehat any reception was pl
afternoon
adyised ... that

a reception for
ndidates. I

£f person told
tion and was
staff) had been
E

the reception.

nauire about 8
that they (the Conyers
unable to reach us abo
[Emphasis supplied.]1ll
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Droz realized that Harris should attend, espccially if other
candidates were going to be present. But Harris was not
easily located. It was the day following the New Hampshire
primary and Harris was in the middle of a series of walking
120/
tours, rather than resting to prepare for a reception.
When finally located, Harris seemed to have nc advance know-
1 bl

ledge of the reception and announced he would not attend.

He then reconsidered and ordered the staff to find out more

(0]

about the event before he would attend; and, although the

122
answers were not satisfactory, Harris later agreed to go.
123/
And what Harris found was anything but a "400""
person crowd there to honor him. The gathering was closer
124/
in number to 65 and one of Harris' opponents, Morris
L5 26/
Udall, had already attended, been introduced by Conyers

and departed. 1In fact, Udall attended when there were many
WA i
more people present than Harris saw. Andy; fHor this),

Conyers wants Harris to pick up the bill and report the
expenditure as his!

Young Rick Davis was in awe during this reception,
because it wasn't lixe any political event he had ever

attended. Remembering that Davis was used to coffees in

ion upon entering the

(]
G
cr

Detroit, we turn to his recoll

Conyers reception:
I recall wondering who was paying
for this reception upon seeing (a) the
plush room in which it was held, (b) an
open bar, (c) all types of cheese and
BG:,, AR R
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But he knew one thing:

I knew that there was no way the Harris

campaign could or would pay for such

a thing. This was because we were

chronically short of moncy and it would

have made no sense to have sponsored an

event of this Kind which obviously was

wasting great sums of money and was

attended by at least one other candidate,

and since we were then almost totally

out of money.129/
Harris almost didn't attend this event, and finally agreed
to go because "a number of important black people would be

130/
present." One cannot help but wonder what Conyers would
now be claiming if Harris had not finally agreed to attend.
OCne can only speculate, but 1t is just possible that Morris
Udall, and not Fred Harris, today would be filing this
Response.

Gary Ford describes the complaint materials filed
with the FEC as follows:

The Conyers memorandum of

December 15 1s a blatant distortion

@5y FEEIEE evalel laulsywedlening ond &G, Kk, 32

against the Harris for President Com-

mittee is most ludicrous.l131/
Certainly Ford's characterization of Convers' account of
various events 1is supported by the Affidavits filed herein.
And although he was not part of the February 26 meeting at

WS

the Parker House, Respondent would adopt his description

in regard thereto. As described by Conyers, this meeting
appears to have been an important campaign strategy session,

involving both the regular campaign staff and the Conyers'
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group. It shows that Conyers was an integral part of the
Harris campaign effort in Massachusetts. Given this type of
information, it 1s understandable that the FEC made its

"reason to believe" findings outlined in the May 18 letter.

But there 1s one small hitch: the Conyers descrip-
tion is not true:

This meeting was simply another example of Convers
putting on the "big show", and in the process he humiliated
Hightower, De Leeuw and a sports celebrity from whom he was
seeking money.

The meeting did occur, although two of the four
Harris staffers present had to leave halfway through it to
meet responsibilities on a fund-raising concert; given the
repeated demands for money from Conyers and his staff over
the previous week, 1t was expected that such was the purpose

y
of the meeting.iéil Conyers may have had this in mind going
into the meeting, as he outlined elaborate plans for a
campalign to appeal to black votes, citing a budget figure to

RIS
cover these plans of some $50,000. There simply was no

Harris money to do the things Convers proposed, and Hightower

explained--in as diplomatic and nice a manner as he could
136/
muster --that there was no money for such campaign activity.

In the face of Hightower's statements, Conyers

insisted that he would pay all of his own expenses and would
138/

conduct independent fundraising, citing prospective
113595

benefit concerts he would stage. Not only did Conyers

)7




make it clear that he would pay his own debt, but he made it

27

clear that he had the ability to raise the moncy without
assistance from the Harris campaign. And, at the risk of
being redundant, this followed Hightower's clear caveat that
Conyers could expect no money from the Harris campaign.
Yet, Conyers now claims that he suggested that the Harris
campaign could finance the Conyers' effort by staging a
140/

fundraiser in the black community after the election.
This is at odds with multiple accounts presented in Respondent's
Affidavits.

The fact 1s that Conyers seems to have forgotten
what he did that night. ?e told Hightower and De Leeuw that

41,

he would pay his own way. And then he pulled a real

stunt: he produced his own moneyman: De Leeuw tells it

well:

Conyers told us that not only did he
have the ability to raise money on his
own, but that as a matter of fact he
had [basketball figure] "Bill Russell
in the hotel" who was a big money
giver .... He told us that he would
persuade Bill Russell to pay the
Conyers expenses. But when Russell
arrived, Congressman Conyers turned

to Jim Hightower and said, "Jim why don't
vou tell Bill what we were talking
about." [Emphasis supplied.]142/

So Conyers dumped into Hightower's lap the job of persuading
a stranger that he should give a lot of money to Conyers.

He tried to deal with an outrageous situation as best he
could, although he was shocked at having this done to him.

Finally, Conyers
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entered into the conversation and
outlined to Mr. Russell that he was
undertaking some fundraising to pay
his expenses and, in essence, was
asking Russell to be the underwriter
for his fundraising activity.***
[(Emphasis supplied.]143/

144/
The end result was that Russell gave no money at all.

But as shocking as the incident with Russcll is Conyers'
description of it:

The Congressman invites a prospective

contributor to join the meeting with

Hightower. Hightower takes part 1in a

solictation for the needed campaign

funds by outlining the objectives of

the campaign and the issues which Harris

is raising.l1l45/
Somehow, Conyers sees it a little differently than does
Respondent. But, of course, we must remember that he does
owela Lo o nonE i s I

Speaking of money, Conyers did mention to Hightower

148/
that his expenses were mounting "at a precipitous rate".
De Leeuw had the answer: move your entourage out of their
sumptious guarters at the Parker House and into the "dormitory"
147/

facilities being utilized by the Harris campaign staff.
Conyers' reply showed his attitude about spartan living
conditions:

These are Congressional staff people.l48/
implying that they required a certain standard of living
above that allowed under the Harris campaign guidelines and

149/

affordable under the Harris campaign budget. But he

wants the Harris campaign to pay for 1it.




The Massachusetts primary was held on March 2,
1976. And Conyers claims that, on the following day, he met

with key Harris supporters and
staffers to assess the results of

the election and the implications for
the minority strategy of the Harris
for President Committee. [Emphanis
supplied.] 150/

This 1s another "example" of the integral role Conyers was
playing in the Harris campaign. But therc is one slight
problem in that to this day Respondent docsn't know with
whom Convers met, or that such a meeting ¢ven occurred.

There is the possibility that the "keéey" supporters

and staffers consisted of his own entourage and that they

talked about the election while eating another large breakfast.

But he didn't meet with Harris staffers because they were
1S
all on a train en route to Washington, D.C.!

D. The Chicago Meeting.

Conyers reports another meeting he had with Harris
at @ "Chicago hotel headgquarters" during the week of March 1

This was an ostensible follow-up on his reported telephone

call to Harris of a week earlier to discuss "reimbursement"
BT

for his expenses incurred in Massachusetts.

Ui

The Chronology does not reflect that Conyer
actually raised the reimbursement issue, and De Leeuw--who

attended that meeting with Harris--makes clear that Conyers

gid net. To the contrary, he recallls thet Conyers Ysaid hle
154/
was raising his own money and would pay his own debts."

29
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possible that Conyers intended to do so, but backed off

after learning from Harris of the campaign's "diminishing
LSEN

"

resources and increasing deficits.

5. Conyers as a Surrogate.

The Conyers participation was never within the
campaign's organized framework. And this point is reflected
in his own Chronology, when he reports a telephone call in

B

"March/April '76" from a Harris staffer reguesting his

presenge at an event for which his alrfare would he pald by
st
the Harris campaign in advance. This 1s the type of

coordination which would have made him a part of the campaign,

™

but it was not found in hilis New England foray.

F. Post Campalgn Demands by Convers.

The Chronology reflects that Rosapepe admitted the
LSNP H 4

Conysrs axpendituyes wWere o8 factd Harrls debes. Rosapepe
never made such a statement, although he did express "hope"

that the campaign could assist Convers in retiring his debt
ST

after the campaign's own debts had been paid.

Rosapepe did not ratify or accept the Convers

4

s' debts as
s debts, nor
tham. Loes

I never acknowledged Conyer
being the Harris Committee'
dad I ever patify ok efdoms

And any implication or statement tco the contrary is false.
The c¢laim was then presented to counscl for the
160/

Harris committee, except that it was not a demand for

she S$16, L7532 sought hersin. By |Leteer of Qotoberx S5, 1976),
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Christine Moore presented a claim for $18,297.34. The
letter and Claim Sheet are attached as Exhibit A. Since the
Harris Committee has not paid the deleted sum ($2,126.02),
we have no explanation for this variance. But we belicve
that the variance 1s significant, inasmuch as reimbursement
of the larger sum was demandcd from Respondent and it was

urged that the larger sum be reported with the FEC.

G. How Respondent Learned of this Complaint.

At some unknown date, Conyers began directing his

creditors to make demand for payment from Harvris. One of
the creditors who contacted Respondent was The Dunfey Family's

Hotels and Motor Inns. In an exchange of correspondence in
April 1977, Dunfey's Credit Manager forwarded to us copies
of various communications they had received trom Convers, or
from his Congressional staff under his direct supervision.
And included 1in that packet was a copy of Christine Moore's

February 24, 1977, letter to the Dunfey's otfices forwarding

a copy of the complaint. Coples of Ms. Moore's letter and

enclosure are attached as Exhibit B. This was the first
information Respondent had of a complaint bheing filed, and
Convers' sending the complaint to anyone is a clear violation
gf ISeEatagn MBTata) (BHICR):.

Respondent does not know how many--1if any--other

creditors were provided copies of this complaint.
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H. The Curious Case of Marcia Elayne.

Included in the packet from Dunfey was &l tale of
personal woe on the part of Conyers' staff Marcia Elayne. As
the correspondence attached as Exhibits C-G reflect, Ms. Elayne
had some $3,000 billed to her personal American Express

account by the Parker House and this apwcars to have been a

nd

large portion of the total charges for the 18 members of
Tl

Bl

Conyers' party. she looked to Conyvers--not Harris--for
162/
paymenit; and later persuaded American Expréss that she
163/
should only ba birlleg For Her own Cherges ‘af 8587 .31

She then advised Dunfey's Credit Managepr that she would pay

her own charges, and the remainder was then billed back to

1

hée bag for her
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efforts, and there is no indication that her

0ss, John
Conyers, has tried to help her. In fact, he didn't even
ILils® her @s a creditor for the purposes of this elaim.

Respondent submits that this fact 1s relevant and should be

~ !

‘ers staffer named Suzanne O'Neil also ran

into debt problems at the Parker House, a matter also revealed
1n, the Dunftey packet. The relevant letters are attached as
for conference
room rentals, and directed Duntey to send this to Conyers

"to whom pavment for all of our staff expenses were to be




165/
billed". She stressed that "this bill, like many others,

was signed by me only in thce Congressman's behalf as his
' 166/
[Emphasis supplicd.] In other

staff representative.'

words, 1t was Conyers'--not Harris'--debt. Conyers confirmed
167
her statements in a letter dated July 2, 1976.




CONCLUSION

The Harris for President Committee rejects Conyers'
contentions in toto. There was a time whoen his support was

solicited, but he never became a part of the Harris campaign.

~J

Instead, he collected 1

m

taffers of his own and charged
into New England. It 1s clear when all of the facts are

6L

<
.

lewed that nis were independent expenditures, and the
accountabizl ity A5 LS

The Harris campaign never approved--or even approved
of--the money expenditures Conyers made. It would be an

incredible travesty for the FEC to now find that these

expenditures are chargeable to the Harris campaign.

Respectfully Submitted,

CASEY, LANE & MITTENDORF

i

BRiensibU NG F SIS pth Bkl B ase WA 2 S o
815 Connecticut Avenue, NW
Washington, DCV 20006 ~/
(202) 783-4949

Attorneys for the Harris for
Committee

PDated: iFualy L5, k97T
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1l Unless otherwise specifically noted, all reterences to
the "Act" or citations to "Section" are references to this
law.

&7 See letter of October 19, 1976, from Respondent's legal
counsel to Convers, attached to Conyers' December 15, 1976,
letter to FEC as Exhibit P.

2 Davis Aff., 4¢3, 4; Hightower Aff. ¢ o.

4/ Davis, t4.b.

SH Conyers Chronology entry (Chron.") 9/10/75.
6/ Davis, Y4.b.

7/ Ibid.

8/ 1Ibid., at Yy4.c., 5.
9/  Ibid.

10 eitel

11/ Hightower, ¢9. Also note the guidelines as spelled out
by De Leeuw at his ¢7.

W2 Odfeniehs  URHGl

/

4/ This fact is not in dispute. Not only do most of the
attached affidavits so state, but this fact i1s conceded by
Conyers 1in Exhibit K to his December 15, 1976, letter to the
FEC. 1In that exhibit, Conyers 1s quoted as saying that
Senator Bavh "has spent five or six times as much" as Harris
on his campaign.

13/ 1Ibid. 45.
14

15/ Hightower, {ll.

16/ Ibid., ¥5.

18/ 1Ibid. ¢ll1.

L0 Davae, (8

20/ Dbavis, %6; Hightower, ¢7; De Leeuw, ¢9.
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48/ In private conversations with counsel, De l.couw recalled
it as "the biggest breakfast I've ever seen."

52/ De Leeuw, 410; Ford, ¢6.

50/ 1Ibid.

S Ghiron N2y 210/ 76k

52/ De Leeuw, (1l; Ford, 7.

S22/ Bond, Wi

54/ 1In this regard, the PEC might even find the Conyers
press release in the Congressman's files. Certainly, his

failure to mention this document prepared by his staff is a
significant ommission!

22/ @hEeN.| 2 /A2 TR
57/ Ford, Y8.

58/ Hightower, $1l.
59/ Ibid.

60/ See fn. 46.
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