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1. Tiftcasyhht ampe ah t-- disp-ehas violtd the Federal Election
Cwplpi Adt. 2 U.S.C § 431 et seq., amemlmed ("FECA'), by maing aggregat

"I.cm rbatlomwin eno of hei11Nl ~pewlt'NUd byfth FECk.

7. The complinnt t Center for Responsive Politics, is a nonprofit, nonpartisan

r esearch grow' lorat!d in the State of Iowa and headquartered in Washington, D.C.,
that studies Congress and reated issues. Founded in 1983, it was designed to research

matters coisrning the organization and operation of Congress as an institution and to

examine potential reforms that could improve both its internal operation and its

responsiveness to the American public. The patterns of contributions of money to federal

candidates has been one of its chief areas of study.

3. The respondent is an individual contributor to various candidates and political

committees.
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Washington, I

(0)857-0044
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William C. W. 4
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4The FBCA limits cnruiosby any one individual to an aggregate total of $25000
per calendar year. Contributon to a candidate or the cadiat's auffhorizadcomte
made in a year other than the calenidar year of the election with respect to which the
contribuiIs makde are considered to be made during the calendar year in wich such
election is held. 2 U.S.C. § 441a(aX(3); 11 C. F.R. § 110.5.

GROND FO CMPL&A

5. According to FEC records, respondent William. C. W. Mow made contributions subject
to FECA in the amounts and to the persons identified in the list attached to this comnpla-int
as ExhRbi 1. Attached as Exhibit 2 are copies of the FEC records for each contribution
listed in Exhibi 1. All exhibits reflect the records on file at the FEC as of Decen~er 15,
1993.

6. On wnoumlu and belief, respondent William C W. Mow madecEirbjv
att1bie to the 1992 calendar year in the amount of $66,100. These coetbgtns

eeeby $41,100 the $2%,00 contributio limit imposed by the FUCA uwd
C~*slcmregula!tion omn all conStibutlionsby any Ini iaIn a calendaryer

7. T1he Cente for Responsive Politics respectfulfly urges the Commission to conduct a
promipt anid thorough investigation into the allegations in this Complant, and to declar
that the Respndent has violatted the FECA and Commission regulations.

Respectfully submitted,

-4S
Ellen S. Miller
Executive Director
CENTER FOR RESPONSIVE POLITICS
1320 19th Street, N.W.
Washi tn, D.C. 20036
(202 8570044Date: January 14,1994
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Subscribed and swrn before me this 14th day of January, 1994.
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AmouM

$-i .000

$1,000

$2,000

$1,000

$1,000

$500

$1,000

$10,000

$1,000

$1,000

$10,000

$-2.000

$750

$13,000

$760

$5W5

$750

$250

$750

$1,125

$250

$250

$210

$1,500

$1,000

$1,000

FEC Dafta

01/18/92

02/25/02

11/20/91

03/26/91

04/20/91

11/22/91

09/14/92

01/09192

01/20/92

0824/92

09/22/92

09/3092

01/17/92

02110f92

02/10/92

03/03/92

03/3092

0M/1892

0613092

07/20/92

07/24/92

07/27/92

08/21/92

02/10/92

07/29/92

08/24/92

FEC Mi ~ Lam

92FECf739/06S6

92FEC1739/3707

92FECf731/0757

91 SEW00O7/2700

91 HSE/431/3759

92HSE/439/3076

92SEN/022/o81 6

92HSE/446/2304

92HSE/446/2354

92HSE/46914464

92H4SE/469f4464

92HSE477/11788

92H8E/43W/I235

92SEWOOT/0025

92SEW00710625

92SEN/0093780

92SEWO#0093780

92SEW01Ot /759

92SEW0O16/0759

92SEN/0i 8/3955

92SEN/018/3955

92SEN/oi 8/3955

92SEN/020/2685

92FEC1753/0330

92HSE/484/i 172

92FEC/786/341 5
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SVjrw. Jhn

-~o. John

-'OW John

e $10.000

$2,500

$5.000

$500

$-S00

$,000

$1,000

$1,000

Total Contributions Attributed to 1992:

04/29/91

06/17/92

06/17/92

09/27/91

12/16/91

92SVWV9I t18

9283EW015/1188

9285 WO041324

928EN/oovil324

$66,100
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a1 r ReckinghsU Ave BEST EffORTi
~ An@l@ICA 90U49

A&CEIPI FOR: PRIMARY AGGREGATE VYOI 0SO@600
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11VAbLEC A ItfSIZ ReCtiPTS IGO1ne 414001

i y inifotAo copied frtom such Reports and Stat~te soy not be sold Or
eJ by any erson for the purpose of soliciting contributioins or tor

meaaI purposes, other than using the name and address of any

'-caI co0mittee to solicit contributions from sucht Cofilttee.

comimittee (in full): Dannemeyet for Senate 192

Niae, Address and ZIP Code Name of Employer Date Amount
m. N(W03/28/91 1,000.00

4 i t1K Aim Ave. Occupation

e.CA 90049 Unknown

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

.Other (specify):Ag T>$ 10.0

----------------------------------------------------------------------------
a. ull mame, Address and ZIP Code Name of Employer Date Amunt

:2 ..am, Mow Bugle Boy Ind., Inc. 03/28/91 10000.00

'900 Madera Rd. Occupation

;irvu, CA 93065 Unknown

~eceiot [or: (X]Prima[Y ) General --------------------------------------
)Other (specify): I Aggr YTD >$ 11000.00

------------------------------------------------------------------------
:.dull name, Address and ZIP Code Name of Employer Date Amount
Airold fluckenthaler Ocupton0/03/91 It0O0.00

Illrt@6i. CA 92635Unow

iceipt for: [X)Prisay I Iceneral
~ji)Other (specity): I Aggr TD >S 1.000.00

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

etrh11 Names, Address and ZIP Code Name of Employer Date OANDt
4zley118P1*Wtba*1r0/03/91 1,0", *

so. son~ 514 occupation
t lfrtan. CA 92635 Unknown

'4eeipt for: [XjPrisary I General ---------------

'. J1 )thee (specify): I Aqqr YTD >$ 10000.00
------------------------------- -------------------------------------

g.~ 1 ame Address and ZIP Code Name of Employer Date Amiust

Robyn Ku rphy 04/09/91 500.00

"4 Call* De princes" Occupation
Trabuco Canyon. CA 92679 Unknown

Receipt for: IX)Primary I )General ---------------------------------
)Other (specify): IAgqr YTD >$ 500.00

'!-jttotal of Rrceipts This Page (optional) ................. 4,00.0

V ~1This Period (last page this line number only) ........ $
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MATIONAL RIPUS.LleCA EUMMORL *SM=

74twn~
Any inf ormat ion cople4 from suchRt~ t or atmssmynthused by any person tor-theppse ofslc tg t w~r nt mcamecial purpoose other than using the son "d address of amytical rcmmtte. to solicit cvntribita10 0 from such comitte..

"fSPORT COVERNm PU31cc MWO 7/ 1/92 THRU 7/31/92 OV $
NAMK. AND ADomU/oCCJpATION DATI Tou

MIR. BPIVKD 0. MOWWIR* jR. .............................POST OFFICE BOX 231 ...........................
?YLERI'V)N. M 39667

ATTORNEY 7/23/92

DR. RODERT 2. NW!I
2005 S. ATLANTIC 81EE
M@LaOURNZ BEACH* FL 32951

of

00. 00

T37 -O-DA?3

91441.00

$1000.0
$42G.0.
$15.00

$7.50
70.00
2%.00

-,0RwnwZ 7/27/92

- ---------- 7 /---6 /9 /2 $
0 9T2 P.M. 48W OSLI~R~

HM!, FL 33176

fl ~ m 0010125D 7/24/92 3*0
60011t ff C* 0-fi AM-*

F 9K~nVv awrems

--- .-----------...--..................... ..............100 "Mamm PAREam$12S"I3L5MM FL 33942-2164

'43Tm3 7/ 2/92

. H "=OK~'

P.O. BOX 275
OLEY, PA 19547

INPORM~rlou RgQU38Tu
.......... 7 /42/92 $100.00

206 ISA LM Yma 
$560.00

SAW FRANCISCO, CA 94131-27,11

$15.00
$60.00
$12.S0

$435.00

!NPORMATIO aDQU3ST3D
... ... ... .. ... ... ... .. ... ... .. 7/17/92 $2160.00---- --- --- $210.00 ---

$937.50

"m

7/ 2/92 $100.00

7/17/92 $160.00
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NATIONAL RRPU3LICIZ SWNEU C5S 1484
11A

Any informat ion copied from @Efttn iqodoused by any person for '~~ig.1 Cat~ en FZEcoummrcial purposes, other ratunsteurso aypU
tical cl -ittee to solicit comtut la.C tram such I camtt..

REPORT COVERING PERIOD GRN / 1/92 THRl 6/31/92 $VR 200.00
NN AND ADDRESS/OCC!JpA~.op DATE PERIOD RT00
------------------------------------------------------- ............ f.f .... 0-----MR. GRAPT 3. IXISER III$3.0

104 CLARA CROKER9350
WILLI3URGM, VA 23185-6504

INFO~TIII ouzr~ / 5/92 35.00INF RM 10I T6 /14/92 *35001G.JOEPH- VR8 zs--a---------------------------------------------Of,..........
660 WASEIITON AV==E9502
DROCK[Ly~II.NY 11238

6/20/92 *435.25
6/26/92 S65.00

W1146M C. W. MD S03S0
IV MMMh RCA I~ 9004193.0

YCIIV OFaIaER 6/25/92 --------------- -------------------------------

6/920/.2

of. am K.- NmoneS 
a

WL33942-2164

am=4 L 6/24/92 u o

6% /16/92 $32o.oo
...... --aft -"..... -......a f f .0.. aft0.& a.n.t. . -.0. . . . . ..a'. . . . . .aa a a a 0 . . . . .mtfM . KIM L. NDY3 93000
amUuSzS PA 916071

6/14/92 9210.00
................................00............. ..my S . L Oh. $243-.3 2 1 5603 C255.0

S/ 3/92 10.00

... .. ... .. ..... ..... .. .. ..0--------------------------------------------------
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INORATONldlo =2/ 5/92 30
IMVOUET!ON ~2/20/92

MR.* PAUL 6.0,520
14040-2215? A%." & a3.

Ve.p.. TNAN

f. 3 23
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2/27/92 $59
--------------------------------------------------

MR. ADITYA N1635 331~o
3 27 3OMI TA AVUSS$200
PIEDNW!, CA 94611 /1/ 2 2 0 0
!I4FOX4ATION 2/6/2M25.0

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

I-



urn i ~ AN

um uo -

am. bnie mo
M Nd eP m

mi Sa-PkI - -

1101m
-lo W16-i

IQWS M"

am. imma -wl
.1v ftna ml
admu vs

to

C0
so

um C.

*a ft.* a
md %of a

or. m u 1. sla

~" mo ?.am
74 ftal Set

m ma

=oo

CgII0tl

Iadn's fm "sy Die.

r - -NIljs

ftdn p okls

U,,,. ma
*u~ ~aa

uomm~ msLm

loam m$woo

in.
saou *

Soas

am..

1119

ama

I &,AMINO=



asmillow,
Ga11l o

Thousand Oaks.,, 91361
&a"A To DAT3 $000.00

Patricia NcubMnomqmb - .U u~~ 05/01/;1 560.0

4245 Hnwt Club RAft. invstor 06/34/91 $49.00 P

wesake Villaq@. CA 91361
YEAR 141 DATE $649.00

S0gbe Soy industries
2900 MadeLa Road

Simi Vll~yCA 93065

YEAR TO DATE $__000.00_

julia Mov tul -1 Z &d~e1s 04.j26/*1 " 0

2900rm of~r soe"

Simi Vlley*Ch 9306S

YEAR TO DATS $600.00

trd Ockrim- e
24202 Park AtIeMS

ca lmbasit CA 91302
YEAR TO DATE $64.00

Dean Plassaras £a5. "liftS 050711 1Ii"i
10639 Whiteqat* AVWeiw "*ajt U



ITEM R#CSWTS
CHEDULE A

iI1l4~pw.

I

Awvt'b "pq 'E " wed 1 .'p~,40 S#) sa - ~ w 4~m . ~ . ut~ '4~ 0.0" 6Ar.(0 4VW ..

&MSpoen I-%* vhe', . -, I? 't "**~ d ~ eiS iW -00 O"

%AM OF coeMuTTI("w E t

Republican Le*ader's Fund

A Fu9 b~ x d Ai ~ ~ fP fts 
... g.uq.. Adtef endE~ 

A1.... 
Caft 

g

Stanley C. Hubbard pbadBodatM 739 1900

3415 university Avenue ~ubT ract.S 739 1000

AI *1 reshdeIOR a"C

....r U .. ~ ~ iU

William F. Paul
21 Spr13a0Ood Drive baiteTchU3@leglsAI PAC

Trumbul. COUD*Cticut 06611.

d., ~ 4 *w ** to AS bnwl

7/3192

p.s ftw -0f -6 ad
ai=a 11613

520 lat 77th street
Now Ter0 k. T o&* lea'

ag No*

9.---

6=02le
'.. WOW- ~ t ~~-I*1.w

WE.Ul~ezyke

fteit Unatla one*
2220 Aewm of the stm
A" hma. m 4 65Ae

oh-s-"Uwu U we-
~b I

wr F it l

W.e.butd12W

0wwI-

C9

U- Ui: in.-
I~o 04wf'vl

Wt= C. No
amW Hadre fted
81.1 Calif omla93

96081 Pe J@"N' Ute
U - - -- U-i

d*,- I
'.11-led

*~ ~hh~ ~

T. ~ I

I U3? AL 0 e" Tw po 4PO ........

TOTAL T*~ Po am aw Sam nwe

m~ T ~ i~o e 'wwn-r %ONg 10

fto'. 09 1 ~WWI.

j

01

*AVOWS -go
CN o V

01. U~*

ft"" TOM&y1~
ft"I a mep

dft-1

I
I

Lm~-
9~@U

I Fj@Ewg)

awe - U-

dI2V1P so.

I

1"004

......................................

........

noww owwwo:

S P l Minnesotaau ,

250.00

ow gain

Its"MO



do I~* I

M WI LLIAMNW. 10@
EMMA 9,"45

*651/92 7S."

MS~U mm 0

~~1KI MIP In
'nos&

1W &.U.~

- .....

SUM"

.7-I"

mm

inm in .Wen

I~in~uw mm IR INAE

-Ww" one"w

I t' Wht m .m1 E I517.

0

Is r 175. 94



OMMSUE 8 ~,IZSUWRU3Kim I , iom p OCR 0114W'Smw o lw ~
r@k lfO smwuv ow a.FO~

af% .u0 oeE goo" tf& -% PV - Umpts .mew a" I e orn.5 y m we$ m m c~ W 
t oI' ft offo Seo w. &

NATIONAL REUSLCAK c1nQISSSL C@0411U-UPM S f. MS IAmese

A. Poo fto. -m-m "GM ad 21as

WILLIAM C.
2 90 "MDE"
a tVT (A

WI. W"m
ROAD

CTMISTICN IBM
9/30192 20000.00

avow"s P .ew of iewumws aw lowusf. I WINI ofq fae

ON stuovlb &AAM 40I Gin W Ov

U.wm

n~b -M orij

Q2,000.0

wmmmmffmmffmww



u iu ~ I '5 ~

SCOI*DLt A I1148116 oEC2IPTI

STATIMNhT COVAIS P*4&0 #118A y141191 Thpovaw lul,lVA49 -)f lC%)n~zrr.. u.*. S&SATU j01 J WW il~V g6qeWjt Pd, too COQ2.%)46Q
a...~~ft m SCOT/ ______-- ul ~tv

C.C~ftIS% 8I~vT/ *AT~3f. 94geP L MCC wb'ey
'990) 1$* mfeie, Canyon or
rate 5prilnoo CA 91126

sicaIPT FOR$ P414ANT

fro VIMlie C w mew
tjll) maser* 4d
slat

0%68&.Ie

4P~.&&ha ~a %A. i A0'

Its uvfa *48

I1111*1

l;vqlv isve
CA 9306S

licEilPto& l la l .1MeVl v. APVAI It
gRe. Witl~lae C 6 'Cow .t e6#00 pCedora as
li CA '05@Wt0b

I RECEIPT P01, ta1*&IM.

Me* John ie seat
1*41 Via Anecep.
Pat*$ VOP406 CA *)?

m..~.. e~~j
A8S~~8E---- -------O.O

*eie ~ ~ ~ 110g# somelt C~,, ZIAPViso I'0984j-ft

piCaIpT @f PON$~ i a" A4 6*JS01ATI ViesaF .
"o. f a.om ootot~r. Aeuen d :d IOIZvw

son, Praagl.ca CA 9411)
wgv ir.

Q&CtZpT FOR$ F480441
Ad4Da eT~ It'll f~ J

SUWdTOAL A SCCZPTbTN$P6.....******. 
Sgge...e..

lute,,,

'444#4 IST2 Tfal %104)da nj

DATE



-lm -i -tff k aitw l h!

us-
I" su -
am - a I

Sp wmm
IMAMI S

- mumt

mSIN S

Wis"



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
T 0d%(. O( N'461

January 28# 1994

Elle S.Miller, Executive Director
center for Responsive Politics
1320 19th Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

RE: MUR 3911

co Dear Ms. Miller:

11,40This letter acknowledges receipt on January 21, 1994# Of

NO your complaint alleging possible Violations of the 
Federal

Election Campaign Act Of 1971. as aeed('"the Act').p by,
C William C.W. now* the Bush-Quamyle P92 ?iayCommittee: and 4.

ON ~Stanley Huckaby. as treasurer, the, Pational RAsblican
Congressional Comiittee &A Donna IIII gl .o Imte~rr and

Ln ~the U.S. Senator John Seymour Cimmtteand ChaWtl*t *611, as
treasurer. The respondents will. bw ftotifedl Of this complaint

r~l) within five days.

You will be notified as soon as the Federal slectioi
Commission takes final action on your camplaint. 

IShould you

receive any additional information In this matter, 
please

forward it to the Of fice of the General Comsel. 
such

information must be sworn to In the sa* manner as the original

complaint. We have numbered this matter HR 3911. Please refer

to this number in all future communications. For your

information, we have attached a brief description 
of the

Commission's procedures for handling complaints.

Sincerely,

?7/y$ j a 14aiqr
Mary L aksar, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket

Enclosure
Procedures



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
S WAV.11W,ro D C A~b A

January 26, 1994

Charles Sell, Treasurer
U.S. Senator John Seymour Committee
2100 5. State College Blvd.
Anaheim, CA 92606

RE: MUR 3911

Dear Mr. Bell:

0% The Federal Election Commission received a complaint whichIndicates that the U.S. Senator John Seymour Comittee
("Committeea) and you, as treasurer, may have violated the
Federal 19lection Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act").

'0 A copy of the complaint is enclosed. we have numbered this
0 matter RUE 3911. Please refer to this number In all future

correspondence.

Udder the Act, you -have the opportunity to deinostrste in
vt-Iting that so aectiont shoutld be taken against the cemittee. and
your as trassrer, In this, matter. ]Please submit any factual or

l~iplua~rils wichyoubelieve are rolevatt 'to the

stt~Uw~t.shoud besubmtted under oath. Your teepssev whichsblould'be aoddressed to the GeneralI Counsels1 Office, must be
sbMOitted within 1S days of receipt of this leftter. if no
response is r-ceived within 15 dayss. the Commission may take
further action based on the available Information.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. I 4379(a)(4)(9) and I 437g(a)(12)(A) unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made
public. if you Intend to be represented by counsel In this
matter, please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed
form stating the name, address and telephone number of such
counsel, and authorizing such counsel to receive any
notifications and other communications from the Commission.



Va*I**. bell, ?toosurer
tD* ~ ~ Sea o on Seymour Committee

#44P. 2

It you have any questions, please contact Joan Mcitnery at
(202) 219-3400. For your information, we have enclosed abrief
description of the Commission's procedures for handling
complaints.

Sincerely,

Mary L. Taksar, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket

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



FEdERAL fELECTION COMMISSION
WASH %(.TQN 0C( h~bot

January 28, 1994

Donna Singleton, Treasurer
National Republican Congressional Committee
320 First Street, NE
Washington, DC 20003

RE: NUR 3911

Dear no. Singleton:

The Federal Election Commission received a corn laint which
Indicates that the National Republican Congressional Committee
(*CosItteeO) and you, as treasurer, may have violated the

%0 ~Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended (*the Act,").
A copy of the Complaint is enclosed. Mo have numbered this
matter MUR 3911. Please refer to this number In all future
cor respodec.

Under the Act,, you have the opportunity to demonstrate in
If) writing that no action should be taken against the Committe and

1ouv as treasurer, In thiwsetter. Please submit may factual
or legpal Imaterials- which you' beleve are relevant to tha

Coaileen s naYs of this matter. Where aov*a
$totat should be submitted nder oath. 'Youtrsae which
should be addressed to the General Counsel's Office, most be
submitted within 15 da a of receipt of this letter. If no
response Is received within 15 days, the Commission may take
further action based on the available information.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. 1 4379(a)(4)(8) and I 437g(a)(12)(A) unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made
public. If you intend to be represented by counsel in this
matter, please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed
form stating the name, address and telephone number of such
counsel, and authorizing such counsel to receive any
notifications and other communications from the Commission.



UatASl *Pbilan congressional CommitteeA
tagsi 2

if you haw* any questionst please contact Joan Mcanery at

(202) 219-3400. For your information, we have enclosed a brief
description of the Commission's procedures for handling
complaints.

Sincerely,

Mary L. Taksar, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket

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

tn



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

January 26, 1994

j. Stanley Huckaby. Treasurer
Bush-Quayle t92 Primary Committee
228 S. Washington Street, Suite 200
Alexandria, VA 22314

RE: HRm 3911

Dear Mr. Huckaby:

The Federal Election Commission received a complaint which
Indicates that the Bush-Quayl& '92 Primary Committee

.0 ('Commi ttee') and you, an treasurer, my have violated 
the

Federal gl&ction Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the, Act*).

0 A copy of the complaint is enclosed, we have numbered this
mtter *UE 3911. Please, refer to this number in all future,

0 crr1one.e

Unde r the Act, you have the opportunity to demontrate in
writinq that. no action should'be taken against the Coisittee, -lnd

you ~ re~Irr.in. this *attr Pliease subsit any fattU&l :or
legl t*"I -which yo blive a re relewant -to the,

Cammsiones analysis of this matter. Where aipptopriate.,
statements should be subMItted under oath. Your respoese, which
should be adressed to the General Counsel'Is of fiee , suet be
submitted within 15 days of receipt of this letter. if no
response is received within 15 days, the Commission may take,
further action based on the available Information.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. 5 4379(a)(4)(9) and 5 437g(a)(12)(A) unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made
public. if you intend to be represented by counsel in this

matter, please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed
form stating the name, address and telephone number of such
counsel, and authorising such counsel to receive any
notifications and other communications f rom the Commission.



J. t~*~1# W~k~b. Treasurer
~.bQ~~~V~ '2 -tirOY Committee

if you have any questions, please contact Joan Mcfnery at
(202) 219-3400. For your information, we have enclosed a brief
description of the Commission's procedures for handling
complaints.

Sincerely,

Mary L. Taksar, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket

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

0t
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

January 28# 1994

William C.W. now
2900 Madera Road
Simi Valley, CA 93065

RE: MUR 3911

Dear Mr. How:

The Federal Election Commission received a complaint vhich

Indicates that you may have violated the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, as amended (*the Act"). A Copy of the

complaint is enclosed. We have numbered this matter RMa 3911.
Please refer to this number In all future correspondence.

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate in
writing that no action should be token against you in this

matter. Please submit any factual or legal materials which you

believe are relevant to the Comiission's analysis of 
this

mattier. Where:Appvopriate, statements should be submitted under

oath. Your r**puse, which should' be addressed to the Genva*l
Counsel's Office, must be, submitted within 19 days of- re*eipt Of

this lett.c. If no response, is received within 1S days, the

Comission may take, further action based on the available,
Informat ion.

This matter will remain confidential In accordance with
2 U.S.C. 1 437g(a)(4)(9) and I 437g(a)(12)(A) unless you notify
the Commission In writing that you wish the matter to be made

public. If you intend to be represented by counsel In this
matter, please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed

form stating the name, address and telephone number of such

counsel, and authorising such counsel to receive any

notifications and other communications from the Commission.



liam C2 . o

If you have any questions, please contact Joan HRnery at
(202) 219-3400. Par your information, we have enclosed a brief
description of the Commission's procedures for handling
complaints.

Sincerely,

Mary L. Taksar, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket

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

I
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GNSBURG, S

LOS ANGELES OFFICE
10100 SUNTA MONICA BOULEVARD

uioara nLOOa
LOS A MWL55, CA 0~47-41

(310) W3-2009
PAX (010) 551-0383

Tr8HAN, ORINGHBR
A POPRi&A cespefti

ATrr0RNEY5 AT LAW

Reply to
Los Angeles

ERAt ~U

ORANGE COUNT OFFICE
15ANTON POFILE VAD

COSTA NI984, CA 92E40I100
(714) 241-0420

PAX (714) 241-"f22

February 7, 1994

VIA U.S. EXERMS MAI

Mary L. Taksar, Esq.
Central Enforcement Docket
Federal Election Commlission
Wakshington, D.C. 206

08=0.59001

Re: MUR 391 IDr. Willia C.W. Mow

Dear Ms. Taksar.

We are in receipt of your copan and acmaying documents regardin the
above-referenced matter. According 10 ourw luainmc yourleermdopaitwe
not received by Dr. Mow until Ftbmiary 4th, we hm ave Wm February 19, 1994 to aimit a
response. Peacm contac my office imdalyif this so the came. You mould have
alray received, or will shortly be receiving, dhe conu- Me ed Deintof Coume form
identifyin our firm as counsel of remor for Dr. William C.W. Mow in this -i -IFer.

Thank you for your courtesy and coprton.

Very truly yours,

EUGENE C. MOSCOVITCH

ECM/elp
cc: Diane L. Becker, Esq.
3 A1\MW%0l46e7.TR



S
GriNsBURG,

LOS ANGELES OFPICE
101f0 SANTrA MONICA BOULEVARD

11GWif FLOOR
LOS ANGELETS. CA ""f7-4012

(310) 557-209
FAX (310) 551-0281

4b
STEPHAN, ORINGHER

A ON U A C.Af

A TTORNEYS AT LAW

Reply to
Los Angeles

5q

& RicHNAN
NF14 fe5

ORANGE COUNTY OPPICE
533 ANTO BO9Z"A"E

gull, an
COMT MESA, CA PNZE-IRE

(714) 24140420
FAZ (714) 241-if22

February 9,, 1994

VIA FACSIMILE AND FIST-CLASS U.S. MAIL (202) 219-3923

Office of the General Counsel
Ms. Joan McEnery
Federal Election Commission
Washington,, D.C. 20463

20147.05003

Re: MILL3911

Dear Ms. McEnery:

Thank you for taking the time to sekwith am this a-eroo raria the Above-
referenced matter. Attached please find a fully executed copy of Dr. C.W. Mow's

desgnaionof counsel.

Thie purpose of this letter is to request a twety (20) day extemuic of tim ftr us to
submit responsive papers relative to the Commission's Complaint, which was filed on
January 28, 1994 and received by Dr. Mow in Simi Valley, California on Fdmary 4, 1994.
When we spoke, you indicated that, absent an extension, our response would owerise be
due on Tuesday, February 22, 1991; 1 understand that in the event the within requested
twenty (20) day extension is granted, said submission date would then be Maudh 14, 1994.

The basis for our requesting the aforementioned extension is that this firm- was not
retained to handle this matter for Dr. Mow until yesterday, February 8, 1994. T1he FEC
Complaint alleges some thirty-four (34) separate political contributions during the calendar
year 1992, resulting in an alleged excess of $41,100.00 over and above the Commission's
legal campaign contribution limitation. Given the number of transaction, the number of
different recipients, the amount of funds and the passage of time underlying the
Commission' s allegations, we feel that the mere seven (7) working days which remain of the
Commission' s initial fifteen (15) day response period, are insufficient to allow us to fully
investigate the facts and circumstances surrounding each of these transactions. Likewise, this
short period of time would seem to be equally inadequate to allow us to conscientiously



S S
GINSBtURG. STEPHAN, ORINGHER & RicHMAN

Ms. Joan McEnery
Februar 9,1994
Page 2

research the applicable law and perfect our written response to the Commission's Complaint.

Inasmuch as no prior requests for an extension of time have ever been submitted to
the Commission by Dr. Mow or this firm on his behalf, we are hopeful that you will accede
to this request and continue the pending response date to March 14, 1994. Since time is very
much of the essence, we would appreciate receiving your answer regarding this request by
fax as soon as possible. Thank you for your consideration.

If you have any questions, pleas do not hesitate to contact me at our Los Angeles
office.

Very truly yours,

::N EUGENE C. MOSCOVITCH

I ECM/elp

cc: Diane L. Beckoer, Esq. (w/out enc.)



1 PROOF OF BURVICU

2 STATE OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF VENTURA

3 I am employed in the County of Ventura,,State of
California. I am over the age of 18 and not a party to the

4 within entitled action; my business address is 2900 Madera
Road, Simi Valley, California 93065.

5
On February 8, 1994, I served the foregoing

6 document(s) described as STATEMENT OF DESIGNATION OF COUNSEL
on the interested part (y) (ies) in this action by placing a

7 true copy thereof enclosed, in (a) sealed envelope(s),
addressed as follows:

8
Eugene C. Moscovitch, Esq.

9 Ginsburg, Stephan, Oringher & Richman
10100 Santa Monica Boulevard, 8th Floor

10 Los Angeles, CA 90067-4012

11 I am readily familiar with our of fice's practice for
0 collection and processing of correspondence and other

12 materials for mailing with the United States Postal Service.
On this date, I sealed the envelope(s) containing the above

NO 13 materials and placed the envelope(s) for collection and
mailing on this date at the address stated above, following

c14 our office's ordinary business practices. The envelope(s)
will be deposited with the United States Postal Service on

ON 15 this date, in the ordinary course of business.

to16 I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of
the State of California that the above is true and correct and

17 that this Proof of Service was executed on February 8, 1994,'Sr at Simi Valley, California.
18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27



NUst 3911

"mNe OF

ADDR8SS:

Los Angeles, California 90067-2009

TELEPHIONE: ( 310. 557-2009

-r r

PC

The above-named individual is hereby designated as my

counsel and is authorized to receive any notifications and other

communications from the Commission and to act on my behalf

before the Commission.

2/ g /9

RSPONDZUTS3 MANE:

S gnature WLIM .W

WILLIAM C. W. MW

ADDR8SS:
2900 Madera Road

Simi Valley, California 93065

TELEPHOE: HOM 310 4152

BUSZNESS( 805 ) 582-1010

Otf 2EUmAUO o ? "'O (dwCr
!)ERAt ELECT, o

COUKSELj EUGZNl C. HOSCOVITCHP ESQ. toa
GINSIURG, STEPliAK, ORINGHER &. RICHMAN

10100 Santa Monica Boulevard, Eighth Floor



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WA%4SHINTOND C 204b3

Eugene C. Moscovitch equire
Ginsburg. Stephan. Oringher & Richman
10100 Santa Monica Boulevard, 8th Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90067-2009

RE: MUR 3911
William C.W. Mow

Dear Mr. Moscovitch:

This is in response to your letter dated February 9, 1994,
which we received on February 14, 1994, requesting an extension
of 20 days to respond to the complaint in this matter. After
considering the circumstances presented in your letter, the office
of the General Counsel has granted the requested extension.
Accordingly, your response is due by the close of business on
March 14, 1994.

If you have any questions, please contact me at (202)
C) 219-3690.

O~. Sincerely,

toLZ&C, 7 6))i

(~oan Xc~nery
Paralegal



GINSBURG, S

LOS ANGELES OFFICE
10100 SANTA MONICA BOJLCARD

ZION TN FLOO
LOS ANGELES. CA 5447-4NI2

(310) 557-2009
PAZ (310) 551-0283

TErPHAN, ORIMOurE
A0 M CAW
ATTORNEYS AT LAW

Arepl le
Los Angeles

February 10, 1994

Mary L. Taksar, Esqi.
Central Enforcement Docket
Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 2043

& RICHNANv

ORANGE COUNTY OFFICE
555 ANMON SOULEVARD

COSTA MESA * CA 92E24-1U2 M
(714) 241-0420 r

PAZ (714) 241-0422 a

C.

20147.20002

Re: MUR 391 I/Dr. William, C.W. Mow

Dear Ms. Taksar:

Contray to our ette t you of Felmary 7, 1994, Ms. Joan McEwey of the Office of
the General Counsel to the Fledem leki omu (to whom you mfied us in your
initial correspondence) has aheuul kltdOur presenty pomiag reqpm date to be
February 22, 1994, rather tha February 19, 1994, as previously communicated. please
correct your records to reflect this re-calculation and advise us immediately if, given
Dr. Mow's receipt of the complaint on Februar 4, 1994, it has not been calculated
correctly.

Thank you for your coopeation -in this matter.

Very truly yours,

EUGENE C. MOSCOVITCH

ECM/elp
cc: Diane L. Becker, Esq.

(for Dr. C.W. Mow)
3 \4MW3BM177I.LTR
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FARANO qW
IEVIET

L AWYE RS um~U

Febaruary 22, 1994

DR~~lY ~ T JTFX1 202 1 219=3

MS. Nary L. Takasar, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket
Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: KUR 3911

our File No. HOCOWNowM

Dear Ms. Teicasar:

This is in repneto your letter dated January 25,, 1994
0) ad~US e to Ur - Charles BellI as ataurro the V.3,es- o John

Soymour caupsign. "hIa lettrwa 4eliwemd to the e~
01..oti*but was not passe" to mr. Sell SO ma4dt to w a ey

Pileww accept mY aog for thw deoa Ud tUS tollwn
response on behalf ofmr. 3.11.

We have eeace the - words 'Of the" SeMMMr A-~
reference to the Now contributiomw and NeW r i dhmd the w lau-n
conclusions:

1. our records show that Rosa H contributed $1000 to
Nrthe. Seymour general election campaign on March 16, 1992.

rVII,2. Our records show that W.CNov contributed $500 to
the Seymour primary election capinon April 29, 1991
and $1000 to the Seymour primr caqpaign on ofpt~
27p 1991.

3. our records show that Wm.C.Now contributed $1000 to
the seymour general election campaignl on Doeceer 16,
1991.

4. our records show that the Seymour campaiqn refunded
the sum Of $1500 to W.C. Nov on June 17, 19,92 and that
this refund was made as soon as the excessive
oontribution was noted..

APAOqS*DoNAL L.AW COOMTIG4
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In addition to the foregoing we have reviewes Exibit 2. to MMa
3911 pertaining to the Semu capign and have concluded that the
refund reflected in paragraph four above is includeod in the fxhibit
as a jaigko iving effect to our refund.

goe are attaching copies of all docwmunt referenced in this
response as follws

Attac-et, 1.

Attachment 2.

Attachmuent 3.

copy computer print out of Now
contributions.

copy check 002923 re Nlow refund.

copy Exhibit 1 to R 3911. shoving the
Mov refund of 6/17/92 as a flAju~ ion .

Ln

"e rsetully request that all m ascnrin the
involvment of the Seymour campaign in the MW investigation and In
Campaint mmE 3911 be terminated and that the Federal Ilection

Camion take no further action.

L")

twi
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Febrary 15. 1993

Ms. Man 1, Taksar
Office or the General Counsel
Federal Flection Commission
999 E Street. N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

RE: Response to MUR 3911

Dear Ms. Taksar:

This letter is in response to the Commission inquky regardin actiit in COnnction with the ConPIplint
filed against WiiliaunC.S. Mow. The Committee as mmewed its tcdam!mu confirms hut it received
the following couiixtions- from Mr. Mow:

$124/92
3/24/92
W22/9

toi

$1,000.000

$750.00

$1,000.00

0. Sqper a30, t992,a x~m! e&ate o 200 n iiti.Mw Ao=p f the
euuy on Schehde B bon the NRCC veqort was bcied in do Cmbki Taft = sifto co in
the amouvof $1,250.00 wasissu a A~ toMr. Mow. A aW elie chetiU ggmdW huuo.
With thi refundL the tooal momm P ain t npd to the NRCC in IM9 by W. Mow was 52000.

SincerelY.

Donna Singleton

Treasurer

DMS/ni

Enclosure

320 FkOs Street, S. E.
Wca'dnton. D.C. 20003

=2Y2 479-7020

Pdd Fmbto hNagtWa Fogg -CbreembndCscoeyutWmVs. Not p Qd4owmtW* s j;



~1fl3 NWUUD 02/15/94 QP0 .00

1250.00

0.00

0.00
I I I

NATIONA L RE PUBUKCA CONG1 IRE SUON--AL1 C0UTEE
CONGRMESSUA OJ. PAXONI CHAIRMAN
320 FIRST STREET S.E
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20003
(202) 479-7040

ONE THOUSAND TWO HUNDRED FIFTY

WILLIAM C.W. NOW
2900 MADERA ROAD

06mOFSIMI, CA 93065

AND NO/100 U.S.

softmNmiECAINm.
WSHONK
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011444
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Stan Huckaby
Treasurer 2W

February 23, 1994

Ms. Nary Taksar
office of General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street NW
Washington, DC 20463

RE: MUR 3911
Dear Ms. Taksar:

The Bush-Quayle '92 Primary Committee, Inc., ("the Primary
Committee") and the Bush-Quayle '92 Compliance Committee, Inc.,
("the Compliance Committee") received on February 4, 1994 your
letter dated January 28, 1994, regarding this HUR.

As indicated in Exhibit 2 accompanying the NUR,, Mr. William
C.W. Now made a $ 2,000 contribution to the Primary Committee on
November 20, 1991. The Primary Committee issued a $ 1,000 refund
to Mr. Now on January 18,, 1992. Mr. Now made no other
contribution to the Primary Committee. Therefore, the Primary
Committee is not in violation of any FEC regulation with respect
to Mr. Now's contribution.

Also as indicated in Exhibit 2, Mr. Now made, a $ 1,00
contribution to the Compliance Committee on February 25,, 1992.
Mr. Now made no other contributions to the Compliance Committee.
Therefore, the Compliance Committee is not in violation of any
FEC regulation with respect to Mr. Mow's contribution.

The documentation necessary to support the activity
referenced above has already been provided to, and verified by,
the Commission's Audit Division. As a result, I request that the
Commission determine that no action should be taken against these
Committees with respect to HUR 3911.

Sincerely:

z:4. Stanley Huckaby, Treasurer
Bush-Quayle '92 Primary Committee, Inc., and
Bush-Quayle '92 Compliance Committee, Inc.

P.O. Box 18998, Washington, D.C. 2LX36
Paid for by Bush-Quayle '92 Compliance Committee. Inc.
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March 11,1 1994

20147.05003Office of the General Counsel
c/o Ms. Joan McEnery
Federal Election Commission
999 E. Street
Room 657
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MflX3911

Dear Ms. McEnery:

This letter,, and the exhibits attached hereto,, shall serve as the Response of Dr. William
C.W. Mow to a Federal Election Comisn ('FEC' or6w 'Cmission') cmlitwhich was
first filed on January 14, 1994. SakiCmla was mailed to Dr. Mow by the Commission on
January 28, 1994, but not received by him in Cal ifntil Februry 4, 1994. The remor
reflects that, after this office was deinated as counsel for Dr. Mow on February 8, 1994, a
first extension was granted by the Office of the General Counsel through its letter of Februry
18, 1994, establishing an official response date of Monday, March 14, 1994. Accordingly, the
within response is timely under the Rules of the Commission.

Dr. Mow has been identified by the *Center for Responsive Politics',. along with
approximately sixty other individuals, as a possible violator of the Federal Election Campaign
Act. While the Commission has yet to make a greason to believe' determination in this matter,
the plaintiffs Complaint charges that Dr. Mow exceeded the $25,000 individual campaign
contribution limit for the 1992 calendar year in violation of 2 U.S.C. I 441a(a)(3). Although
it appears that a technical violation did, in fact, take place, it is clear that it was not a knowing
and willful one Wd that Dr. Mow has since done everything in his power to rectify the situation.
This, and other equities, dictate that the commission exercise its discretion to either take no
further action and close its file prior to the opening of a formal investigation or commence the
conciliation process.

Dr. Mow has fully demonstrated his sincere desire to comply with all of the
Commissions' regulations. When he first learned that he had exceeded his individual

1
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contribution limit for 1992, he proceeded (through counsel) to request refunds from the
Republican National Conmmittee ("RNC"), the National Republican Senatorial Committee
(ONRSCO) and the National Republican Congressional Committee ("NRCC"). See Exhibit "A."
attached. As a result, sufficient sums were returned as to bring Dr. Mow's total 1992 political
contributions below the $25,000 limit. See Exhibit "B" attached, reflecting the recent return of
$41,250. While such rebates were regrettably not accomplished within sixty (60) days of the
dates of the actual contributions themselves as mandated by 11 C.F.R. § 103.3(b), the
reacquisition of such funds by a contributor at any stage has traditionally been looked upon
favorably by the Commission. So, e.g., MUR's # 1526, 1893, 2167 and 3104.

It is also important to note that Dr. Mow's 1992 political contributions would not have
been in violation of the Commission's rules had the offending sums been designated differently
at the time of their initial contribution.- Exhibit "1I" to the FEC Complaint, attached hereto as
Exhibit "C,* accu rately reflects that Dr. Mow directed more than 85% of his 1992 political
contributions to three Republican committees, (the RNC, NRSC,, and NRCC); it is well settled
that amo of these non-candidate specific contributions would have counted towards Dr. Mow's
$25,000 limit had they simply been designated to the existing non-federal accounts of each of
these three oraiain. Unfortunately, Dr. Mow received no such advice or guidance from
any of the three party committees to which he generously gave his support. Had Dr. Mow been
told to earmark these funds for *general operating costs" or for use in permissible statewide
activities at the time of his contributions, he could have given the same exact amounts to each
of the committees without having been in violation of 2 U.S.C. §441a(a)(3). Again, while
reattribution can no longer be accomplished at this stage under 11I C. F. R. I 103.3(b), these facts
are still highly relevant to the Commission's overall review of this matter.

It is also a fact that none of Dr. Mow's contributions bore the signature of his wife, Rosa
Mow, who shares his political philosophy and would have willingly lent her name to these
donations. Mrs. Mow either did not contribute or contributed only minimally to federal political
causes in 1992. It further appears that all of Dr. Mow's donations were drawn from personal,
rather than corporate, funds, as each of the checks reflect either a home address where he and
his wife reside or a common work address. By taking full advantage of tagh of their
contribution limits and sharing the contributions equally, Dr. Mow and his wife would have each
exceeded the Commissions' individual aggregate limit by not much more than $8,000. Th1us,
even in the absence of the more expeditious designation of these funds to "non-federal* or
"operating" party accounts, Dr. Mow's potential personal violation would have been reduced by

approximately $33,000 had Rosa Mow co-signed these contribution checks.

By virtue of his primarily giving to party committees rather than named candidates, it is
clear that Dr. Mow was not attempting to curry favor with any particular individual in the hope
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of improperly influencing any pending or future legislation. Rather, what emerges is a portrait
of an individual who lacked proper counseling as to how to contribute to the political party of
his choice in a manner which would not violate FEC regulations. While the sums donated by
Dr. Mow were not insubstantial ($17,500.00 to the RNC; $19,850.00 to the NRSC; and
$20,000.00 to the NRCC), each was within the $20,000 legal limitation for individual gifts to
party committees. Regrettably, Dr. Mow was not advised by any of these three organizations
that committee gifts of this size can only be made to "n committee. While their aggregate
effect can and did place him in excess of the $25,000 individual contribution limit, this potential
violation again rested on a lack of knowledge rather than any specific intent to violate the law.
Dr. Mow's lack of understanding of the special federal political contribution limits relating to

\40 donations to party committees was agood faith error on his part rather thana kowing and
willful violation of the FEC's rules.

It should also be noted that Dr. Mow's political contributions in 1992, while significant,
paled by comparison to his overall charitable giving during that year. This highly civic-minded
and philanthropic founder and CEO of Bugle Boy Industries Inc. freely donated much larger
sums to various educational organizations and charitable causes during the same calendar year.
As there were no known legal limits applicable to any of Dr. Mow's other contributions during
that year, this well-meaning, but relatively inexperienced, political donor erroneously assumed
that donations at the party committee level were not further restricted beyond the $20,000 per
committee requirement.

Regardless of his past miscalculations, the Commission can be confident that Dr. Mow
has committed no violations of any FEC rule or regulation in 1994. This is because, in addition
to requesting and receiving refunds of all amounts in excess of $25,000 for 1992, Dr. Mow has
ceased making federal political contributions of any kind to any candidate, party or political
committee since learning of the present potential violation. He has also instructed one of his
assistants to establish a formal approval process to assure conformance to the federal legal
requirements.

The present submission, which is pursuant to 2 U.S.C. § 437(d)(1) and 2 U.S.C. 437g
(a)( 1), recognizes that whether a particular charge merits FEC investigation remains within the
sound discretion of the Commission. That decision has been held to be one which is both
sensitive and complex, requiring a full evaluation of, not only the credibility of the allegations
(which are generally undisputed herein), but also the nature of the threat posed by the offense.
See In re Federal Election Campaign Act Litigation, 474 F.Supp. 1044. The combination of Dr.
Mow's lack of intent to violate the law and his subsequent corrective actions in mitigation
demonstrate that no such threat exists in this case and that dismissal, within the exercise of the
Commission's sound discretion, is appropriate in this case.
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Nevertheless, should the Commission find that there is "reason to believe' that a violaion
of 2 U.S.C. § 441a(a)(3) has occurred, Dr. Mow intends to cooperate fully with the Commission
and, accordingly, intends to request pre-probable cause conciliation. The amount of any possible
fine, however, should be reasonable and appropriate in relation to Dr. Mow's culpability, and
not geared to any automatic or arithmetical formula. See, e.g., Federal Election Commision
v. California Medical Association, 502 F.Supp. 196 (1980). It is hoped that the Commission
will recognize arn& reward the initiative and good faith which Dr. Mow has already demonstrated
in obtaining refunds and rechanneling similar funds into charitable contributions; it should
recognize the technical and inadvertent nature of his failure to properly designate the bulk of the
subject contributions as joint marital and/or 'non-federal' donations; and it should not unduly
punish him for the failure of these political party committees to more clearly communicate the
circumstances under which these same donations could have been made without any violation
of the Commission's guidelines.

Please contact me at your convenience should the Commission conclude that conciliation
is theaprte manner in which to resolve this outstanding dispute.

Sincerely yours,

Eugene C. Moscovitch

cc: Dr. William C.W. Mow

BhIW4O 40LTR
ito5I%
21475
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Fdbnary 28, 1994
VIA E&CSEHiILL (202) 675-6083

Ms. Carla Eudy
Finance Director
National Republican Senate Committee
425 2nd Street N.E.
Washington, D.C. 20002

20147.20002

Re: MUR 391 1/1)r. William C.W. Maw

Dear Ms. Eudy:

I represent Dr. William C.W. bbw, CEO and Caumof tim Damd of Be& s ay
Industries, agains whom the Fedleral Ebtm Coulua T )hm aesty lq t
making of ecsiepouitiC a Nf c ofteb ao vaulmas Ic ai nsw ndM I.
during the 1992 election yen. Dr. A&ws oveal coastiatha d*afght e y M
NRSC appear to have been "pPuraiminly 19,85000.

Exhibit I to MUR 3911 (hmQ za doa allh but P.0 WiMA at $J 1ft000
contributed by Dr. Mow during 19W2 wan pe"sl t i v~ r "y mlljb"4. at
Republican National Committee, the National Rep9ubli11ma3 ea id -e~b -an ----- d the
National Republican Congressfional Committee, rather tha to inivdalcNddtes.
Accordingly, Dr. Mow is requesting a refund of $13,750.00 from noof the aOve
oraIion s to reduce his gpe cuhion leve for 199 ao a mem whic donso n
exceed $25,00000. If ths mm be uuushnulby ymabefow h e of nweek Iwill
be able to incldhedtha fact in my se omm to tim commiulo whic isdue uraftimwee
of March 7, 1994.

Thank you for your cooperatn in this matter. If you have any questions or
comments, please do not hesitate to contac me at my Los Angeles offime

Sinrely

EUGENE C. MOSCOVICH
ECM/elp
cc: Dr. William Mow (c/o Diane L. Becker, Esq.) &AVS~-
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February 28, 1994
VIAIMFA IL (202) 863-7509

Susan Waddel, Esq.
Chief Counsel
National Republican Congressional
310 1st Stree S.E.
Washington, D.C. 20003

20147.20002

committee

Re: ?AUR 391 I/Dr. William C.W. Mow

Der Ms. Waddel:

I represent Dr. William C.W. Mlow,, C w)ad Chim of the Dowd of Boosi Day
Induistries, against whom the Falual Ehctim 40im- ('FtW h asaiyals h
making Of excessive politica Wit WONi ID iakw -q*1 ft'"ss arid
during dhe 1992 ectias year. Dr. MON $ VNmml NOt01utlmW durlin doa yew,1 to
NRCC appear to have bee appozwmely SsOL

Exhibpit 1 to MUR 3911 (ad a~t I PO oA l but $7,ft0 atft1 $6CHS1OO
91wtributed by Dr. Mow duing 1992 wan 100 W dvk"~u l .u~b

Republican National Commtite, fte Natkimal 1qla u1'da We~b 1, 1 'det
National Republican Congressional Commiftte, rather than to individul" nddts
Accordingly, Dr. Mow is requestng a refund of $13,750.00 fro mwh of Urn abve
orfnzain to reduce his agrgaeomubb- level for 199 wo a =an which does 90
exceed $25,000.00. If this sm can be ft--msk -d by yo befove Uorn d of the week, I will
be able to include thd atfl in my reqwnse io thdo misn which is due durin Urn Week
of March 7, 1994.

Thank you for your cooperation in this matter. If you have any questions or
comments, pleas do not hesitate to contact men at my Los Angeles office.

Sincerely

EUGENE C. MOSCOVITCH
ECM/elp____
cc: Dr. William Mow (c/o Diane L. ecrEsq.)
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Reply se
Los Angeles
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Fdbruary 28, 1994
VIA&EMSM.L (202) 863-8659

Tom Josefiak, Esq.
Deputy Chief Counsel
Republican National Committee
310 1st Street S.E.
Washington, D.C. 20003

20147.20002

Re: MUR 391 1/Dr. Wjji=a C.W. Mow

Dewr Mr. Joseflak:

I represent Dr. William C.W. Mo0w, CEO 80d Ctfn of dhe BMoA of DO&i k37
inut ries, againg whom ted ua -*,,onCnmuk (FDC)~v ho uwu l fugi

making of excessive N" poliica a -do, ID, vaowbmememsmle b

durin the 1992 cdecdon ymu. Dr. tWs W Aa O 01in *M 49 YOW 00 13
appea to have been q$iiiit~ 179"M.C

Exhibit 1 to MUR 3911 (dod ~sW t all bot S7SOLOW dtf- i," 0
contri buted by Dr. Mow durin 1992 ,vw, give wo ad al I .y.~l
Republican Nationa Committee, the Nationa uica SgiNdCom l ft

National Republican Congr3essoa Committee, rathr than to indvidual aidts
Accordingly, Dr. Mow is reu sg a refuond of $13,7S(0.O( (re Mk of oh. auve

oranztin to reduce Is agCGat derfi len vel for 1992 to a no whic does ex
exceed $25,000.00. If this macon be traisfAred by you bofore due Ml of the wook I will
be able to inludoha fiwt in my veilmp to the commis-Won which bs due du sgon we
of March 7, 1994.

Thank you for your cooperation in this Matter. If YOU have anty questios Or
comments, please do not hesitat to oontW urn at MY Los AMNgee office.

Sinceely

EUGENE C. MOSCOWICH
ECM/elp
cc: Dr. William Mow (c/o Diane L. BceEsq.)
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01/16/92

02/25/92

11/20/91

03/28/91

04/26/91

11/22/91

09/14/92

01/09/92

01/20/92

06/24/92,

09/22/92

09/30/92

01/17/92

OVIO092

02/10f92

03/03192

03r3"92

06/16/92

06/30/92

07/2092

07/24/92

07/27/92

06/21/92

02/10/92

07/29/92

08/24/92

FEC WAroflb Loatmn

92FEC/73IoSes

92FEC/739/3707

92FEC/73 1/075T

91 SEN/Oon/2700

91 HSE/431/3759

92HSE/439/3076

928EN/022me61

92HSE/446/2304

92HSE/446/2354

92HSE/469/44e4

92HSE/469/4464

92HSEJ477I178

92HSE/439/1 235

92SENO/00/0M

928ENt00710g25

92SEWV009037so0

92SEN/009f37s

92SEW/01W6/759

92SEN/Ommmis

92SEN/01 813955

92SEN/01 /3955

92SE/O1 8395

92SEN/020/268S

92FEC4753/033

92HSE/464/i 172

92FEC17661341S
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-eou. John

-~lu. John

Symour. John

-emu. John

Total Contributions Attributed to 1992:

$10.000

$2.500

$5.000

$500

$-Soo

S-1.000

$1.000

$1,000

0W274

04.I

06/17192

09/27/91

12/16191

91 SEWOae

928EN101 5111 a

92SEW/00411 324

92SEN/004/1 324

$66,100

Page 2
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Reply to
Los Angeles

June 1, 1994

Office of the General Counsel
c/o Ms. Joan McEnery
Federal Election Commission
999 E. Street, Room 657
Washington, D.C. 20463

20147.05003

Re: MUR 3911

Dear Ms. McEnery:

On March 11, 1994, this office forwarded its formal reqpns to the FEC regarding
the above-referenced complaint. As yet, we have had no response from the Commission or
General Counsel relative to our requests for a dismissal or, alterntively, for leave to attempt
to resolve this matter through the coclainprocess.

Please be so kind as to advise us of the status of this case. In particular, we would
apeciate receiving some written acknowlcdgment of your receipt of our response to the

pending allegations, as well as some indication as to the Commission's likely timetable for
resolving this matter.

Thank you in advance for your attention to this matter.

Very truly yours,

EUGENE C. MOSCOVITCH

ECM/mp
cc: Dr. William Mow

1W

C-)

& RICHMAN

ORANGE COUNTY OFi1g

55 ANTON BOULEVARDf

COST MEUD, CA 02426-100"
(714) 241-0420

FAX (714) 241-0422 cz
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FEDE3 L LEC COUSSION 25 3 'fI
999 a stree w.v.Washington# OXC. 20463is

FIRST GENERAL COUNSELPS REPORT

Pre-MUR 295 / MUR 3911
Date Pre-MUR 295 Activated: 2/16/94
Date MUR 3911 Activated: 2/4/94
STAFF MEMBER: Dominique Dillenseger

SOURCE: INTERNALLY-GENERATED & COMPLAINT-GENERATED

COMPLAINANT: The Center for Responsive Politics

RESPONDENTS: William C.W. Mow
Bush-Quayle '92 Primary Committee# Inc. and

3. Stanley Huckaby, as treasurer
U.S. Senator John Seymour Committee and

Charles Bell, as treasurer
National Republican Congressional Committee and

Donna Singleton, as treasurer

RELEVANT STATUTES: 2 U.S.C. S441a(a)(1)(A)
2 U.S.C. S441a(a)(1)(B)
2 U.S.C. S441a(a)(3)
2 u.S.C. S441a(f)

INTERNAL REPORTS CHECKED: Disclosure reports and FEC indicies

FEDERAL AGENCIES CHECKED: None

I. GMMEATION OF RATTER

Pre-MUR 295 was generated on January 11, 1994, when the

Federal Election Commission (*the Commission' or 'FEC") referred

to this Office individual contributors who were identified in a

Los Angeles Times news article as having made the most

contributions in excess of the $25,000 annual contribution limit

for individuals in 1992. one of these individuals is William C.W.

Mow, who is listed in the article as having made $65,350 in

contributions in 1992.

MUR 3911 was generated by a complaint, filed on January 21,

1994, by the Center for Responsive Politics ("the Complainant")

III
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alleging, inter alia, that William C.W. Nov made $66,100 In

contributions In 1992, exceeding by $41v100 the $25,000 annual

contribution limit for Individuals. See Attachment 1. In

addition, the materials included in the complaint showed that

Mr. nov apparently contributed $2,000 to the Bush-Quayle '92

Primary Committe Inc. ("Bush-Quayle"); $1#500 to the U.S.

Senator John Seymour Committee ("the Seymour Committee") for that

candidate's primary; and $23,250 to the National Republican

Congressional Committee ("the NRCC"). On January 28, 1994, this

office notified Mr. now, Bush-Quayle, the Seymour Committee, and

co the NRCC of the complaint and each has filed a response. See

Attachments 2, 3, 4, and 5.

11. FPACTUAL AND LUGAL ANALYSIS

A. Statement, of the Law

2 U.S.C. I 441a(a)(3) limits total contributions by an

Individual in any calendar year to $25,000. Under this section,

any contribution to a candidate or authorized committee with

respect to a particular election made in a non-election year *hall

be considered to be made during the calendar year in which such

election is held.

2 U.S.C. 5 441a(a)(l)(A) limits contributions by an

individual to a federal candidate and his authorized political

committees to $1,000 per election.

2 U.S.C. S 441a(a)(l)(B) limits contributions to political

committees established and maintained by a national political

party, which are not the authorized political committees of any

candidate, to $20,000 in the aggregate in any calendar year.
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Under the Act, candidates and political committees at*

prohibited from accepting any contributions in excess of the Act*s

limitations. 2 U.S.C. 5 441a(f). Contributions which exceed the

contribution limitations of the Act on their face, and

contributions which do not exceed the Acts limitations on their

face but which do exceed those limitations when aggregated with

other contributions from the same contributor, may either be

deposited into a campaign depository or returned to the

contributor. 11 C.F.R. 5 103.3(b)(3). If any such contribution

is deposited, the treasurer may request redesignation or

reattribution of the contribution in accordance with 11 c.r.R.

55 110.1(b), 110.1(k) or 110.2(b), as appropriate. id. if

redesignation or reattribution is not obtained within sixty days

of the treasurer's receipt of the contribution, the treasurer must

refund the contribution to the contributor. Id.

a. Discussion

A review of Commission records and indices discloses, that

Mr. nov made the following contributions and received the

following refunds attributable to the 1992 calendar year:

03/28/91 1,000 P DANNENYIR FOR SENATE '92
04/26/91 1,000 P GALLEGLY FOR CONGRESS
04/29/91 500 P U S SENATOR JOHN SEYMOUR COMMITTEE
09/27/91 1,000 P U S SENATOR JOHN SEYMOUR COMMITTEE
11/20/91 2,000 P BUSH - QUAYLE '92 PRIMARY COMMITTEE INC
11/22/91 500 G GALLEGLY FOR CONGRESS
12/16/91 1,000 G U S SENATOR JOHN SEYMOUR COMMITTEE
01/09/92 10,000 P NATIONAL REPUBLICAN CONGRESSIONAL COMMITTEE
01/17/92 750 P NATIONAL REPUBLICAN SENATORIAL COMMITTEE
01/18/92 -1,000 P BUSH - QUAYLE '92 PRIM4ARY COMMITTEE INC
01/20/92 1,000 P NATIONAL REPUBLICAN CONGRESSIONAL COMMITTEE
02/10/92 760 P NATIONAL REPUBLICAN SENATORIAL COMMITTEE
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02/10/92
02/10/92
02/10/92

02/12/92
0 2/2S5/9 2
03/03/92
03/30/92
03/31/92
06/17/92
06/17/92
06/18/92
06/30/92
0 7/2 0/9 2
07/24/92
07/27/92
07/27/92
07/29/92
08/21/92

($15)
13 000 2

($100)
141000

505
750

($120) 3
[ -SooI

(-1,0001

750
1,125

250
250

10,000
1,000

210

NATIONAL REPUBLICAN SENATORIAL COMMITTEE
NATIONAL REPUBLI CAN SENATORIAL COMMITTEE
PRESIDENT'S DINNER/AKA 1992 REPUBLICAN

SENATE-HOUSE DINNER COMMITTEE
NATIONAL REPUBLICAN SENATORIAL COMMITTEE
BUSH - QUAYLE 192 COMPLIANCE COMMITTEE INC
NATIONAL REPUBLICAN SENATORIAL COMMITTEE
NATIONAL REPUBLICAN SENATORIAL COMMITTEE
NATIONAL REPUBLICAN SENATORIAL COMMITTEE
U S SENATOR JOHN SEYMOUR COMMITTEE
U S SENATOR JOHN SEYMOUR COMMITTEE
NATIONAL REPUBLICAN SENATORIAL COMMITTEE
NATIONAL REPUBLICAN SENATORIAL COMMITTEE
NATIONAL REPUBLICAN SENATORIAL COMMITTEE
NATIONAL REPUBLICAN SENATORIAL COMMITTEE
NATIONAL REPUBLICAN SENATORIAL COMMITTEE
REPUBLICAN NATIONAL COMMITTEE - RNC
REPUBLICAN LEADER'S FUND
NATIONAL REPUBLICAN SENATORIAL COMMITTEE

1. Contributions shown in parentheses are listed in the report
schedules but are not included in the complaint.

2. There is a discrepancy in the reporting of the allocation
for this contribution. Disclosure documents show that the
President's Dinner/ARA 1992 Republican Senate-House Dinner
Committee (*Presidentvs Dinner*), a joint fundraising committee
composed of the NRCC and the NRSC, reported the $1,500 as a
contribution from Mr. Mow only. Attachment 6, pp. 1-2. The
NfRCC, however, reported its $750 allocated share as a
contribution from Mr. and Mrs. Mow (Id. at 3), while the NRSC
reported its $750 allocated share as a contribution from
Mrs. Mow. Id. at 4. Later, the NRCC, in its response,
attributed Wei $750 contribution to Mr. Mow. Attachment 5.
Based on the NRCC's response and the original contribution to
the President's Dinner, it appears that the NRCC and NRSC may
have misreported their allocated shares. A review of
disclosure documents for these two committees does not reveal
any amendments with regard to these contributions. In light of
this discrepancy, this $1,500 contribution has been listed
above under the President's Dinner, rather than as two separate
contributions to the NRCC and NRSC.

3. Bracketed amounts denote that the refund was not made
within sixty days of the committee's receipt of the
contribution as required by 11 C.F.R. 5 103.3(b)(3). These
refunds are not deducted from the contribution total.

4. Although reported as a contribution by the NRSC, this
contribution does not appear on the FEC contributor index.
Attachment 1, p. 9.
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08/2 4/92
08/24/92
08/25/92
09/04/92
09/14/92
09/22/92
09/30/92
10/02/92
02/1S5/9 4
02/15/94
03/01/94
03/07/94
03/08/94

TOTAL:

100005
1,000
($100)
2,500
1,000
100000

-2000
5,000
(-5001
(-7501

[-13r750)
[-13,750 1

REPUBLICAN NATIONAL CANDIDATE TRUST
NATIONAL REPUBLICAN CONGRESS ICAL COMMITTmE
NATION"AL REUCAM COWGIRSSIONAL COMI~tgg
REPUBLICAN NATIONAL COMMITTEE - RUSC
HERSCEENSOUN PoR U S SENATE-1992
NATIONAL REPUBLICAN CONGRESSIONAL COMNMITTEE
NATIONAL REPUBLICAN CONGRESSIKONAL CO1MMITTEE
REPUBLICAN NATIONAL COMMITTEE - RUSC
NATIONAL REPUBLICAN CONGRESSIONAL COMMITTEE
NATIONAL REPUBLICAN CONGRESSIONAL COMMITTEE
NATIONAL REPUBLICAN CONGRESSIONAL COMMITTEE
REPUBLICAN NATIONAL FINANCE COMMITTEE
NATIONAL REPUBLICAN SENATORIAL COMM4ITTEE

in light of the above, it appears that Mr. Mow violated

2 U.S.C. S 441a(a)(3) by making contributions totaling $67,935 or

$42,935 in excess of the $25,000 annual contribution limit for

calendar year 1992. This contribution total differs from the

$66,100 total in the complaint because it includes four additional

contributions, shown above in parentheses, and the $1,00O

contribution to the Seymour Committee that vas not refunded In a

timely manner. In the complaint, this amount was erroneously

deducted from the contribution total. Mr. Mow eventually obtained

a total of $44,000 in refunds, bringing him under the $25,000

limit, but these refunds are also not deducted from the total

5. Like the President's Dinner, su~r, a review of disclosure
documents reveals discrepancies in te allocation of this
contribution. The Republican National Candidate Trust
("Candidate Trust*), a joint fundraising committee composed of
the NRCC and the NRSC as participating committees, reported a
$1,000 contribution from Mow dated August 24, 1992. Attachment
1, p. 12. The NRSC reported a $500 share allocated through the
Candidate Trust on August 24, 1992. Attachment 6, p. 7. The
NRCC, however, reported a $1,000 contribution from Mow dated
August 24, 1992, but there is no indication in the report
schedule that the contribution was allocated through the
Candidate Trust, and it is being treated as a separate
contribution to the NRCC. Id. at 8. The $1,000 contribution
to the fundraising committeelRas been listed above under
"Candidate Trust" rather than as two separate contributions.

0
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because they were not made within the sixty-day limit. Se.
11 C.F.R. 5 103.3(b)(3).

in addition, it appears that Mr. Nov violated 2 u.s.c.
55 441a(a)(l)(A) and 441a(a)(l)(8) by making excessive

contributions to two committees. First, the above list reflects
that Mr. Now contributed $1,500 to the primary election campaign

of U.S. Senator John Seymour, which is $500 in excess of the

$1,000 per election contribution limit to candidates and their
committees. A $500 contribution was made on April 29, 1991, and a
$1,000 contribution on September 27, 1991. The Seymour Committee

refunded the $500 excessive outside the sixty-day limit.6 in its
response, the Committee contends that the refund was made was soon
as the excessive contribution was noted," but does not explain why
It took nearly six months from the receipt of the excessive

contribution to issue the refund.

Second, in calendar year 1992, Mr. now gave the NRCC

contributions totaling $23,250 or $3,250 in excess of the $20,000

annual contribution limit to a party committee. The NRCC issued a
timely, partial refund of $2,000. The $1,250 balance on the

refund was not issued until after the sixty-day limit. Donna

Singleton, the treasurer for the NRCC, acknowledges the untimely

refund in her response.

On November 20, 1991, Mr. Mow contributed $2,000 to the
Bush-Quayle '92 Primary Committee which is $1,000 in excess of the

6. Disclosure documents also show the committee refunded$1,000 designated for the general election. It is not clearwhy this amount was refunded.
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$1,000 per election limit. Dush-Quayle issued a $1,000 refund

within the sixty-day tine frame, so there is no excessive

contribution in this instance.

in his response, counsel for Mr. Now does not dispute that

his client sade excessive contributions or that the refunds were

not timely. Counsel, however, maintains that the case should be

dismissed because: (1) the violations resulted from Mr. Mow's

lack of understanding and counseling regarding FEC regulations,

rather than 'a knowing and willful violation of the FECts rules";

and (2) Mr. Mow took subsequent corrective action in mitigation

following notification of the violations. Attachment 2.

In the alternative, counsel states that if the Commission

C: finds reason to believe that a violation has occurred, Mr. Plow

0% will 'cooperate and request preprobable cause conciliation.' Id.

LO at 4. Regarding the civil penalty, counsel argues that it should

n be "reasonable and appropriate" and *not geared to any automatic

I~r or arithmetical formula.' Id. Counsel's request for dismissal of

the case and his alternative request for an 'appropriate' civil

penalty will be discussed separately.

Dismissal

With regard to his claim that Mr. Mow lacked understanding

and counseling on FEC rules, counsel contends that Mr. Mow is a

Owell-meaning, relatively inexperienced political donor' who

"erroneously assumed' that contributions to party committees, like

his donations to charity, 'were not further restricted beyond the

$20,000 per committee requirement." Id. at 2. Counsel also

contends that the violations would never have occurred had the



recipient committees, specifically the three Republican party

committees to which Mr. Nov gave the bulk of his contributions,

advised his properly. Id., Counsel argues that the fact that the

bulk of Kr. Noves contributions vas to the major Republican party

committees rather than to "named candidates" demonstrates that

Mr. nov did not attempt "to curry favor with any particular

individual" in order to "improperly influenc~e)

legislation.* Id.

With regard to "corrective action" taken by Mr. Now since

notification of the violations, counsel cites the following: (1)

requesting and receiving refunds of all amounts exceeding $25,000

for calendar year 1992;8 (2) Orechanneling" the refunds to

7. Mr. Nov contributed a combined total of $56,435 to the RNCr
the NR8C, and the HACC.

S. Counsel Is referring here to letters Kr. Nov sent on
February 28, 1994. to the MISC, the MMCC, and the INC
requesting a refund of $13#750 from each comaittoe. Attachment
2p pp. 5-10. Bach of these committees issued the requested
refund. Although this brought Kr. Noves total contribution to
under $25,000. these refunds are not deducted from the total
because they were not timely received.

Further, citing NU~s 1526, 1893? 2167 and 3104, counsel
argues that the Commission has "favorably" viewed the
contributor's 'reacquisation of such funds . . . at any stage."
Attachment 2, p. 2. These NU~s, however, are distinguishable
from our current case on their facts. in MURs 1526, 1893 and
2167, the Commission found reason to believe that the
respondents had exceeded their annual contribution limits, but
the Commission took no further action because of the sua sponte
initiation of the proceeding by the respondents, and because
the respondents obtained or sought refunds of their excessive
contributions -- which in each case amounted to less than
$10,000 -- before the respondents notified the Commission. By
contrast, tis matter was not generated by Mr. now, but by the
Commission as an internally-generated matter and by the Center
for Responsive Politics as a complaint-generated matter.
Although Mr. Mow requested refunds, he did so after the receipt
of notification.

Similarly, MUR 3104 also undercuts the Respondent's



charities; (3) refraining from making any further federal political

contributions; and (4) instructing an assistant Oto establish a formal

approval process to assure conformance to the federal legal

requirements." Id. at 3.

As a preliminary matter, Mr. Mow's apparent lack of understanding

or knowledge regarding FEC rules on contribution limits does not

relieve him of responsibility in this matter. Counsel's suggestion

that the party committees are at fault here for not advising Mr. mow

about the $25,000 limit is also misplaced. with the exception of

Joint fundraising activity, committees do not keep track of money a

contributor gives to other, separate committees. It is the

contributor who is responsible for ensuring that his contributions do

not exceed, In the aggregate, the annual contribution limit.

Further, although Mr. Now has taken corrective action, it should

be noted that it was not timely. His requests for refunds, for

example, were made on February 26, 1994, approximately tvo years after

the contributions were made, and only after he had received

notification from the Commission.

(Footnote 8 continued from previous page)
contention. in this iiUa, the respondent cited MURs 1526, 1893,
and 2167 for the proposition that "voluntary and expeditious
action, before a compliance file has been opened, has led
uniformly to decisions to take no further action." The
Commission, however, did not dismiss this case, but found
probable cause to believe the respondent had exceeded his
annual contribution limit and imposed a civil penalty. Unlike
the three MURs cited, MUR 3104 had been generated by the
Commission rather than the respondent and the remedial action
taken by the respondent was neither complete nor timely. only
about half of the excessive contributions were refunded, and
these were not obtained until after a newspaper published an
article questioning whether the respondent had exceeded the
annual limit -- some nine to eleven months after the
contributions were made.



Although the factors cited above by counsel may be considered

mitigating by the Commission, they do no warrant a dismissal of

the case. Accordingly, this Office recommends that the Comission

deny the Respondent#s request to dismiss.

civil Penalty

Counsel requests that the civil penalty be *reasonable and

appropriate* and "not geared to any automatic or arithmetical

formula."

This Office recommends that the Commission consider the

mitigating factors presented by the Respondent i~n our pro-probable

cause conciliation negotiations.

The record Indicates that in 1992, Wiliam C.W. now made

contributions totaling $67,935 or $42,935 In excess of the $25,000

annual contribution limit. The record also shows that he

exceeded, by $500. the per election limit on contributions to a

candidate and that he exceeded, by $3,250, the $20,000 per

calendar year limit on contributions to political committees

established and maintained by a national political party. The

NRCC timely refunded $2,000 of the $3,250, leaving an excessive

contribution of $1,250. Accordingly, this office recommends that

the Commission find reason to believe that William C.w. Row

violated 2 U.S.C. SS 441a(a)(3)f 441a(a)(l)(A) and 441a(a)(l)(B).

As noted above, Bush-Quayle refunded the excessive portion of

Mr. Mow's $2,000 contribution within the sixty-day time frame set

forth in the Commission's regulations. Accordingly, this office



recommends that the Commission find no reason to believe that the

*tash-Quayle t92 Primary Committee, Inc. and J. Stanley Ruckaby, as

treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. 5 441a(f) with regard to this

contribution and close the file as to these Respondents.
with regard to Mr. Now's $1,500 contribution to the Seymour

Committee, FEC records disclose that the $500 excessive portion

was refunded more than sixty days after the contribution.

Accordingly, this office recommends that the Commission find

reason to believe that the U.S. Senator John Seymour Committee and

Charles Bell, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f). In light

of the amount of the excessive contribution, however, this office

recommends that the Commission take no further action, send an

admonishment letter, and close the file as to these Respondents.
isith regard to the $23,250 in contributions Mr. Plov made to

LO the K1RCC, FEC records disclose that $2,000 was refunded timely and

t~f> the balance of $1,250 was not issued within the sixty-day time

frame. Accordingly, this Office recommends that the Commission

find reason to believe that the National Republican Congressional

Committee and Donna Singleton, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C.

S4418(f). In light of the amount of the excessive contribution,

however, this Office recommends that the Commission take no

further action, send an admonishment letter, and close the file as

to these Respondents.

111. CIVIL PENALTY DISCUSSION



1. Pre-NUR 295

a. Open a MIRl.

b. Merge what was previously Pro-RUN 295 into
R 3911 and hereafter refer to this matter as

HR 3911.

2. RUR 3911

a. Deny the request to dismiss presented on
behalf of William C.W. now.
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b. Find reason to believe that William c.v.
now violated 2 U.S.C. 5 441a(a)(3) with
respect to his aggregate contributions for
1992; violated 2 J.S.C. I 441a(a)(l)(A) with
respect to his contributions to the Sush-Ouayle
092 Primary Committee, Inc. and to the U.S.
Senator John Seymour Committee; and, violated
2 U.S.C. S 441a(a)(l)(B) vith respect to his
contributions to the National Republican
Congressional Committee.

c. Find no reason to believe that the Bush-Quayle
'92 Primary Committee, Inc. and 3. Stanley
Huckaby, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C.
5 441a(f), and close the file as to these
Respondents.

d. Find reason to believe that the U.S. Senator
John Seymour Committee, Inc. and Charles Bell,
as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f), but
take no further action, send an admonishment
letter, and close the file as to these
Respondents.

e. Find reason to believe that the National
Republican Congressional Committee and Donna
Singleton, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C.
5 441a(f), but take no further action, send an
admonishment letter, and close the file as to
these Respondents.

f. Approve the attached Factual and Legal Analysis,
Conciliation Agreement and the appropriate
letters.

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

BY: C.2
Loih 31 Lerner
Associate General Counsel

Attachments:
1. Complaint
2. Now Response
3. Bush-Quayle t92 Primary Committee, Inc. Response
4. U.S. Senator John Seymour Committee, Inc. Response
5. The National Republican Congressional Committee

Response
6. Disclosure Documents
7. Factual and Legal Analysis
8. Conciliation Agreement

Date
-71a- MO-f t



141NO9PANDUM

TO:

FROM:

DATE:

SUBJECT:

LAWRENCE M. NOBLE
GENERAL COUNSEL

MARJORIE W. EMMONS/BONIUII J. ROSS
COMMISSION SECRETARY

JULY 28, 1994

PRE-HUR 295/MUR 3911 - FIRST GRAL COUSHELIS
REPORT DATED JULY 25, 1994.

The above-captioned document vas circulated to the

Comission on Tuesday, July 26, 1994 at 11:00 a.m.

Objection(s) have been received from the

Comissioner(s) as indicated by the name(s) checked below:

Commissioner Aikens

Comissioner Elliott

Comissioner McDonald

Commissioner McGarry

Comissioner Potter

Commissioner Thomas

This matter will be placed

for Tuesday# August 2, 1994

IXx

on the meeting agenda

Please notify us who will represent your Division before
the Commission on this matter.

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
wASm;%CTO% DC 10-96



DEVORD TEE FEDERAL ELECTICO CONRISSIO
I

In the Matter of

William C.N. now;
Bush-Quayle U92 Primary Committee,

Inc. and J. Stanley Huckaby, as
treasurer;

U.S. Senator John Seymour Comitte
and Charles Bell, as treasurer;

National Republican Congressional
Committee and Donna Singleton,
as treasurer

Pre-RUE 295/
RUE 3911

CURT! FICATION

It Rarjorie W. fmmons, recozding secretary for the

Federal Election Commission executive session on August 2,

1994, do hereby certify that the Commission deided by a

vote of 5-1 to take the following actions with respect to

Pre-HR 295 and MR 3911:

1. Pro-R 295

a. Open a MR.

b. Merge what was previously Pre-R 295
into R 3911 and hereafter refer to
this matter as MR 3911.

2. HR 3911

a. Deny the request to dismiss presented
on behalf of William C.W. Row.

(continued)

Gq



redecal Election Commissionl
certification for Pre-MUR 295 and MUR 3911
August 2t 1994

b. Find reason to believe that William
C.W. now violated 2 U.S.C.
5 441a(a)(3) with respect to his
aggregate contributions for 1992;
violated 2 U.S.C. 5 44la(a)(l)(A)
with respect to his contributions
to the U.S. Senator John Seymour
Committee; and violated 2 u.S.C.
5 441a(a)(l)(s) with respect to
his contributions to the National
Republican Congressional Committee.

C. Find rno reason to believe that
William C.W. now violated 2 U.S.C.
5 441a(a)(l)(A) with respect to his
contributions to the Bush-Quayle
'92 Primary Committee, Inc.

d. Find no reason to believe that the
Bush-Quayle '92 Primary Comittiee,
Inc. and J. Stanley Huckaby, as
treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C.
I 441a(f), and close the file as to
these Respondents.

e. Find reason to believe that the U.S.
Senator John Seymour Committee, Inc.
and Charles Bell, as treasurer,
violated 2 U.S.C. 5 441a(f), but take

no further action, send an admonishment
letter, and close the file as to these
Respondents.

(continued)

Pave 2



Pederal Election commission Page 3
Certif ication for Pre-NUK 295/MAll 3911
August 2v 1994

f. Find reason to believe that the
National Republican Congressional
Committee and Donne Singleton, as
treasurer, violated 2 U.s.c.
5 441&(f), but take no further action,
send an admonishment letter, and
close the file as to these Respondents.

g. Approve the Factual and Legal
Analysis, Conciliation Agreement, and

In the appropriate letters as recommended
in the General Counselts report dated
July 25, 1994.

Commissioners Elliott, McDonald, McGarry, Potter,

CK and Thomas voted affirmatively for the decision;

Commissioner Aikens dissented.

Attest:

rt., cretary of the Coinission
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGtoN. DC z0ftb

AUGUST 9, 1994

Eugene C. moscovitch, Require
Ginsburg* Stephen, Oringher & Richman
10100 Santa Monica Boulevard, Eighth Floor
Los AngelOe California 90067-2009

RE: MUR 3911

Dear Mr. moscovitch:

on January 28, 1994, the Federal Election Commission
notified your client, William C.W. Mow, of a complaint alleging
violations of certain sections of the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971. as amended ("the Act"). A copy of the complaint
was forwarded to your client at that time.

04 Upon further review of the allegations contained in the
complaint and information supplied by you, the Commission on
August 2, 1994., found that there is reason to believe that your

C: client violated 2 U.S.C. 55 441a(a)(1)(A), 441a(a)(l)(B), and
441a(a)(3), provisions of the Act. The Commission also denied

o~. your request, on behalf of your client, to dismiss this matter.
The Factual and Legal Analysis, which formed a basis for the

10 Commission's findings, is attached for your information.

You may submit any factual or legal materials that you
believe are relevant to the Commission's consideration of this
matter. Please submit such materials to the General Counsel's
Office within 15 days of your receipt of this letter. Where
appropriate# statements should be submitted under oath. in the
absence of additional information, the Commission may find
probable cause to believe that a violation has occurred and
proceed with conciliation.

in order to expedite the resolution of this matter, the
Commission has also decided to offer to enter into negotiations
directed towards reaching a conciliation agreement in
settlement of this matter prior to a finding of probable cause
to believe. Enclosed is a conciliation agreement that the
Commission has approved.

If you are interested in expediting the resolution of
this matter by pursuing preprobable cause conciliation and if
you agree with the provisions of the enclosed agreement, please
sign and return the agreement, along with the civil penalty, to
the Commission. In light of the fact that conciliation
negotiations, prior to a finding of probable cause to believe,
are limited to a maximum of 30 days, you should respond to this
notification as soon as possible.



Sugene C. Noscovitch, equire,
Page 2

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

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. 55 437g(a)(4)(8) and 437g(a)(12)(A), unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the investigation to be
made public.

If you have any questions, please contact Dominique
Dillenseger, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202)
219-3690.

For the Commission,

4 or Potter
Chairman

Enclosures
LO) Factual and Legal Analysis

Conciliation Agreement



PUDUL UUCTom COISSION

PACTUAL AIM LESAL ANALYSIS

RESFUDUT: William C.W. Now RUR: 3911

I. GIU3UOUOF H&T=

This matter was generated based on information ascertained by

the Federal Election Commission ("the Commission") in the normal

course of carrying out its supervisory responsibilities. See

2 U.S.C. 5 437g(a)(2). This matter was also generated by a

complaint, filed on January 21, 1994, by the Center for Responsive

politics ("the Complainant") alleging that William C.W. Mow made

$66,100 in contributions in 1992, exceeding by $41,100 the $25,000

annual contribution limit for individuals. in addition, the

materials Included In the complaint and Commission records show

LO that Mr. now apparently contributed $2,000 to the Bush-Quayle '92

primary Committee, Inc. (*Bush-Quayle"); $1,500 to the 11.8.

Senator John Seymour Committee (*the Seymour Committee") for that

C candidate's primary; and $23,250 to the National Republican

Congressional Committee ("the NRCC"). On January 28, 1994, this

office notified Mr. Mow of the complaint. On March 11, 1994,

counsel for Mr. Mow submitted a response.

i i. FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSI S

A. Statement of the Law

2 u.S.C. 5 441a(a)(3) limits total contributions by an

individual in any calendar year to $25,000. Under this section,

any contribution to a candidate or authorized committee with
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respect to a particular election made in a non-election year shall

be considered to be made during th. calendar year in which such

election is held.

2 U.s.c. I 441a(a)(1)(A) limits contributions by an

Individual to a federal candidate and his authorized political

committees to $1,000 per election.

2 U.s.c. 5 441a(a)(l)(B) limits contributions to political

committees established and maintained by a national political

party, which are not the authorized political committees of any

candidate, to $20,000 in the aggregate in any calendar year.

Under the Act, candidates and political committees are

prohibited from accepting any contributions in excess of the Act's

limitations. 2 U.s.c. S 441a(f). Contributions which exceed the
contribution limitations of the Act on their face, and

contributions which do not exceed the Act's limitations on their

face but which do exceed those limitations when aggregated with

other contributions from the same contributor, may either be

deposited Into a campaign depository or returned to the

contributor. 11 C.F'.R. S 103.3(b)(3). If any such contribution

is deposited, the treasurer may request redesignation or

reattribution of the contribution in accordance with 11 C.F.R.

55 110.1(b), 110.1(k) or 110.2(b), as appropriate. Id. If a

redesignation or reattribution is not obtained within sixty days

of the treasurer's receipt of the contribution, the treasurer must

refund the contribution to the contributor. Id.

C

I
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S
a. Discussief

A review of Comission records and indices discloses that

Mr. nov made the following contributions and received the

following refunds attributable to the 1992 calendar year:

0 3/28/9 1
04/26/91
04/29/91
09/27/91
11/20/91
11/22/91
12/16/91
01/09/92
01/17/92
01/18/92
01/20/92
02/10/92
02/10/92
02/10/92
02/10/92

02/12/92
02/25/92
0 3/0 3/92
0 3/3 0/92
0 3/3 1/9 2

1,000
1,000

500
1,000
2,000

500
1,000

10,000
750

-1,000
1,000

7601
($1)

13,0002
1,5002

($10)
1,000

505
750

($120)

DANNEMEYE FOR SENATE '92
GALLEGLY FOR CONGRESS
U S, SENATOR JOHN SEYMOUR COMMITTEE
U S SENATOR JOHN SEYMOUR COMMITTEE
BUSH - QUAYLE '92 PRIMARY COMMITTEE INC
GALLEGLY FOR CONGRESS
U S SENATOR JOHN SEYMOUR COMMITTEE
NATIONAL REPUBLICAN CONGRESSIONAL COMMITTEE
NATIONAL REPUBLICAN SENATORIAL COMMITTEE
BUSH - QUAYLE '92 PRIMARY COMMITTEE INC
NATIONAL REPUBLICAN CONGRESSIONAL COMMITTEE
NATIONAL REPUBLICAN SENATORIAL COMMITTEE
NATIONAL REPUBLICAN SENATORIAL COMMITTEE
NATIONAL REPUBLICAN SENATORIAL COMMITTEE
PRESIDENT'S DINNER/ARA 1992 REPUBLICAN

SENATE-HOUSE DINNER COMMITTEE
NATIONAL REPUBLICAN SENATORIAL COMMITTEE
BUSH - QUAYLE '92 COMPLIANCE COMMITTEE INC
NATIONAL REPUBLICAN SENATORIAL COMMITTEE
NATIONAL REPUBLICAN SENATORIAL COMMITTEE
NATIONAL REPUBLICAN SENATORIAL COMMITTEE

1. Contributions shown in parentheses are listed in the report
schedules but are not Included in the complaint.

2. There is a disccepancy in the reporting of the allocation
for this contribution. Disclosure documents show that the
President's Dinner/ARA 1992 Republican Senate-House Dinner
committee ("Presidentfs Dinner"), a joint fundraising committee
composed of the NRCC and the MRSC, reported the $1,500 as a
contribution from Mr. Mow only. The NRCC, however, reported
its $750 allocated share as a contribution from Mr. and
Mrs. now, while the NRSC reported its $750 allocatedils-iare as a
contribution from Mrs. How. Later, the NRCC, in its response,
attributed the $750 contribution to Mr. Mow. Based on the
NRCC's response and the original contribution to the
President's Dinner, it appears that the NRCC and NRSC may have
misreported their allocated shares. A review of disclosure
documents for these two committees does not reveal any
amendments with regard to these contributions. In light of
this discrepancy, this $1,500 contribution has been listed
above under the President's Dinner, rather than as two separate
contributions to the NRCC and NRSC.
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06/17/92
06/1 7/9 2
06/1 0/9 2
06/30/92
07/20/92
07/24/92
07/27/92
07/27/92
07/29/92
08/2 1/9 2
08/24/92
08/24/92
08/25/92
09/04/92
09/1 4/92
09/22/92
09/30/92
10/02/92
02/15/94
02/15/94
0 3/0 1/9 4
0 3/07/9 4
03/08/94

TOTAL:

[(_0013

2504
1,125

250
250

210S
10000
1 , 000
($100)
2,500
10000

10,000
-2,r000

(-5001
(-7501

[-13.750 1
(-13,7501[£137Sw

U S SENATOR JOHN SEYMOUR COMMITTEE
U 5 SENATOR JOHN SEYMOUR" COMM ITTRE
NATIONAL REPUBLICAN
NATIONAL REPUBLI CAN
NATIONAL REPUBLICAN
NATIONAL REPUBLICAN
NATIONAL REPUBLICAN
REPUBLICAN NATIONAL
REPUBLICAN LEADER'S
NATIONAL REPUBLICAN
REPUBLICAN NATIONAL
NATIONAL REPUBLICAN
NATIONAL REPUBLICAN
REPUBLICAN NATIONAL

SENATORIAL COMITTEE
SENATORIAL COMMITT819
SENATORIAL COMITTEE9
SENATORIAL COMM ITTEE
SENATORIAL COMMITTEE
COMMITTEE - RNC
FUND
SENATORIAL COMMITTEE
CANDIDATE TRUST
CONGRESSIZONAL COMMITTEE
CONGRESSIONAL COMMITTEE
COMMITTEE - RNC

HERSCHENSOHN FOR U S SENATE-1992
NATIONAL REPUBLICAN CONGRESSIONAL COMMITTEE
NATIONAL REPUBLICAN CONGRESSIONAL COMMITTEE
REPUBLICAN NATIONAL COMMITTEE - RNC
NATIONAL REPUBLICAN CONGRESSIONAL COMMITTEE
NATIONAL REPUBLICAN CONGRESSIONAL COMMITTEE
NATIONAL REPUBLICAN CONGRESSIONAL COMMITTEE
REPUBLICAN NATIONAL FINANCE COMMITTEE
NATIONAL REPUBLICAN SENATORIAL COMMITTEE

3. Bracketed amounts denote that the refund vas not made
within sixty days of the committeets receipt of the
contribution as required by 11 C.F.R. 5 103.3(b)(3). These
refunds are not deducted from the contribution total.

4. Although reported as a contribution by the NRSC, this
contribution does not appear on the FEC contributor index.

5. Like the president's Dinner, sura a review of disclosure
documents reveals discrepancies in the allocation of this
contribution. The Republican National Candidate Trust
("Candidate Trust")p a joint fundraising committee composed of
the NRCC and the NRSC as participating committees, reported a
$1,000 contribution from Mow dated August 24, 1992. The NRSC
reported a $500 share allocated through the Candidate Trust on
August 24, 1992. The NRCC, however, reported a $1,000
contribution from Mow dated August 24, 1992, but there is no
indication in the report schedule that the contribution was
allocated through the Candidate Trust, and it is being treated
as a separate contribution to the NRCC. The $1,000
contribution to the fundraising committee has been listed above
under "Candidate Trust" rather than as two separate
contributions.

I



In light of the abovie, It appears that mt. nov violated

2 U.S.C. 1 441*(a)(3) by making contributions totaling $67,935 Or

$42,935 in excess of the $25,000 annual contribution limit for

calendar year 1992. This contribution total differs from the

$66,100 total in the complaint because it includes four additional

contributions, shown above in parentheses, and the $1,500

contribution to the Seymour Committee that was not refunded in a

timely manner. in the complaint, this amount was erroneously

deducted from the contribution total. Mr. Mow eventually obtained

a total of $44,000 in refunds, bringing him under the $25,000

C:) limit, but these refunds are also not deducted from the total

because they were not made within the sixty-day limit. See

11 C.P.R. 5 103.3(b)(3).

in addition, it appears that Mr. Mow violated

2 U.S.C. 55 441a(a)(l)(A) and 441a(a)(l)(B) by making excessive

contributions to two committees. First, the above list reflects

that Mr. now contributed $1,500 to the primary election campaign

C of U.S. Senator John Seymour, which is $500 in excess of the

Nr $1,000 per election contribution limit to candidates and their

committees. A $500 contribution was made on April 29, 1991, and a

$1,000 contribution on September 27, 1991. The Seymour Committee

refunded the $500 excessive outside the sixty-day limit.6

Second, in calendar year 1992, Mr. Mow gave the NRCC

contributions totaling $23,250 or $3,250 in excess of the $20,000

6. Disclosure documents also show the committee refunded
$1,000 designated for the general election. It is not clear
why this amount was refunded.



annual contribution limit to a party committee. The 31CC isevae4 a

timely, partial refund of $2#000. The $1,250 balance on the

refund was not issued until after the sixty-day limit.

on November 20, 1991, Mr. Mow contributed $2D000 to the

Bush-Quayle '92 Primary Committee which is $1,000 in excess of the

$1,000 per election limit. Bush-Quayle issued a $1,000 refund

within the sixty-day time frame, so there is no excessive

contribution in this instance.

In his response, counsel for Mr. Mow does not dispute that

his client made excessive contributions or that the refunds were

- not timely. Counsel, however, maintains that the case should be

* -, dismissed because: (1) the violations resulted from Mr. Hov's

lack of understanding and counseling regarding FCC regulations,

rather than 'a knowing and willful violation of the FEC's rules';

and (2) Mr. Mow took subsequent corrective action in mitigation

following notification of the violations. In the alternative,

Counsel states that if the Commission finds reason to believe that

a violation has occurred, Mr. now will "cooperate and request

preprobable cause Conciliation.'

With regard to his Claim that Mr. Mow lacked understanding

and counseling on FCC rules, counsel contends that Mr. Mow is a

'well-meaning, relatively inexperienced political donor' who

'erroneously assumed" that contributions to party committees, like

his donations to charity, "were not further restricted beyond the

$20,000 per committee requirement." Counsel also contends that

the violations would never have occurred had the recipient

committees, specifically the three Republican party committees to
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which Mr. Now gave the bulk of his contributions, 7 advised him

properly. Counsel argues that the fact that the bulk of Nr. mow's

contributions was to the major Republican party committees rather

than to "named candidates" demonstrates that Mr. Mow did not

attempt "to curry favor with any particular Individual" in order

to *improperly influencle) . . . legislation."

with regard to "corrective action" taken by Mr. Mow since

notification of the violations, counsel cites the following: (1)

requesting and receiving refunds of all amounts exceeding $25,000

for calendar year 1992;8a (2) wrechanneling* the refunds to

7. Mr. Mow contributed a combined total of $56,435 to the RNCO
the MISC, and the NRCC.

S. Counsel is referring here to letters Mr. Mow sent on
February 28, 1994, to the MISC, the NRCCD and the MaC

i~Y'.requesting a refund of $13,750 from each committee. Each of
LO these committees issued the requested refund. Although this

brought Mr. Now's total contribution to under $25,000, these
refunds are not deducted from the total because they were not
timely received.

Further, citing Rs 1526, 1893, 2167 and 3104, counsel
argues that the Commission has "favorably" viewed the
contributor*s 'reacquisation of such funds . . . at any stage.*
These MRs, however, are distinguishable from our current case
on their facts. in MRs 1526, 1893 and 2167, the Commission
found reason to believe that the respondents had exceeded their
annual contribution limits, but the Commission took no further
action because of the sua spnt initiation of the proceeding
by the respondents, anT-Eecause the respondents obtained or
sought refunds of their excessive contributions -- which in
each case amounted to less than $10,000 -- before the
respondents notified the Commission. By contrast, this matter
was not generated by Mr. Mow, but by the Commission as an
internally-generated matter and by the Center for Responsive
Politics as a complaint-generated matter. Although Mr. Mow
requested refunds, he did so after the receipt of notification.

Similarly, MUR 3104 also u-ndercuts the Respondent's
contention. in this MUR, the respondent cited MURs 1526, 1893,
and 2167 for the proposition that *voluntary and expeditious
action, before a compliance file has been opened, has led
uniformly to decisions to take no further action." The
Commission, however, did not dismiss this case, but found



charities; (3) retraining from making any further federal

political contributions; and (4) Instructing an assistant "to

establish a formal approval process to assure conformance to the

federal legal requirements."

As a preliminary matter, Mr. Mowfs apparent lack of

understanding or knowledge regarding FEC rules on contribution

limits does not relieve him of responsibility in this matter.

Counsel's suggestion that the party committees are at fault here

for not advising Mr. Mow about the $25,000 limit is also

misplaced. With the exception of joint fundraising activity,

committees do not keep track of money a contributor gives to

other, separate committees. It is the contributor who is

responsible for ensuring that his contributions do not exceed, in
0

the aggregate. the annual contribution limit.

Further, although Mr. Mow has taken corrective action, it

should be noted that it was not timely. His requests for refunds,

for example, were made on February 28, 1994, approximately two

years after the contributions were made, and only after he had

received notification from the Commission.

(Footnote 8 continued from previous page)
probable cause to believe the respondent had exceeded his
annual contribution limit and imposed a civil penalty. Unlike
the three MURs cited, MUR 3104 had been generated by the
Commission rather than the respondent and the remedial action
taken by the respondent was neither complete nor timely. only
about half of the excessive contributions were refunded, and
these were not obtained until after a newspaper published an
article questioning whether the respondent had exceeded the
annual limit -- some nine to eleven months after the
contributions were made.
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Although the factors cited above by counsel may be considered

mitigating by the Comission, they do no warrant a dismissal of

the Case. Accordingly, the Commission denied the Respondent's

request to dismiss.

The record indicates that in 1992, Willan C.W. Now made

contributions totaling $67,935 or $42,935 in excess of the $25,000

annual contribution limit. The record also shows that he

exceeded, by $500, the per election limit on contributions to a

candidate and that he exceeded, by $1,250, the $20,000 per

calendar year limit on contributions to political committees

Iq- established and maintained by a national political party.

Accordingly, there is reason to believe that William C.W. Nov

violated 2 U.S.C. 55 441a(a)(3), 441a(a)(l)(A) and 44la(a)(l)(8).



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. 0DC X20*1

AUGM5T 9, 1994

j. stanley Huckaby, Treasurer
sush-Quayle 092 Primary Committee
228 5. Washington Street, Suite 200
Alexandria, Virginia 22314

RE: H4UR 3911

D~ear Mr. Huckaby:

on January 28, 1994, the Federal Election Commission
notified the Bush-Quayle '92 Primary Committee ("the
Committee") and you, as treasurer, of a complaint alleging
violations of certain sections of the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended (*the Act").

on August 2,, 1994, the Commission found, er- he basis of
the information in the complaint and information provided by
you, that there is no reason to believe the Committee and you,
as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. I 441a(f). Accordingly, the
Commission closed its file in this matter as it pertains to the
Committee and you.

This matter will beomoe a part of the public record
within 30 days after the file has been closed with respect to
all other respondents Involved. The Comission reminds you
that the confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C.
if 437g(a)(4)(B) and 437g(a)(12)(A) remain in effect until the
entire matter is closed. The Commission will notify you when
the entire file has been closed.

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

BY:



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. 0 C 20*3

AUGUST 9., 199'4

Donna singletOn, Treasurer
National Republican Congressional Committee
320 First street, S.3.
Washingtonp D.C. 20003

RE: MUR 3911

Dear MS. Singleton:

on January 28, 1994, the Federal Election commission
("the commission") notified the National Republican
congressional Committee (Nthe Committee") and you, as
treasurer, of a complaint filed on January 21, 1994, by the
Center for Responsive Politics alleging violations of certain

NO sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended (*the Act"). A copy of the complaint was forwarded to
you at that time.

upon further review of the allegations contained in the

C) complaint and information supplied by you, the Commission on
August 2, 1994,, found there is reason to believe that the

0%. national Republican Congressional Committee and you, as
treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. I 441a(f), a provision of the
Act. However, after considering the circumstances of this
matter, the Commission also determined to take no further
action and closed its file as it pertains to the Committee and
you, as treasurer.

C-) The Commission's finding is based on Commission records
which show that William C.W. Mow contributed a total of $23,250

'IT to the National Republican Congressional Committee in calendar
year 1992. The contributions were $3,250 in excess of the
$20,000 an -nual contribution limit to a party committee.
See 2 U.S.C. 5 441a(a)(l)(5). The Committee issued a timely,
pa-rtial refund of $2,000 on September 30, 1992, but did not
issue the $1,250 balance on the refund until February 15, 1994,
more than sixty days after the treasurer received the
contributions.

The Commission reminds you that it is a violation of
2 U.S.C. S 441a(f) for a political committee to accept any
contribution in excess of the Act's limitations. Further,
Commission regulations require the treasurer to redesignate,
reattribute, or refund such contributions within sixty days of
the treasurer's receipt of the contribution. See 11 C.F.R.
5 103.3(b)(3). You should take steps to ensure--liat this
activity does not reoccur in the future.
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?bte file will be made public within 30 days after this
natter has been closed with respect to all other respondents
Involved. You ace advised that the confidentiality provisions

of 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(1 2 )(A) still apply with respect to ail
respondents still Involved In this matter.

if you have any questions, please contact Dominique

Dillenseger, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202)
219-3690.

For the Commission,

PvrPotter
Chairman



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON, D C 20463

AUGUST 9, 1994

Floyd L. Farano, Esquire
210 0 South State college Boulevard
Anaheim, California 92806

RE: MUR 3911

Dear Mr. Farano:

on January 28, 1994, the Federal Election Commission
("the commission") notified the U.S. Senator John Seymour
Committee, Inc. ("the Committee") and Charles Bell, as
treasurer, your clients, of a complaint filed on January 21,
1994t by the Center for Responsive Politics alleging violations
of certain sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act of

co 1971, as amended ("the Act"). A copy of the complaint was
forwarded to your clients at that time.

Upon further review of the allegations contained in the
complaint and information supplied by you, the Commission on

0 August 2, 1994, found there is reason to believe that the U.S.
Senator John Seymour Committee, Inc. and Charles Bell, as

04. treoasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f)f a provision of the
Act. However, after considering the circumstances of this
matter, the Commission also determined to take no further
action and closed its file as it pertains to this committee, and
Its treasurer.

The Commission's finding is based on Commission records
C71 which show that William C.W. Now contributed a total of $1,50

to the U.S. Senator John Seymour Committee for that candidate's
primary. A $500 contribution was made on April 29, 1991, and a
$1,000 contribution on September 27, 1991. The contributions
were $S00 in excess of the $1,000 per election contribution
limit. See 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a)(l)(A). The Committee refunded
the $500 excessive on June 17, 1992, more than sixty days after
the treasurer received the contribution.

The Commission reminds your clients that it is a
violation of 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f) for a political committee to
accept any contribution in excess of the Act's limitations.
Further, Commission regulations require the treasurer to
redesignate, reattributer or refund such contributions within
sixty days of the treasurer's receipt of the contribution.
See 11 C.F.R. 103.3(b)(3). Your clients should take steps to
ensure that this activity does not reoccur in the future.
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The file will be mad. public within 30 days after this

matter has been closed with respect to all other 
respondents

Involved. You are advised that the confidentiality provisions
of 2 U.S.C. I 437g(a)(12)(A) still apply with respect 

to all

respondents still involved in this matter.

if you have any questions, please contact Dominique

Dillenseger, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202)

219-3690.

For the Commission,

evrPotter

Chairman

Cf)
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Office of the General Counsel
c/o Dominique Dillenseger, Esq.
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, Room 657
Washington, DC 20463

Dear Ms. Dillenseger:

Enclosed please find a check from Dr. William Mow in the amont of $35,000, made

payable to the Federal Election Camsso.

very tnay Yomr,

DINE L. BBCKER
Chief Legal Officer

cc: Eugene C. Moscovitch, Esq.
M db\dulewi

2900 MADERA ROAD. SIMI VALLEY, CA 93065 TEL: (805) 582-1010 FAX: (805) 522-1212 TLX 6831540 DRAGN UW

390 5TH AVE . SUITE 200. NEW YORK, NY 10018 TEL. (212) 564-4950 FAX (212) 947-6023

12711 VENTURA BLVD SUITE 210
STUDIO CITY. CA 9 1604

TEL (818) 755-088
FAX (818) 761-5987

"300 STEMWJONS FWY . SUtTE M-2Co 1
DALL.AS, TX 75207
TEL, (214) 630-9891
FAX: (214) 634-2122

1411 BROADWAY. SUITE 205
NEWV YORK, NY 10018
TEL (212) 921-7177
FAX: (212) 73D-006

e~wis 10%

September 13, 1994



'I

0

i CJ

IL J)I

','~

Ml
3M
0

jag;

2'

I

4;1h4

0
0
I.-

C,,

-1R

CO
rm

a

"I-

(A1



S 4b

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, 0DC 20403

S,

W WAY MNRNU

TO:

FROK:

oGC, Docket

Rosa E. Swinton
Accounting Technic ian

SUBJUCt: Account Determination for Funds Received

~~ji eently received a check froz2

At f~aopyof hecheck and any corre e 1 that
was forwarded., Please indicate below the account Leto which
it should be deposited, and the IM nmber and name.

Tog

MMSK

Accounting Technician

OGC , Dockete4f Ca

in reference to the above check in the amount of
$ ~. * te NM number is 9 . and in the name of

niam WThe account into

whia itsiold e eposite is icxated below:

Budget Clearing Account (OGC), 9SF3875-16

Civil Penalties Account, 95-1099.160

Other: __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

DateCd tL4cR
Signature
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LOS ANGELES OFFICE
10100 SANTA MONICA BOULEVARD

EIGNHh FLOOR
LOS ANGELES. CA 90067-4012

(310) 557-2009
FAX (310) 551-0253

STErPHAN,1 aRLNGRB*
A POOpfIONALt C60PDA teeN

A TTORNfEYS AT LAW

Repty to

Los Angeles

& RICHMNAN

ORANGE COUNTY OFFICE
535 ANTONBOULEVARDI

SUITE 500
COSTA MESA, CA 92626-1962

I'dI I *'Jr-

FAX (714) 241-0622

Office of the General Counsel
c/o Dominique Dillenseger, Esq.
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, Room 657
Washington, DC 20463

10J

Septembe-r 16, 1994

20147.05003

Re: MUR 391

Dear Ms. Dillenseger:

Pursuant to your letter of September 9. 1994, enclosed is the.origiflal executed

Conciliation Agreement between the CoawnlssiO and Respondent Dr. William C.W. Mow.

If Ican beof firther asistaene, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely,

EUGENE C. MOSCOVITCH

ECM:ct
enclosure

tAl
'.4



in the Matto

William C.W.

REc!ivED
FEDERAL EL CTtO!4

COMM4ISSION4

rof Oi3I~M~
No ) MIR: 3911nowi

GENERAL COUNSEL'S REPORT

I. BACKGROUND

The Federal Election Commission ("the Commission") found

reason to believe that William C.W. Mow ("the Respondent*)

violated 2 u.s.c. ss 441a(a)(3)# 441a(a)(l)(A), and

441a(a)(l)(B). The Commission also determined to offer to

enter into preprobable cause conciliation with the Respondent

and approved an agreement
'~- ,-

0%

tn

Q

I
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This Office

10 recommends, therefore, that the Commission approve the

attached, signed conciliation agreement and close the file in

this matter.

II COKR3DATIONS

1. Approve the attached conciliation agreement with
William C.W. now.

2. Close the file.

3. Approve the appropriate letter.

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

9130/IL! ~BY: _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Date Loi GLrner
Associate General Counsel
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of)

William C.W. now. ) R 3911

CERTI FICATION

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, Secretary of the Federal Election

Commission, do hereby certify that on October 6, 1994, the

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

actions in MR 3911:

1. Approve the conciliation agreement with
William C.W. Row, as recommended in the

N General Counsel's Report dated September 30,
1994.

2. Close the file.

3. Approve the appropriate letter, as
U') recoimmended in the General Counsel's Report
n dated September 30, 1994.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, McDonald, McGarry, Potter,
C
lwlqrand Thomas voted affirmatively for the decision.

Attest:

W.4c09
Date Qroi .Emn

Secr a ry of the Commission

Received in the Secretariat: Mon., Oct. 3, 1994 10:47 a.m.
Circulated to the Commission: Mon., Oct. 3, 1994 4:00 p.m.
Deadline for vote: Thurs., Oct. 6, 1994 4:00 p.m.

esh



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D C 204eu1

October 17, 1994

CERTIFIED MAIL
HEWER -RECIP REQUESTBD

Ellen S. Miller, EXecutive Director
Center for Responsive Politics
1320 19th Street, UN.
Washington, D.C. 20036

RE: MUR 3911

Dear Ms. Mliller:

This is In reference to the complaint you filed with the
Federal Election Commission ("the Commission") on January 21r
1994. concerning possible violations of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, as amended, ('0the Act"), by William C.
Rows the U.S. Senator John Seymour Committee and Cbarles Rell,
as treasurer; the National R~publican Congressional Committee
and Donna Singleton, as treasurer; and the Bush-gexayle '92
Primary Committe, Inc. and J. Stanley Huckaby, as trM Suter.

based on the complaint, on August 2, 1994, the Commission
founds (1) reason to believe that William C.W. Now vilated
2 U.S.C. Is 441&(a)(3), 441ata)(1)(A)o and 41~~l()
(2) reason to believe that the U.S. Senator John "etsa
Cinittee, and Charles 8e1l, as treaisurer, v1o*tdng. 's "C.
I 441*(f), but determinied to take no further action od closed
the file *a to these respondents (3) reason to believe that
the National Republican Congressional Committee and 0%fta
Singleton, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. I 441a(f), but
determined to take no further action and closed the tile as to
these respondents; and (4) no reason to believe that the
Bush-Quayle '92 Primary Committee, Inc. and J. Stanley Ruckaby,
as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. S 44la(f)# and closed the file
as to these respondents.

on October 6, 1994, a conciliation agreement signed by
counsel for William C.W. Mow was accepted by the Commission.
Accordingly, the Commission closed the file in this matter on
October 6, 1994. A copy of this agreement Is enclosed for your
information. Also enclosed is a copy of the redacted First
General Counsel's Report dated July 25, 1994. Please note that
paragraph 2b of the Recommendations Section of the report was
amended and that the Commission vote is reflected in the
enclosed Certification of Commission action.

'kh



MUR 3911
IPaye 2

This matter will become pact of the public record within
30 days. if you have any questions, please contact me at (202)
219-3690.

Sincerely,

Dominique Dillenseger
Attorney

Enclosures
Conciliation Agreement
General Counsel's Report (redacted)
Certification of Commission action



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHING TO. 0C 20*61

October 17, 1994

J. Stanley Huckaby. Treasurer
Bush-Quayle 092 Primary Committee, Inc.
228 S. Washington Street, Suite 200
Aklexandria, Virginia 22314

RE: MUR 3911

Dear Mr. Huckaby:

This Is to advise you that this matter is now closed.
The confidentiality provisions at 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(12) no

- longer apply and this matter is now public. In addition,
although the complete tile must be placed on the public record

f*Y within 30 days, this could occur at any time following
certification of the comission's vote. if you wish to submit
any factual or legal materials to appear on the public record,
please do so as soon as possible. While the file may be placed
on the pblic record before receiving your additional
materials, any permissible submissions will be added to the
public record upon receipt.

if you have any questions, please contact me at (202)
219-3690.

Nr Sincerely,

%4U~h~%.~A
Douinique Dillenseger
Attorney



FEIDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. DC 10*1

October 17, 1994

Donna Singleton, Treasurer
Wstional Republican Congressional Committee
320 First Street. S.C.
washington, D.C. 20003

RE: ELIR 3911

Dear Ms. Singletton:

This is to advise you that this matter is nov closed.
The confidentiality provisions at 2 U.S.C. j 437g(a)(12) no
longer apply and this matter is now public. in addition,
although the complete file must be placed on the public record
vithin 30 days, this could occur at any time following
certification of the Comissiongs vote. If you wish to submit
any factual or legal materials to appear on the public record,
pleases do so as soon as possible. While the file may be placed
on the public record bforoe receiving your additional
materials, any permissible submissions will be added to the
public record upon receipt.

if you have any questionse please contact me at (302)
219-3690.

Sincerelly

Dominique Dillenseger
Attorney
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Floyd L. Para
2100 South St
Anaheim, Cali

Dear Mr. Para

This i
confidentiali
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219-3690.

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHING Toot D C 20db)1

October 17, 1994

no Resquire
at* College Boulevard
fornia 92606

RE: MUR 3911
U.S. Senator John Seymour Committee
and Charles Bell, as treasurer

no:

s to advise you that this matter is nov closed. The
ty provisions at 2 U.S.C. 5 4379(a)(12) no longer
s* matter Is now public. In addition, although the
Pmust be placed on the public record within 30 days,
cur at any tim following certification of the
vote. if you wish to submit any factual or legal
appear on the public record, please do so as soon as
~l* the file may be placed on the public record
ilg your additional materials, any permissible
Pill lb added to the public record upon receipt.

ihave any questions, please contact me at (202)

Sincerely,

Dominique Dllnseger
Attorney



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON 0C 20463

October 17, 1994

Bugeno C. Noscovitchr Esquire
Ginsburg, Stephan, Oringher & Richman
10100 Santa nonica Boulevard, Eighth floor
Los Angele California 90067-2009

RE: MtJR 3911
william C.W. Mow

Dear Mr. Moscovitch:

On October 6. 1994v the Federal Election Commission
approved the signed conciliation agreement and civil penalty
submitted on your clientts behalf in settlement of violations
of 2 U.51'C. If 441a~a)(3)g 44la(a)(1)(A), and 441a(a)(l)(93,
provisions of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended (*the Act"). Accordingly, the file has been closed in
this matter.

The confidentiality provisions at 2 U.S.C. 1 4379(a)(12)
no longer apply and this matter is nov public. In addition,
although the complete file must be placed on the public recordC within 30 days, this could occur at any time following
certification of the Commission's vote. if you wish to submit

0% any factual Or legal Materials to appear on the public record,
please do so as soon as possible. While the file may be placed
on the public record before receiving your additional
materials, any permissible submissions will be added to the
public record upon receipt.

Please be advised that information derived In connection
(7 with any conciliation attempt will not become public without

the written consent of the respondent and the Commission. See
2 U.S.C. I 437g(a)(4)(5). The enclosed conciliation agreemeont.
however, will become a part of the public record.

Enclosed you will find a copy of the fully executed
conciliation agreement for your files. If you have any
questions, please contact me at (202) 219-3690.

Sincerely,

miniqu nDir

Enclosure Atre
Conciliation Agreement



in the Matter of

Willia" C.W. Row ) RM: 3911

COUCILI&?IOK AGZNUT-

This matter was generated based upon information ascertained

by the Federal Election Commission ("the Commission") in the

normal course of carrying out its supervisory responsibilities.

See 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(2). This matter was also generated by a

complaint filed by the Center for Responsive Politics alleging

U') that William C.W. Row made contributions in 1992, in violation of

!f) the $25,000 annual contribution limit for individuals. The

commission found reason to believe that William C.W. now

C) (the Respondent") violated 2 u.s.c. s5 441&(a)(3),, 441a(s)(1)AA)

and 441a(a)(l)(5).

H, ?13K31OrZ the Comission and the Respondent, having

Participated In Infotmal methods of eonciliation, prior to a

Q finding of probable cause to believe, do hereby agree as follows:

1. The Comission has jurisdiction over the Respondent and

the subject matter of this proceeding, and this agreement has the

effect of an agreement entered pursuant to 2 U.s.c.

5 437g(a)(4)(A)(i).

ii. The Respondent has had a reasonable opportunity to

demonstrate that no action should be taken in this matter.
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III. The Respondent enter*' voliintaril

with the Commission.

IV. The pertinent facts in this matt

1, Ilk

1. The Respondent, William C.W. Now, is an individual

contributor.

2. 2 U.S.C. 5 441a(a)(3) limits total contributions by an

individual in any calendar year to $25,000. Under this section,

any contribution to a candidate or authorized committee with

respect to a particular election made in a non-election year shall

be considered to be made during the calendar year in which such

election is held.

3. 2 U.S.C. I 44la(a)(l)(A) limits contributions by an

Individual to a federal candidate and his authorized political

committees to $1,000-per election.

4. 2 U.S.C. S 441a4a)(l)(S) limaits contributions to

political committees established and maintained by a national

political party, which are not the authorized political counittees

of any candidate, to $20,000 in the aggjregate in any calendar

year.

5. Under the Act, candidates and political committees are

prohibited from accepting any contributions in excess of the Act's

limitations. 2 U.S.C. 5 441&(f).

6. Contributions which exceed the contribution limitations

of the Act on their face, and contributions which do not exceed

the Act's limitations on their face but which do exceed those

limitations when aggregated with other contributions from the same

contributor, may either be deposited into a campaign depository or

rinto this agroement

or are as follows:



retutned to the contributor. 11 C.f.R. S 103. 3(b) (3).i n

such contribution is deposited., the treasurer may request

redesignation or reattribution of the contribution in accordan~ce

with 11 C.r.R. 55 110.1(b). 110.1(k) or 110.2(b), as appropriate.

id. if a redesignatiOn or reattributiol is not obtained within

sixty days of the treasurer's receipt of the contribution, the

treasurer must refund the contribution to the contributor. 
Id.

7. A review of the Commission's records and indices

indicates that* for the 1992 calendar year, the Respondent made

contributions to political committees which total $67,935 
in the

aggregate.

S. A review of the Commission's records and indices

indicates that* for the 1992 calendar year, the Respondent

contributed $1,500 to the U.S. John Seymour Comittee for 
that

candidae's primary election campaign. The $S00 excessive portion

was refunded mor* than sixty days after the contribution.

9. A review of the C ominissiol's records and Indite*

indicates that, for the 1992 calendar year, the Respondent

mad* $23,250 in contributions to the National Republican

Congressional Committee ('the NRCC*). The NRCC timely refunded

$2,000 of this amount, but the $1,250 balance was not 
refunded

within the sixty-day time frame.

10. Dr. now contends that he acted with no improper motive

or purpose in exceeding the FECA statutory limits and that 
his

violation was not knowing and willful. Dr. now promptly sought

II
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and reed refunds of all excessive counitte@ contributions

immdiately upon being apprised of these violations by the

Commission.

V.I. The Respondent exceeded by $42,935 the $25,000 annual

contribution limit to federal committees, in violation of 2 U.s.c.

5 441&(a)(3).

2. The Respondent exceeded by $500 the $1,000 per election

limit on contributions to a federal candidate and his 
authorized

political committees, in violation of 2 U.S.C. 5 441a(a)(l)(A).

3. The Respondent exceeded by $1,250 the $20,000 per

calendar year limit on contributions to political committees

established and maintained by a national political party, which

are not the authorized political committees of any candidate, 
in

violation of 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a)(1)(5).

V1. The Respondent will pay a civil penalty to the FederalL

3lection Commission in the amount of ThirtyAFive Thousand 
Dollars

($35,000), pursuant to 2 U.S.C. I 437g(a)(5)(A).

V11. The Commission, on request of anyone filing a complaint

under 2 U.S.C. 5 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 requirement

thereof has been violated, it may institute a civil action for

relief in the United States District Court for the District of

Columbia.

Viii. This agreement shall become effective as of the date

that all parties hereto have executed same and the Commission 
has

approved the entire agreement.



xx h epnetshall have no more than 30 days from tbo

date this ageement becomes effective to comply with and Imp1ftt

the requirement contained in this agreement and to so notify Ithe

Commi ssion.

x. This Conciliation Agreement constitutes the entire

agreement between the parties on the matters raised herein, and no

other statement, promise. or agreement, either written or oral,

made by either party or by agents of either party, that is not

contained in this written agreement shall be enforceable.

FOR THE COMMISSION:

CN Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

BY:

FOR ?3= RSSFUDNT

Counsel for the Respondent

MtE

! S2. I.. P*



U
FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. DC 20463

THIS IS THEEND OF MJR #

DATE FILMED____

0: *RIA
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