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RECEIVED
FE!iERAL ELECTtel

Off ice of General Counsel
Federal Election Conmmission
999 E. Street N.W.V

Consider this letter a formal complaint against Steven Carroll
who is running for the U.S. Senate in Missouri. I-

am, like many Americans, sick of politicians who try to run
lives but who don't abide by the rules themselves. It is that
kind of double standard that has left Americans cynical about

I their government.

According to an Associated Press story in the Kansas City Star,
Mr. Carroll has failed to file an official statement of candidacy
as required under federal law. You my consider that a technical

t violation, but, I believe Mr. Carroll is flouting the law.

l In addition, I am filing a formal complaint challenging the
source of two "loans" totalling $116,000 Mr. Carroll gave his
campaign. According to the Associated Press story, Mr. Carroll
does not have enough money to make such loans. If the money came
from someone else, it exceeds the $1,000 limit and is a flagrant

• violation and obvious attempt to circumvent federal law.

~I would appreciate your quick attention to this matter. Thank you
~in advance for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Todd Ransom



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

• WASHINGTON. D C 204*3

Nay 3, 1994

Todd Ransom
521 V. 11th Apt. 102
Kansas City. 1tO 64105

Dear Hr. Ransom:

We have received your letter on Nay 2, 1994, regarding the

possibility of a violation of the Federal Klection Campaign 
Act

of 1971, as amended ('the Act').

~The 1976 amendments to the Act and Federal Election

~Commission regulations require that a complaint meet certain

specific requirements. Your letter does not meet these

DO requirements. Consequently, the Commission can take no action

at this time unless the allegations are ref iled meeting the

Nf requirements for a properly filed complaint.

C However, if you desire the Commission to look into the

~matter discussed in your letter to determine if the Act

has been violated, a formal complaint as described in 2 U.s.c.
S 437g(a)(l) must be filed. Requirements of this section of the

law, and Commission regulations at 11 C.F.R. S 111.4, vhich are
wr a prerequisite to Commission action, are detailed below:

(1) A complaint must be in writing. (2 U.S.C.

€3 S 437g(a)(1)).

C (2) Its contents must be sworn to and signed in the

presence of a notary public and shall be notarized. (2 U.S.C.

S 437g(a)(l)).

(3) A formal complaint must contain the full name and

address of the person making the complaint. (11 C.F.R.

5 111.4).

(4) A formal complaint should clearly identify as a

respondent each person or entity who is alleged to have

committed a violation. (11 C.F.R. S 111.4).



Retha Dixon
Docket Chief

Enclosure

cc: Steven Carroll
Missourians for Carroll

F r! i ... I
(5) A formal complaint should identify the source of

information upon which the complaint is based. (11 C.P.R.

S 111.4).

(6) A formal complaint should contain a clear and concise

recitation of the facts describing the violation of a statute or

law over which the Commission has jurisdiction. (11 C.i.a.

S 111.4).

(7) A formal complaint should be accompanied by supporting

documentation if known and available to the person making the

complaint. (11 c.i.a. S 111.4).

Finally, please include your telephone number, as well as

the full names and addresses of all respondents.

Enclosed is a Commission brochure entitled 'Filing a

Complaint.' I hope this material will be helpful to you should

you wish to file a legally sufficient complaint with the

Comiss ion.

If we can be of any further assistance1 please do not

hesitate to contact me at (202) 219-3690.

Sincerely1
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Off ice of General Counsel
Federal Election Coummission
999 E. Street N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463
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Consider this letter a formal complaint against Steven Carroll,vho is running for the U.S. Senate in Missouri.

I am, like many Americans, sick of politicians who try to run our
lives but who don't abide by the rules themselves. It is thatkind of double standard that has left Americans cynical about
their government.

According to an Associated Press story in the Kansas City Star,
Mr. Carroll has failed to file an official statement of candidacy
as required under federal lay. You my consider that a technical
violation, but, I believe Mr. Carroll is flouting the law.

In addition, I am filing a formal complaint challenging the
source of tvo 'loans" totalling $116,000 Mr. Carroll gave hiscampaign. According to the Associated Press story, Mr. Carroll
does not have enough money to make such loans. If the money camefrom someone else, it exceeds the $1,000 limit and is a flagrant
violation and obvious atteipt to circumvent federal law.

I would appreciate your quick attention to this matter. Thank you
in advance for your consideration.

Sincerely,

v Tod S~ncer Ranso
521 W. 11th Apt. 102
Kansas City, MO 64105
816/471-7503

Subscribed and sworn to before me, a notary public,
this // day of / 1994

4,., ,i.,. ,
Notiry Public

My Commission Expires:

LYN MANDLEY

I t ooi,



~FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

~WASIUCTOI. OC , 3

t4AY 23, 1994

Todd Spencer Ransoms
521 V. 11th Apt. 102
Kansas City, NO 64105

REl: NmJR 3966

Dear Mr. Ransom:

This letter acknowledges receipt on Nay 16, 1994, of your
comqplaint alleging possible violations of the Federal Election
Camqpaign Act of 1971, as amended ('the Act'). The respondent(s)
viii be notified of this complaint within five days.

You viii be notified as soon as the Federal Election
Commission takes final action on your complaint. Should you
receive any additional information in this matter, please
forward it to the Office of the General Counsel. Such
information must be sworn to in the same manner as the original
complaint. We have numbered this matter NR 3968. 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,

Nar g.Taksar, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket

Enclosure
Procedures



FED ERA ELECTION COMISION

*reven Carroll
lI veroinl Rced

RE: NUN 3968

Dear Mr. Carroll:

The Federal Election Commission received a complaint which
indicates that you may have violated the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ('the Acte). A copy of the
complaint is enclosed. We have numbered this matter NUR 3968.
Please refer to this number in all future correspondence.

Under the Act, you have the opportwnity to demonstrate in
vriting that no action should be taken against you in this
matter. Please submit any factual or legal materials which you
believe are relevant to the Commission's analysis of this
matter. Where appropriate. statements should be submitted under
oath. Your response. which should be adSdressed to the General
Counsel's Office, must be submitted within 15 days of receipt of
this letter. If no response is received within 15 days, the
Commission may take further action based on the available
information.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(4)(5) and S 437g(a)(12)(A) unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made
public. If you intend to be represented by counsel in this
matter, please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed
form stating the name, address and telephone number of such
counsel, and authorizing such counsel to receive any
notifications and other communications from the Commission.



If you bave any questions, please contact Joan Nonrliat
(2fl} 210-34O0. For your information, we have enclosed abfief
desrirtionl of the Commission's procedures for handling

Sincerely.

~Taksar, Attorney

Central Enforcement Docket

3nclosures
1. Cosplaint
2. Procedures
3. Designation of Counsel Statement



: w; , c~o WERAL ELECTION COMMISSION i

fPY 23, 1994

John 3. a~rdgett, Sr.. Treasurer
flissoutianhs for Carroll
109 3. Nigh. Suite S
Jefferson City. 30 65102

RE: Nla 3968

Dear Kr. Sardgett:

The Federal Election Commission received a complaint which

O indicates that Nissourians for Carroll ('Committee') and you, as

treasurer, may have violated the Federal Election Campaign Act

~of 19710 as amended ('the Act'). A copy of the complaint is

eO enclosed. We have numbered this matter RUM 3968. Please refer

to this number in all future correspondenee.

C,.
Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate in

e4 writing that no action should be taken against the Committee and

you. as treasurer. in this matter. Please submit any factual or

r% legal materials which you believe are relevant to the

~Commission's analysis of this matter. Where appropriate.

statements should be submitted under oath. Your response, which

r should be addressed to the General Counsel's Office, must be

submitted within 15 days of receipt of this letter. If no

C> response is received within 15 days. the Commission may take

further action based on the available information.

This matter will reasin confidential in accordance with

C 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (4) (n) and S 437g(a)(12)(A) unless you notify

the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be ade

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.



i . t3tt Sr., treasurer

carrol 1

It you have any questions, please contact Joan Rlcanery at

(B02) 21i-3400. r your information, we have encloeed a brief

s~ript of o the Commission's procedures for handling

Sincerely,

Mary L.Taksar, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket

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



June 4, 1994

General Council'•s Office
c\o Mary Taksar
Central Enforcement Docket
Federal Elections Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463

RE: MU 3968 61

Dear Ms. Taksar:

I received your letter dated May 23, 1994 in regards to the
complaint filed by Mr. Todd Raso against Missourians for Carroll.

First, Mr. Ransom is incorrect in his for mal omplaint. There have
been three loans totaling $166,000 tht I have personally loaned to
Missourians for Carroll. In esec, Mr. Raso has sworn to a
false statement of fact as reured nder C.F.R. 8 11.4. Two loans
were made to the campaign before th end of 1993 totalling $16,000.
The third loan was made on Janury 29, 1994 for $150,000. Mr.
Ransom filed a complaint for $116,000.

I do have the assets to make these loans, as shown on my financial
disclosure report filed March 18, 1994. My family is involved in
estate planning at the present time and bequests have been made.
As I understand, this is allowed by law as an exclusion and I
indicated this on page 4 of my financial disclosure report. I do
not believe under the law my family must disclose their estate
planning process in regards to my Senate race. However, if you
have information or guidelines that can explain this in more
detail, please send it to me immediately.

I also am asking whether Mr. Ransom followed the law under 11
C. F.R. S 111.4 by supporting his complaint with documentation that
is clear and concise. I am sure you know that politics at this
level gets dirty and negative and I am wondering what his true
motivation is in filing this complaint. Nonetheless, I will be
most happy to present more information to you if it is needed to
comply with the law.

-arnpa~gn Headquarter %lissounans for C~rnAIl
IP U P', , I,')4 ,, .leffr'on Ciry. Misotun ()5102 * 4314i) 761-S99i

t l.uiu. '314) j' 4-l~)4 * Kflsas City (816) SS6-8181
f~id F, ,: t ', ',,Eunanf F, (41T011l John ".k" ftardgett. Treasure~r



Ui, ral Council o a Ofce

Ians an attorney an4 wii represnt myself in this matter as far as
reciving notificaionsand other comunications from the
Cae~ision. My c~magn treasrer, former Missouri Chief Justice
of the Suprem ourt, John Dardget, Sr. also may assist with this
matter if time reqirs, since I am the candidate and need tospn
tine caupaigin.

Thank you for your time and I look forward to working vith you in
this matter.
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NUR 3966t
DATE CONIWILJN FILED: i1.V
DATE OF NOTIFICATION, : 3. 994

sTAFF NER5ER: Uleebll1t IteiLn

CONPLAINAT: Todd Spencer Ransom

ESPO NDENITS: Missourians for Carroll and
John 5. Sardgett Sr., as treasurer.

Steven 3. Carroll

REKLEVANT STATUTE(S) : 2 U.S.C. S 431(2)
2 U.S.C. S 431(8)(a)
2 U.S.C. S 432(e)
2 U.S.C. S 434(b)
2 U.S.c. S 441a(a)(l)(A)
2 U.S.C. S 441a(f)

11 C.F.R. S 100.7
11 C.F.R. S 101.1
11 C.Fr.R. S 101.2
11 C.F.R. 5 101.3
11 C.F.R. S 102.2
11 C.F.R. S 104.3(a)(3)(vii)
11 C.F.R. 5 110.10

IlNTERNAL REPORTS CHECKED: Disclosure Reports

FEDERAL AGENCIES CHECKED: None

I. GENERATION OF MATTER

This matter was generated by a complaint filed with the

Federal Election Commission ("Commission"). The basis for the

complaint is the alleged failure of the Missourians for Carroll

Committee and John E. Bardgett, as treasurer, and Steven R.

Carroll ("Respondents") to timely file a Statement of Candidacy

and the failure to accurately report the source of loans received.

Steven R. Carroll, a Missouri state representative, ran for United

States Senate in the 1994 Missouri Primary. He withdrew from the



43.m

m* ore than one inonth ptier to the aMgwst 3., 1994 ,rme, Os
26, 1994 and does not currently hold an elected offtse,.

The complaint alleges that Steven Carroll failed to tl8y

file the required Statement of Candidacy and that Sr. Carroll has

insufficient resources to make the reported loans to the Committee

from his personal funds. A news story which was not attached to

the complaint is referred to as the source of these allegations.I

A. Piling of Statement of Candidacy

Pursuant to the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as

amended ('the Act'), a person becomes a candidate for federal

office when they receive contributions or make expenditures in

excess of $5,000. 2 U.S.C. S 431(2). Within fifteen (15) days of

becoming a candidate, an individual must designate a principal

campaign committee by filing either a Statement of Candidacy or a

letter which identifies the name, address, and party affiliation

of the candidate, the office sought, and the name and address of

the principal campaign committee. 2 U.S.C. S 432(e)(l),

11 C.F.R. S 101.1. Within ten days after it has been designated

by the candidate, the principal campaign committee must file a

Statement of Organization containing, inter alia, the names and

addresses of the committee, treasurer, and custodian of records,

and naming any other affiliated committees. If the committee is

authorized by a candidate, the candidate's name, party

1. The complaint references an Associated Press wire story in
the Kansas City Star. This Office conducted a search of the Data
Times and Dialog databases for the Associated Press, the Kansas
City Star, and all other Missouri newspapers but was unable to
locate the article.

is



oftie. ee gb milsr also be inc1 s is the fItmst of

Orgamtton. 11 c.r.a. 9 102.2. ftausa rails or expended Sot

=testing the waters' prior to sking a decision to seek federal

office are not considered contribotions or expenditures.

11 c.P.a. 95 100.7(b)(1), lOO.8(b)(l). however, if the

individual subsequently becomes a candidate, funds raised for

testing the waters purposes become contributions subject to the

contribution limitations and prohibitions of the Act, and both

funds raised and expenditures ade during the testing the waters

period must be reported. 11 C.V.lt. S 101.3.

Missourians for Carroll filed its first required disclosure

report, the 1993 Year-End Report, on January 31, 1994, covering

the period of November 4, 1993 to December 31, 1993. The report

disclosed $36,316 in receipts, including two initial candidate

loans, totaling $16,000, received by the Committee from the

candidate's personal funds. The November 2, 1993 loans were the

Committee's earliest reported receipts and were not reported as

testing the waters expenses. Since the loans were in excess of

$5,000, Steven Carroll became a candidate subject to the Act on

November 2, 1993. As such, he was required to file a Statement of

Candidacy or letter of designation within fifteen days, by

November 17, 1993.

While the Missourians for Carroll filed a Statement of

Organization on November 23, 1993, twenty-one days after

Mr. Carroll became a candidate, including virtually all of the

information which should have been filed by the candidate in a

Statement of Candidacy, no Statement of Candidacy was filed by



Set a~dfta the untimely filing of his Statement of CadiW in

his response. Since he faled to comply vith the requirem tot

timely filing of the Statement of Candidacy for the 1994 e1..tio.

cycle, this Office recomeends that the Commission find reason to

believe that Steven R. Carroll violated 2 U.S.C. S 432(e)(l).

3. Csmdidate Loans

A candidate for federal office may make unlimited

expenditures and loans from personal funds so long as the loans

and expenditures are reported. 2 U.S.C. S 434(b)(2)(a),

11 C.P.U. $| 104.3(a)(3)(vii) and 110.10(a). Personal funds are

defined as any assets which, under the applicable state law, the

candidate had a legal right of access or control over, coupled

with either legal and rightful title, or an equitable interest, at

the time he or she become a candidate. 11 C.P.R. S l10.10(b)(1).

Personal funds also includes any funds a candidate receives by

beuet or as income from trusts established prior to candidacy.

11 C.P.U. S ll0.10(b)(2). Gifts to a candidate, on the other

hand, are contributions and thus, are subject to the limitations

and prohibitions of the Act, unless similar gifts had been

customarily received prior to candidacy. 2 U.s.c. S 431(6)(A),

11 C.F.R. S ll0.10(b)(2). It is unlawful for any person to make a

contribution to a candidate for federal office or to his or her

campaign committee in excess of $1,000 per election.

2 U.S.C. S 441a(a)(l)(A). "This limitation applies to the spouse

or family member of a candidate . . .. " Advisory Opinion

1991-10. Candidates and political committees are prohibited from

knowingly accepting any contribution in violation of the



.'viios of 2 v.*.C. , I 4*a. 2 V~s,¢. S 441e(t}. "

Loans ebtaiid by a candidate in coeoection vith a
are not considered persasal funds, but are deemed to howeba

received by the candidate as an agent of the campaign.

2 U.s.c. S 432(e)(2), 11 C.I.at. 5 101.2. If a loan is made to, or

guaranteed by, a candidate as an agent of a campaign Comittee,

the committee is required to report the name of the original

lender or guarantor as veil as the date the loan vas made, and the

amount and value of the loan. 2 U.S.C. S 434(b)(3)(a).

Respondents reported a total of $166,000 in loans from
Steven R. Carroll between November 1993 and January 1994.2 On

April 19, 1994, a Request for Additional Information was sent to

the Committee asking them to specify the source of the loans maude

by the candidate, and to provide the name of the lender and other

required information if the loan contributions were derived from

bank loans. On Nay 27, 1994, Respondents submittec an amended

Schedule C and enclosed correspondence which stated that all loans

from Mr. Carroll to the Committee vere from personal funds and

were not the proceeds of bank loans.

On April 20, 1994, in connection with his position as a

state representative, Mr. Carroll filed a Personal Financial

Disclosure Statement for 1993 with the Missouri Ethics Commission.

See Attachment 3. On April 4, 1994, Mr. Carroll also filed a

Public Financial Disclosure Report for United States Senate

candidates with the Secretary of the U.S. Senate. See

2. Three separate loans were made to the Committee by the
candidate: $6,000 on November 2, 1993, $10,000 on November 2,
1993, and $150,000 on January 25, 1994.



earned income of 427,500 from ombined eulployweat as anotti

(of counsel) for a isv firm is Sannibal, Missouri, as a nNisaog

ste representative, and as an employee of Carrotl Seed rare.3

Id. The report from the Missouri Ithics Commission lists the same

three entities as employers but does not require disclosur, of

amount of income. See Attachment 3 at 2. The Missouri Ethics

Commission report also lists Kr. Carroll as a partner of the

Carroll Seed Farm with his father, Kenneth Carroll. Id. In

contrast, the Senate report does not indicate that Kr. Carroll

holds a partnership interest in the farm but rather lists his

assets as including between $50,000 and $100,000 in bank accounts,

between $15,000 and $50,000 each in farm equipment, livestock, and

band equipment, and between $1,000 and $5,000 each in office

furnishings and feed and grain. See Attachment 4 at 2-4. Sased

upon these reports, it does not appear that Mr. Carroll had

sufficient liquid assets to make $166,000 in loans to his

Commi ttee.

Mtr. Carroll does not claim to have liquidated any of his

assets to make the loan. Instead, in his June 4, 1994 response to

the complaint, Mr. Carroll stated that he had sufficient personal

funds to make the loans because his family is "involved in estate

planning at the present time and bequests have been made." See

Attachment 2 at 1. A bequest is defined as a gift or transfer by

will. Black's Law Dictionary 160 (6th ed. 1990). The language of

Mr. Carroll's response, which stated that the family is "involved

3. The Senate report also lists a $930 commission received from
AMCO Insurance as earned income included within the $27,500.



| estate plm at- ' prsn i ° ad i .A ~

• elieve his famly. need diselose their estate planim pr~~e

appears to indicate thaut his faiy is currently involved iu~i

planning as opposed to testamentary administration or

distribution, and that the funds he received appear to be inter>

vivos transfers rather than bequests. See Attachment 2 at 1. If !

Kr. Carroll's family "estate planning process" included inter

viros gifts or transfers rather than testamentary transfers, the

funds would not be personal funds but would appear to be

contributions subject to the limitations of the Act. 4 Finally,

Kr. Carroll states that he did not disclose the funds for the

loans on his U.S. Senate disclosure report because the report

excludes bequests and other forms of inheritance from disclosure.

While Kr. Carroll is correct that bequests need not be disclosed,

in the applicable section of the report, rather than stating thatt

he received a bequest, Mr. Carroll states that '[gjifts have been

received but fall under the exclusions above."

Based upon Mr. Carroll's financial disclosure reports, it

does not appear that he had sufficient personal funds to loan his

Committee $166,000. It also appears that the funds for the loans

may have been received as a gift in violation of the contribution

limitations of the Act rather than as a testamentary bequest.

Thus, this Office reconmends that the Commission find reason to

believe that Steven R. Carroll, Missourians for Carroll, and John

4. The Commission has previously distinguished between
testamentary bequests and other estate planning procedures such as
inter vivos trusts, guardianships, powers of appointment or
attorney, or other methods by which gifts may be made to a
political committee. Se_e Advisory Opinions 1983-13 and 1986-24.



5t69.t-l t Sr.. as ttestv, violted 2 U.SC. S 441e(t).! .

?o fully assess the facts and circumtances surtouadla ,h

loans discussed above in a timely fashion, this Office also

recoinends that the Coumission approve the attached order to

submit written answers and subpoena for documents.

IV. IKCONDNDAXOMS

1. Find reason to believe that Steven R. Carroll violated
2 U.S.C. S 432(e).

2. Find reason to believe that Steven 3. Carroll,
Missourians for Carroll, and John K. Sardqett Sr., as treasurer,
violated 2 U.S.C. S 44la(f).

3. Approve the attached Factual and Legal Analysis.

4. Approve the attached Subpoena for the Production of
Documents and Answers to Interrogatories to Steven 3. Carroll.

Lawrence PN. Noble
General Counsel

Dat D:'

Attachments
1. Complaint
2. Response
3. Missouri Ethics Commission Personal

Financial Disclosure Statement
4. United States Senate Public

Financial Disclosure Report
5. Factual Legal Analysis
6. Subpoena to Produce Documents and

Order to Submit Written Answers

5. Should our investigation confirm that the funds at issue
were not the personal funds of the candidate, additional
violations would result from the misreporting of the transaction
by the Committee and the making of an excessive or prohibited
contribution by the original source of the funds. This Office
defers making recommendations on these issues pending receipt of
Respondentsu discovery responses.



Steve...... . CarrollrNone

MOHouse of Representatives J State tepresentat ive

8. If your spus is required to file a financial interest stateme nt, this statement need not dicls hi/e fiaca lnomto.
If your spus is filing a financial interest statement, please indicate under what name that sttmn is being filed:

NIM oneO

9. Please andicate why you are filing this statement:

0 A. Sureecourtjudgecourtof apelsjudge circuitjudge, asoite circtr~t jdg.
* 0] Candidae for one of the above positions, election to be held / - I

S(Sucs 1u primary candidates must file an amended statement within 7 daeys of the general election.)

-- Kis.

Oc.

taeieoffice, state senate, state representativeo:: Candidate for one of the above positions, election to be held I -/

(Succeosful primary candidates must file anmende statement within 7 dlays of the general election.)

State government emplye:
O] prnia or deputy assistant serving a statewide offreole
o diretor, assistant deputy director, general counsel r chief purchasing fficer f a departmenft, diiso r agency
O oica or employee auth orized to prmulgate r vote on adloption of rles amd regulion

- rules and regulations with force of law, exercises primary supervisory epniblt over purcasn de ).

O- 0 E. Mmberor chtiefexecutive officer ofan intesateboard Or cmmission (created by contitt rinrler compac)

C) 0] F. Member, chief executive officer or chief purchasing officer of a board or commission which sp:ends state funtds

0] G. Chanc:ellor or president of a college 0] H. Member of a metropo~litan sewer district board

U " _ I. Member of a county enforcement board, planning and zoning commission, sports complex authority or convention
sports facility, meeting and tourism program

0 C]J. Elected official, chief administrative officer, chief purchasing officer, full-time general counsel of a political subdivision
S with an annual operating budget over $1 million

ji0. Complete and sign this section: (check one)
I )( I certify that I have disclosed all interests concerning the required financial information.

O " i certify that I have disclosed all interests concerning the required financial information and further certify that my

spouse has refused or failed to provide information concerning his or her financial interest and that I have no knowledge
of such interests.

FILING INFORMATION: This form is to 'I:1~r~ld with the Missouri Ethics Commission, between January 1 and May I. Instructional
information and additional disclosure statements are available from the Missouri Ethics Commission office. If additional space

Sis needed, attach additional pages,

MO :30O-02 i2-S3i 5

PaV~ of .AL -

Z, r|m

$teven It. Ca-roll ,/



.Carroll Seed Farms C Self O

Cars ta .hen & 4 .rye .. nniba . NO Sa~f.

SLaw Offices .. ..___ .... ___

12. SOLE PROPRIETORSHIPS: List each soleopriersip owned.

NAME OF SOLE PROPR IETOIRSHIP ADDRESS

13[GNERIAL PARTNERSHIPS, JOINT VESNTURES: List each general partnermhi and joint ventur in which you are a partner

Of participant, and the names of partners or copaiticipants unless such names an addreses are filed with the macrotay

i' O II EPU .j n ADDRESS OF __P_______________l~P~m

F -n; it- NO .Fp in & Seed bus ness Kenneth Carrol

14. LIMITED PARTNERSHIPS, CLOSELY4IED CORPORT~ION'¢ S: List th-e nameT of any clel-edcrporation or limited--

NAME OF LIMITED PARTNE]RSHIP ADENERS O AU RE

C OR CLOSELY-HELD CORPORATIONADRS

SNone

15 PUBLICLY TRADED CORPORATION OR LIMITED PARTNERSHIP: List the name of any publicly-traded corporation or limited

, partnership which is listed on a regulated stock exchange or automated quotation system in which you own two percent

(2%) or more of any class of outstanding stock, units or other equity interests.

' NAME OF PUBLICLY TRADED CORPORATION OR LIMITED PARTNERSHIP

None

_ 3-O 22-3 

PAGE2



.oA~aa~. S_ _ _ _

17. RNe. PRPET: Ls any real prperty located in Misso, oth oer than pesoa reien having a fair make value of
SI1O00 or imr. Income name endl adldress of partie involved ff property wes trnfre during the year covered by tthis
sttms.Tax auboclasaiflcutlon ichles residential, comerill agricultural or foetpout._________

L OATIN . .A 3 -cum APPRIL, SIZE . ,.) , omoIr ~ .Int¢mi ...

,~~ ____ *,ihp . ,' PR ,,T PATE,,OVDI

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ SAEiRP CH S

. . . .... . ..__________ ___________________________________ ___,,_________,________________,

or a per diem allownce, do not haIe to reor intees en plil taded coprain or limited perbieshlp I s on a

ADDRESS

Mono

19. CONPORtATIONS: List the name and address of each
or receiver.

NAME OF CORPORATION

corporation for which you served in the caact of a director, officer

ADDRESS WHO SERVED IN THIS
CAPACITY

" None

120, NOT FOR PROFIT CORPORATIONS: List the name, address and general description of nature and purpose of each not
for profit corporation, association, organization or union where you served as an officer, director, employee or trustee. Do
not include church, fraternal, or service organizations where no pay was received.

GENERAL NATUREI! WHO SERVED IN THISORGANIZATION ADDRESS I PURPOSE CAPACITY

None

! OS. 293 'E

GE- 3~4

ENTITY
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EXESSPAiD BY DATE EXPENSES 'AMOUNT INCUtMMO
IIM LlRED

one ______________

LOCATION OF TnAVEL. RIEASON FONl TRAVEL

23. TRS ASSETS&: List assets in any revocable trust which would halve been reported elehr if they hald not been in the

trust.

None

24. RELATIVES: List spouse and children who were employed by the state of Missouri, a political subdivision or special district.
_ - - ,... ' .j.. fe,.,, - M~n thn u.ee. art t nf r U .

NAME RELATIONSHIP POSITION/POUTnlCAL SUBIVISION

lIn

P 0 BOX 1)2S4
JEFFERSON CITY Mo 65102

(314) 751-2020 (800 392-61660

-3
i

MO 300~62 2 ~3

Scott Fisher" ______.Non. _______.,_____________________

or affnity. experns"eporte under chapte 130. RSMo. or expenses for purely personal purposes not relatd to officia

duties and not paid fo by a lobyit. lobist principal. or offcer, dirctor of any asoito or enit whc emlo

alobas. ,_______ _________

-, = I I
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Stored Grain None
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Steven 1U. Carroll PA TV1iT

h,,:- - - y y : IFIOU, yowepue or your dependent dlhM, from eimh sorc. GNit with a value of $100 or lees need not be agg~regated towards

VS WI 're0 Ullohold. "OW ,o defneld In theo nct~ons

bil:(1) Sequeets and other frmsd of inheriance; (2) Sultable meoerios of a function honoring the reporting Individual; (3) Poltical campaign

owwlibisns; (4) Comnlmgoonto your lke inldn ouarpin to nowspepers and perlodicals; (5) Consumable products provided by home

" I-ins"-s:'-_:_oeheeI Upt tho01 n pru are inene for coen o by pesn other tha yourself; (6) Gifts received prior to your FederaI

e~emi(7) Gill t0 your elpour or dependent child todly independent of his or her relationsip to you; (8) Gifts from relaL'ves; (9) Personal

lmlWIye arty inMA (se kiuctlon): (10) Meds w~dbeeeIoo m~ o z sonUmed In connection with a gift of overnight lodgi ' j, and (11 ) Food,

W.i-,,rtspmte,-. end entemtlnmen prvie by a forelign governmlent within a foreign country, or by the U.S. Government. [ .C., or a State or

h."9 1 lmVA -A------ 12 1X. hvlm rtIim c agmes SeOs

Gifts have been !eceived but fall under the exclusions listed above.
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TO: LAWRtENCE N. WIOELE
GENERAL COUNSEL

COMIION SECRtAR

DAVE: NARtCE 7, 1995

DAT118 NtIECEl l, 1995.

The above-Captioned document yes circulated to the

Objection( a have been received froin the

commesieuer(s) as iedicatod 1by the 8rome(s) oheehed beluv:

Commissioner Aikea____

Cminseiooer Elliott _____

Comissioner McDonald _____

Commissioner Neoarry _____

Commissioner Potter X

Commissioner Thomas _____

This matter will be placed on the meeting agenda

for TUESDAY, ARCH 21, 1995 at 10:00 a.m.

Please notify us who will represent your Division before

the Commission on this setter.
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In the Mattet of) ) .13 3966
MissouriotS for Carroll and )
John 3. Datrdgett Sr., as treasurergI)
Steven 3. Carroll )

CUZ FCAZOUI

I, Marjorie w. ~Innos, recording secretary for the

Federal Election coomission executive session on March 21.

1995, do hereby certify that the Commission decided by a

vote of 6-0 to take the following actions in MU3 3966:

1. Find reason to believe that Steven a.
Carroll violated 2 U.S.C. S 432(e).

2. Find reason to believe that Steven 3.
Carroll, Missourians for Carrol, and
John 3. Satdgett Sr., as treasurer,
violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f).

3. Approve the Fractual and Legal Analysis
recomended in the General Counsel' s
March 1, 1995 report.

4. Approve the Subpoenas for the production
of Documents and Answers to Interrogatories
to Steven a. Carroll, as recommended in the
General Counsels• March 1. 1995 report

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, McDonald, McGarry,

Potter, and Thomas voted affirmatively for the decision.

Attest:

Date
ecretary of the Commission



Steven at. Carroll

33: JR 3965

Deat Kr. Carroll:

fOn Nay 23. 1994. the tederal Election Commission notified

you of complaint alleging violations of certain sections of te

federal ulection Campaiga Act of 1971. as amended ('the Act').A

copy of the complaint was forwarded to you at that ti.

Upon further review of the allegations contained in the

complaint. and information supplied by you, the Comission, on

isarch 21. 1995, found that there is reason to believe you violated

2U.S.C. $| 432(e) and 441a(f), provisions of the Act. 'The
Factual and Legal AnalySis. which formed a basis for the

Coinissions finding, is attached for your information.

You may submit amy factual or legal materials that you

believe are relevant to the Commissiofl's coneideratioi of this

matter. Statements should be submitted under oath. All
responses to the enclosed Order to Ansver Interrogatories and

Subpoena to Produce Documents must be submitted to the General

Counsel's Office within 30 days of your receipt of this letter.

Any additional materials or statements you wish to submit should

accompany the response to the order and subpoena. In the absence

of additional information, the Commission may find probable cause

to believe that a violation has occurred and proceed with

conciliation.

You may consult with an attorney and have an attorney assist

you in the preparation of your responses to this order and

subpoena. If you intend to be represented by counsel, please

advise the Commission by completing the enclosed form 
stating the

name, address, and telephone number of such counsel, and

authorizing such counsel to receive any notifications 
and other

communications from the Commission.

If you are interested in pursuing pre-probable cause

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

S 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the Offl-ce of the

General Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission 
either

proposing an agreement in settlement of the matter or recommaending



W-!elinin~ that pro-probe1qble cause conciliatios_ be pu.sud. Yhe0
" dt ofthe General Counsel my recmmend that pro probable

coccliatioe not be en rdinto at this tine so that £e. y
' l~eits invstigation of the mtter. Further, the Corolla|
11!net entertain requests for pre-probable cause conciliatiea

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

Requests for extensions of time will not be routinely
granted. Requests must be made in vriting at least Live days

lor tothe due date of the response and specific good cause int
deonstrated. In addition, the Office of the General Counsel

ordinarily will not give extensions beyond 20 days.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. SS 43?g(a}(4)(B) and 437g(a)(12)(A) unless you notify the
Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made publ|ic.

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

Sincerely,

Chairman

EnclosuresOrder and Subpoena
Designation of Counsel Form
Factual & Legal Analysis



Tmn the Ustter of I NU 35F66

0: Seven It. Carroll
1 IRivorpo let 30
Wlannibal, 30630

Pursuant to 2 g.S.c. S 437d(a)(1) and (3), and in

furtherance of its investigation in the above-captioned matter,

the Federal Election Commission hereby orders you to submit

vtitten ansvers to the questions attached to this Order and

subpoenas you to produce the documents requested on th. attachment

to this Subpoena. Legible copies which, where applicable, show

both sides of the documents may be substituted for originals.

Such answers must be submitted under oath and must be

forvarded to the Office of the General Counsel, Federal Slection

Commission, 999 3 Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20463, along

vith the requested documents within 30 days of receipt of this

Order and Subpoena.



UI hm, thb Chairlmn ot the tedrieal Election C u1 oi@

be8 b/hreuate set his hand in Washington, D.C. on this day

of , 99S.

For the Commission,

a~nny Pco'd
Cha irman

Attachment
Questions and Document Requests
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IN821TZOU

Each answer is to be given separately and independently, mnd
unless specifically stated in the particular discovery reqet, ao
answer shall be given soiely by reference either to another eeawer
or to an exhibit attached to your response.

Each answer shall be preceded by the question or
interrogatory to which the answer pertains.

Zn answering these interrogatories and requests for
production of documents, furnish all documents and other
information, however obtained, including hearsay, that is in
possession of, known by or otherwise available to you, including
documents and information appearing in your records.

The response to each interrogatory propounded herein shall
set forth separately the identification of each person capable of
furnishing testimony concerning the response given, denoting
separately those individuals who provided informational,
documentary or other input, and those who assisted in drafting the
interrogatory response.

If you cannot answer the following interrogatories in full
after exercising due diligence to secure the full information to
do so, answer to the extent possible and indicate your inability
to answer the remainder, stating whatever information or knowledge
you have concerning the unanswered portion and detailing what you
did in attempting to secure the unknown information.

Should you claim a privilege with respect to any documents,
communications, or other items about which information is
requested by any of the following interrogatories and requests for
production of documents, describe such items in sufficient detail
to provide justification for the claim. Each claim of privilege
must specify in detail all the grounds on which it rests.

Unless otherwise indicated, the discovery request shall
refer to the time period from January 1, 1992 to present.

The following interrogatories and requests for production of
documents are continuing in nature so as to require you to file
supplementary responses or amendments during the course of this
investigation if you obtain further or different information prior
to or during the pendency of this matter. Include in any
supplemental answers the date upon which and the manner in which
such further or different information came to your attention.



Rissourians for Carroll .Committe?age 4

r the purpose of these discovery requests, including the
instructions thereto, the terms listed below are defined as
followsr

"~oun or "yourt shall mean the named respondents in this
action to whoa these discovery requests are addressed, including
all officers, employees, agents or attorneys thereof.

"Persons" shall be deemed to include both singular and
plural, and shall mean any natural person, partnership, committee,
association, corporation, or any other type of organisation or
entity.

"Document' shall mean the original and all non-identical
copies, including drafts, of all papers and records of every type
in your possession, custody, or control, or known by you to exist.
The term document includes, but is not limited to books, letters,
contracts, notes, diaries, log sheets, records of telephone
communications, transcripts, vouchers, accounting statements,
ledgers, checks, money orders or other commercial paper,
telegrams, telexes, pamphlets, circulars, leaflets, reports,
memoranda, correspondence, surveys, tabulations, audio and video
recordings, drawings, photographs, graphs, charts, diagrams,
lists, computer print-outs, and all other writings and other data
compilations from which information can be obtained.

"Identify' with respect to a document shall mean state the
nature or type of document (e.g., letter, memorandum), the date,
if any, appearing thereon, the date on which the document was
prepared, the title of the document, the general subject matter of
the document, the location of the document, the number of pages
comprising the document.

"Identify" with respect to a person shall mean state the
full name, the most recent business and residence addresses and
the telephone numbers, the present occupation or position of such
person, the nature of the connection or association that person
has to any party in this proceeding. If the person to be
identified is not a natural person, provide the legal and trade
names, the address and telephone number, and the full names of
both the chief executive officer and the agent designated to
receive service of process for such person.

"And" as well as "or" shall be construed disjunctively or
conjunctively as necessary to bring within the scope of these
interrogatories and request for the production of documents any
documents and materials which may otherwise be construed to be
outside their scope.



Nissourians for Carroll COmmite

1. Please identify the date of receipt and the source(s) of h
funds used to make the loans to your campaign committee,
Nissourians for Carroll, referenced in your June 4, 1994 respOnSe
to the complaint in this matter.

2. Zn your June 4, 1994 response, you state that eyour famlyF is
involved in estate planning at the present time and bequests have
been made. Please:

a. 3xplain the precise nature of the bequests referenced in
your statement, and specify whether you received the
'bequest(s)e as the result of the death of a family
membher, (e.g. by will/probate), or as a transfer of
funds from a living person (e.g. gift or proceeds of a
living trust).

b. Please provide a copy of documents reflecting the
nature, terms, and amounts of the "bequests" referenced
in your statement.

c. If the funds resulted from a transfer from a living
person, state whether you had previously received
similar transfers.

d. State whether you had made the decision to seek a
United States Senate seat, or were considering a
candidacy for United States Senate, at the time you
received the funds.

3. Please specify if the funds loaned to your Committee resulted
from the sale of assets or other business interests in which you
hold a legal or equitable interest. If so, please identify the
asset or interest sold, and provide documents evidencing the sale.
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R3SPOSIDUNTS: Niissourians for Carroll, nUus 3WO* d

John 3. Sardgett Sr., as treasurer,
Steven 3. Catroll

I.* OZlIATION1 OF NATT'It

This matter was generated by a complaint filed with the

Federal 3lection Commission ('Comissione) by Todd Spencer 1ransom.

So_ u.s.c. s 437g(a)(2). The basis for the complaint is the

alleged failure of the Nqissourians for Carroll Committee and John

O 3. sardgett Sr., as treasurer, and Steven I. Carroll

~(lnespondents') to timely file a Statement of Candidacy and the

O failure to accurately report the source of loans received. Steven

R. Carroll, a Nissouri state representative, ran for United States

Senate in the 1994 Nissouri Primary. He withdrew from the race
N

V. more than one month prior to the Aupust 2, 1994 primary, on June
- 2S, 1994 and does not currently hold an elected office.

0 I I. FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSI S

A. Filing of Statement of Candidacy

" Pursuant to the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as

amended ('the Act'), a person becomes a candidate for federal

office when they receive contributions or make expenditures in

excess of $5,000. 2 U.S.C. $ 431(2). Within fifteen (15) days of

becoming a candidate, an individual must designate a principal

campaign committee by filing either a Statement of Candidacy or a

letter which identifies the name, address, and party affiliation

of the candidate, the office sought, and the name and address of
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: privuipl capagn commttee. 2 U.SI.C. $ *32(e)(1),
11 C.I.lt. 5 l0l.l. Within ten days after it has been e a~

by the candidate, the principal campaign Commi ttee mset filesa

Statement of organisation containing inter alia, the ames and

addresses of the committee, treasurer, and custodian of records,

and naming any other affiliated committees. If the committee is

authorised by a candidate, the candidate's name, party

affiliation, an address where they can be contacted, and the

office sought must also be included in the Statement of

Organixation. 11 C.P.U. S 102.2. Funds raised or expended for

"testing the waters' prior to making a decision to seek federal

office are not considered contributions or expenditures. 11 C.P.a.

SE 100.7(b)(l), l00.S(b)(1). However, if the individual

subsequently becomes a candidate, funds raised for testing the

waters purposes become contributions subject to the contribution

limitations and prohibitions of the Act, and both funds raised and

expenditures made during the testing the waters period must be

reported. 11 C.P.R. S 101.3.

Missourians for Carroll filed its first required disclosure

report, the 1993 Year-End Report, on January 31, 1994, covering

the period of November 4, 1993 to December 31, 1993. The report

disclosed $38,316 In receipts, including two initial candidate

loans, totaling $16,000, received by the Committee from the

candidate's personal funds. The November 2, 1993 loans were the

Committee's earliest reported receipts and were not reported as

testing the waters expenses. Since the loans were in excess of

$5,000, Steven Carroll became a candidate subject to the Act on

1



...Rovemlbet 2, lI93. As8 such, he we8 requaited to file a 8tat .eg

Candidacy or letter of designation within fifteen days, by

November 17, 1993.

While the Ni188ourians for Carroll tiled a Statement of

Organization on November 23, 1993. twenty-one days after Rr.

Carroll became a candidate1 including virtually all of the

information which should have been tlied by the candidate in a

Statement of Candidacy, no Statement of Candidacy was fled by Kr.

Carroll until April 21, 1994, 155 days late. Since he failed to

comply with the requirements for timely filing of the Statement of

Candidacy for the 1994 election cycle, the Commission finds reason

to believe that Steven R. Carroll violated 2 U.s.C. s 432(e)(1).
5. Candidate Lans

A candidate for federal office may make unlimited

expenditures and loans from personal funds so long as the loans

and expenditures are reported. 2 U.S.C. S 434(b)(2)(!1),

11 C.F.R. 55 104.3(a)(3)(vii) and 110.10(a). Personal funds are

defined as any assets which, under the applicable state law, the

candidate had a legal right of access or control over, coupled

with either legal and rightful title, or an equitable interest at

the time he or she become a candidate. 11 C.F.R. S 1l0.1O(b)(1).

Personal funds also includes any funds a candidate receives by

bequest or as income from trusts established prior to candidacy.

11 C.F.R. S l10.lO(b)(2). Gifts to a candidate, on the other

hand, are contributions and thus, are subject to the limitations

and prohibitions of the Act, unless similar gifts had been

customarily received prior to candidacy. 2 U.S.C. S 431(8)(A),
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11 C.P.U. £ 11O.1@(b)( 2). It is unlevtl fog amyF pett t6k.'
contribution to a candidate for federal office or to bl t etr

campaign committee in excess of $1,000 per election.

2 U.S.C. S 441a(a)(l)(A). eThis limitation applies to the spouse

or family member of a candidate . . . .0 Advisory Opinion

1991-10. Candidates and political committees are prohibited from

knowingly accepting any contribution in violation of the

provisions of 2 U.S.C. S 441a. 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f).

Loans obtained by a candidate in connection with a campaign

are not considered personal funds, but are deemed to have been

received by the candidate as an agent of the campaign.

2 U.S.C. S 432(e)(2), 11 C.P.U. S 101.2. If a loan is made to, or

guaranteed by, a candidate as an agent of a campaign committee,

the committee is required to report the name of the original

lender or guarantor as well as the date the loan was made, and the

amount and value of the loan. 2 U.S.C. S 434(b)(3)(c).

Respondents reported a total of $166,000 in loans from

Steven R. Carroll between November 1993 and January 1994.1 On

April 19, 1994, a Request for Additional Information was sent to

the Committee asking them to specify the source of the loans made

by the candidate, and to provide the name of the lender and other

required information if the loan contributions were derived from

bank loans. On May 27, 1994, Respondents submitted an amended

Schedule C and enclosed correspondence which stated that all loans

1. Three separate loans were made to the Committee by the
candidate: $6,000 on November 2, 1993, $10,000 on November 2,
1993, and $150,000 on January 25, 1994.
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from Mr. Carroll to the Comittee were from personal funds ed

were not the proceeds of bank loans.

On April 20, 1994. in €onnection with big position s a
state representative, Mr. Carroll flied a Personal Financial

Disclosure Statement for 1993 with the Missouri Ethics Comisslom.

On April 4, 1994, Mr. Carroll also filed a Public Financial

Disclosure Report for United Staten Senate candidates with the

Secretary of the U.S. Senate. The Senate report lists Mr. Carroll

as having earned income of $27,500 from combined employment as an

attorney (of counsel) for a law firm in Hannibal, Missouri, as a

Missouri state representative, and as an employee of Carroll Seed
Farm.2  I d. The report from the Missouri State Ethics Commission

lists the same three entities as employers but does not require

disclosure of amount of income. The Missouri report also lists

Mr. Carroll as a partner of the Carroll Seed Farm with his father,

Kenneth Carroll. l__d. In contrast, the Senate report does not

indicate that Mr. Carroll holds a partnership interest in the farm

but rather lists his assets as including between $50,000 and

$100,000 in bank accounts, between $15,000 and $50,000 each in

farm equipment, livestock, and band equipment, and between $1,000

and $5,000 each in office furnishings and feed and grain. Looking

to these reports, it does not appear that Mr. Carroll had

sufficient liquid assets to make $166,000 in loans to his

Commi ttee.

Mr. Carroll does not claim to have liquidated any of his

2. The Senate report also lists a $930 commission received from
AMCO Insurance as earned income included within the $27,500.



ts to sake the loan. I~~l in his 4une 4, 1q94 rq et

the coepisiat, Ut. Carroll stat that he had sufficient pnb1

funds to ake the loans because his family is einwolved iin e

planning at the present tim and bequests have been made.' A

bequest is defined as a gift or transfer by will, slacksLw

Dictionary 160 (6th ed. 1990). The language of lHr. Carroll's

response, which stated that the family is 'involved in estate

planning at the present time, and that he 'does not believe his

family need disclose their estate planning process' appears to and

his family is currently involved in planning as opposed to

testamentary administration or distribution, and that the funds he

received appear to be inter vivos transfers rather than bequests.

If ISr. Carroll's family 'estate planning process' included inter

vivos gifts or transfers rather than testamentary transfers, the

funds would not be personal funds but would appear to be

contributions subject to the limitations of the Act.3 Finally,

Mr. Carroll states that he did not disclose the funds for the

loans on his U.S. Senate disclosure report because the report

excludes bequests and other forms of inheritance from disclosure.

While M~r. Carroll is correct that bequests need not be disclosed,

in the applicable section of the report, rather than stating that

he received a bequest, Mr. Carroll states that '[gjifts have been

received but fall under the exclusions above.*

3. The Commission has previously distinguished between
testamentary bequests and other estate planning procedures such as
inter vivos trusts, guardianships, powers of appointment or
attorney, or other methods by which gifts may be made to a
political committee. Se_e Advisory Opinions 1983-13 and 1986-24.



may have bees received as a gift in vlolett @t tbe * tbte

limitations of the Act rather than as a teetmter bewt.

'Thms, the Cosmission finds reason to believe that tve a.

Carroll, Missourians for Carroll, and John 3. Sart Sr., as

treasurer, violated I U.S.C. S 441a(f).



. +jtm . ardett Sr., Ireester
ooucle8 forCarroll

10 . Nigh St.. Suite 5
leftsoa City,. MO 65102

3il MUiR 39fl

Dear Mr. Bardgett:t

On Ray 23. 1994, the Federal Ilection Commission notified
Mtissourians for Carroll (Coinittee') and you. as treasurer, of a
complaint alleging violations of certain sections of the Federal
31ection Campaign Act of 1 ?1, as amended ('the Act'). A copy of
the complatnt es forwarded to you at that tims.

Upon further review of the allegations contained in the
complaint, and information supplied by Mr. Carroll, the
CLommiseiloe,+ on March 21, 1l9S, find that there is reason to
believe the Comittee and yOU, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.c.
S 441a(f), a provision of the Act. 55he Factual and Legal
Analysis, which formed a basis for the Coinission's finding, 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 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.

If you are interested in pursuing pre-probable cause
conciliation, you should so request in writing. See 11 C.P.R.
S 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the Of1T-ce of the
General Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission either
proposing an agreement in settlement of the matter or recommending
declining that pre-probable cause conciliation be pursued. The
Office of the General Counsel may recommend that pre-probable
cause conciliation not be entered into at this time so that it may
complete its investigation of the matter. Further, the Commission
will not entertain requests for pre-probable cause conciliation
after briefs on probable cause have been mailed to the respondent.



3.qu..to for ezteasions of time w!il not be routinelyc~td. Requests mast be_ md in vritiaf St least five
ptl o te du dtheo to. r sos end ftc good

Inaddition, te Oie0 heGeneral CgSo,--
ordinarily viii not give extensions beyond 20 days.

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

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

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

Sincerely,

Dan~7? cDonald
Chairman

Enclosures
Designation of Counsel Form
Factual & Legal Analysis



?ACUM AN LEGAL AIALfS

RUSPOeMOUTS: Missourians for Carroll, M~ts SM8
John 3. 3ard9.tt Sr., as treasurer,
Steves 3. Carroll

x.* GENUDATIOM OF HAYTIR

This matter was generated by a complaint filed with the

Federal ulection Commission ("Commission") by Todd Spencer Ransom.

Seee 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(2). The basis for the complaint is the

alleged failure of the Missourians for Carroll Committee and John

3. Iardgett Sr., as treasurer, and Steven 13. Carroll

('Respondents =) to timely file a Statement of Candidacy and the

failure to accurately report the source of loans received. Steven

3. Carroll, a Missouri state representative, ran for United States

Senate in the 1994 Missouri Primary. He withdrew from the race

more than one month prior to the August 2, 1994 primary, on June

28, 1994 and does not currently hold an elected office.

II. FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

A. Filing of Statement of Candidacy

Pursuant to the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as

amended ("the Act"), a person becomes a candidate for federal

office when they receive contributions or make expenditures in

excess of $5,000. 2 U.S.C. S 431(2). Within fifteen (15) days of

becoming a candidate, an individual must designate a principal

campaign committee by filing either a Statement of Candidacy or a

letter which identifies the name, address, and party affiliation

of the candidate, the office sought, and the name and address of

4
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the principal camag committee. 3 V.8.C. 9 433(ej(3J,
11 C.I.a. 1 101.1. Within ten days after it has been det

by the candidate, the principl campaign committee mset fi)~i a

Statement of Organization containing inter alia, the names 1t

addresses of the committee, treasurer, and custodian of records,

and naming any other affiliated committees. If the committee is

authorized by a candidate, the candidate's names, party

affiliation, an address vhere they can be contacted, and the

office sought must also be included in the Statement of

Organization. 11 C.F.5. S 102.2. Funds raised or expended for

"testing the waters" prior to making a decision to seek federal

office are not considered contributions or expenditures. 11 C.I.a.

ss 100.7(b)(l), l00.S(b)(1). Kowever, if the individual

subsequently becomes a candidate, funds raised for testing the

vaters purposes become contributions subject to the contribvtion

limitations and prohibitions of the Act, and both funds raised and

expenditures made during the testing the waters period must be

reported. 11 C.F.R. S 101.3.

Missourians for Carroll filed its first required disclosure

report, the 1993 Year-End Report, on January 31, 1994, covering

the period of November 4, 1993 to December 31, 1993. The report

disclosed $38,316 in receipts, including two initial candidate

loans, totaling $16,000, received by the Committee from the

candidate's personal funds. The November 2, 1993 loans were the

Committee's earliest reported receipts and were not reported as

testing the waters expenses. Since the loans were in excess of

$5,000, Steven Carroll became a candidate subject to the Act on



November 2, 1993. As sueth, he wms tequired to file a 5ttemee : e ,

Canidicy or letter of designation within fifteen days, by

Wlovelmr 17, 1993.

While the Missourians for Carroll filed a Statement of

Organization on November 23, 1993, twenty-one days after Mr.

Carroll became a candidate, including virtually all of the

information which should have been flied by the candidate in a

Statement of Candidacy, no Statement of Candidacy was filed by Mr.

Carroll until April 21, 1994. 155 days late. Since he failed to

comply with the requirements for timely filing of the Statement of
0

Candidacy for the 1994 election cycle, the Commission finds reason

to believe that Steven 3t. Carroll violated 2 U.S.C. S 432(e)(l).

t'q3. Candidate Loans

~A candidate for federal office may make unlimited

r% expenditures and loans from personal funds so long as the loans

r-o and expenditures are reported. 2 U.S.C. S 434(b)(2)(u),

11 C.F.R. Sf 104.3(a)(3)(vii) and 110.10(a). Personal funds are

defined as any assets which, under the applicable state law, the

candidate had a legal right of access or control over, coupled

with either legal and rightful title, or an equitable interest at

the time he or she become a candidate. 11 C.F.R. S ll0.1O(b)(l).

Personal funds also includes any funds a candidate receives by

bequest or as income from trusts established prior to candidacy.

11 C.F.R. S llO.l0(b)(2). Gifts to a candidate, on the other

hand, are contributions and thus, are subject to the limitations

and prohibitions of the Act, unless similar gifts had been

customarily received prior to candidacy. 2 U.S.c. S 431(8)(A),



V aign ceomittee is excess of *1.:00 per eleetom,

I U.S.C. S 441a(a)(l)(A). =This lisitation applies to the

or family member of a candidate . . . .= Advisory Opinion

191-l0. Candidates and political comittees are prohibited from

knowingly accepting any contribution in violation of the

provisions of 2 U.S.C. S 4418. 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f). .

Loans obtained by a candidate in connection vith a campaign,

are not considered personal funds, but are deemed to have been

received by the candidate as an agent of the campaign.

2 U.S.C. $ 432(e)(2), 11 C.1.R. S 101.2. If a loan is made to, or

guaranteed by, a candidate as an agent of a campaign comittee,

the comittee is required to report the name of the original

lender or guarantor as veil as the date the loan was made, and the
amount and value of the loan. 2 U.S.C. S 434(b)(3)(u).

Respondents reported a total of $166,000 in loans from

Steven R. Carroll between November 1993 and January 1994.1 On

April 19, 1994, a Request for Additional Information was sent to

the Committee asking them to specify the source of the loans made

by the candidate, and to provide the name of the lender and other

required information if the loan contributions were derived from

bank loans. On May 27, 1994, Respondents submitted an amended

Schedule C and enclosed correspondence which stated that all loans

1. Three separate loans were made to the Committee by the
candidate: $6,000 on November 2, 1993, $10,000 on November 2,
1993, and $150,000 on January 25, 1994.
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froe Nt. Carroll to tkhe Comttee were f rom personal tund% 6md i

w ere not thb pteds of bak lona.

On April 20, 1994, in connection with his position as a

state representative, Mr. Carroll filed a Personal Financial

Disclosure Statement for 1993 with the Niseouri Ethi cs Coumissio.

On April 4, 1994, Mr. Carroll also filed a Public Financial

Disclosure Report for United States Senate candidates with the

Secretary of the U.S. Senate. The Senate report lists Mr. Carroll

as having earned income of $27,500 from combined employment as an

attorney (of counsel) for a law firm in Hannibal, Missouri, as a

Missouri state representative, and as an employee of Carroll Seed
Farm.2  Id. The report from the Missouri State Uthics Coumission

lists the same three entities as employers but does not require

disclosure of amount of income. The Missouri report also lists

Mr. Carroll asa partner of the Carroll Seed Farm with his father,

Kenneth Carroll. E d. In contrast, the Senate report does not

indicate that Mr. Carroll holds a partnership interest in the farm

but rather lists his assets as including between $50,000 and

$100,000 in bank accounts, between $15,000 and $50,000 each in

farm equipment, livestock, and band equipment, and between $1,000

and $5,000 each in office furnishings and feed and grain. Looking

to these reports, it does not appear that Mr. Carroll had

sufficient liquid assets to make $166,000 in loans to his

Committee.

Mr. Carroll does not claim to have liquidated any of his

2. The Senate report also lists a $930 commission received from
ANCO Insurance as earned income included within the $27,500.



i : s,.tg to mae the lon. ?ustnd. in his *wme 4, 1W4 trapg
' the complaint, Mr. Catroll o ted that he bed eufficient qji

funeds to make the loans because his family i* 'involved in eS~t~t

planning at the present time and bequests have been made." A

bequest is defined as a gift or transfer by will. Slack'sLa

Dictionary 160 (6th ed. 190). The language of Hr. Carroll,•

response, which stated that the family is "involved in estate

planning at thes present tim,' and that he 'does not believe his

family need disclose their estate planning process' appears to mnd

his family is currently involved in planning as opposed to

testamentary administration or distribution, and that the funds he

received appear to be inter wivos transfers rather than bequests.

If Nr. Carroll's family 'estate planning process' included inter

vivos gifts or transfers rather than testamentary transfers, the

funds would not be personael funds but would appear to be

contributions subject to the limitations of the Act.3 Finally,

Mr. Carroll states that he did not disclose the funds for the

loans on his U.S. Senate disclosure report because the report

excludes bequests and other forms of inheritance from disclosure.

While Mr. Carroll is correct that bequests need not be disclosed,

in the applicable section of the report, rather than stating that

he received a bequest, Mr. Carroll states that "[gIifts have been

received but fall under the exclusions above."

3. The Commission has previously distinguished between
testamentary bequests and other estate planning procedures such as
inter vivos trusts, guardianships, powers of appointment or
attorney, or other methods by which gifts may be made to a
political committee. See Advisory Opinions 1983-13 and 1986-24.



W. ,pm t. et * • e ,

c tte #iff,00. Ux also 8per. that th. £uha or tha j0eN
reey hby, been received as a gift ia vIolstion of the conribt~
limitations of the Act rather than as a testamentary beqw.,t.
thy., the Comission finds reason to beleve tht 8teven a.
Carroll, Missourians for Carroll, and John 3. Sardgett Sr., as
treasvrec, violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f).



AFFIAVITZ 2. AIAT '
OFO

RE: MY 3968O5
Steven R. Carroll

TO: Federal Elect:ions Cmmission"
Mr. Danny L. McDonald, Chairman r..

Elizabeth Stein, Attorney at Lay

CONES NON, Steven R. Carroll, of Hannibal, Missouri and being
first duly sworn upon his oath states:

1. on April 1, 1995, I recive from the Federal Elecion
Commission a letter from Chairman McDonald, order and subpoena,
Designation of ounsel form and a Factual and Legal Analysis in
regards to the above stated matter.

2. That Interrogatories and Request for Docments have been
requested by qusions 1.; 2. (a), (b), (C), (d); and 3 and such
quetons are answered below accordingly:

Quetion 1: Please identify the date of receipt and the source(s)
of the funds used to make the loans to your campaign committee,
Missourians for Carroll, referenced in your June 4, 1994 response

to the complaint in this matter.

AUI: The date of the receipt from the loan of $150,000.00 was
January 25, 1994. The loan that I made to Missourians for Carroll
was a girt from mY mother and father, Mr. and Mrs. Kenneth Carroll,
Box 98, Monroe City, Missouri 63456, dated January 24, 1994, in the
amount of $150,000.00. I believed at the time it was allowable
under the law and thus I could use what I thought to be my money,
and make a loan to my committee. Upon receipt of the girt from my
parents, which as I understand is also an advancement on my future
inheritance, I deposited said amount in my investment savings
account located in the Hannibal Commerce Bank. I then proceeded to
write a check from said account into Missourians for Carroll
account for $150,000.00 in what was, as I believed, a loan from
myself, to the campaign. Missourians for Carroll account is also
located in the Hannibal Commerce Bank.

Question 2.a: In your June 4, 1994 response, you state that "your
family is involved in estate planning at the present time and
bequests have been made." Please explain the precise nature of the
bequests referenced in your statement, and specify whether you
received the "bequest(s)" as the result of the death of family
member, (e.g., by will/probate) or as a transfer of funds from a
living person (e.g., gift or proceeds of a living trust).



au *a: The nature of bequests that is at issue kg one that
dosnot involve a death of one of my lpaents but an iter vesl
gitl. Mly famly has seen an attrney in read to their ett
planning and I am not privy to their exact: personal business in
their estate planning. The word "bequest" that is used in my J~
4,* 1994 respons was a corect one int my opinion at the time it ms
made, as I used the ter-ms giftw and "bequestsw as one in the sam.
Enclosed is Exhibit A which was my financial disclosure report that
I signed March 18, 1994. On Part V exclusion list (1) Bequests
and other forms of inheritance; and (8) Gifts fr-om relatives. I
believed that I fell under either/or exclusion and used the word
*iftsw as I knew that my parents would file a gift tax return.
Exibit B, is a copy of the June 4, 1994 letter I sent to the FEC
about the complaint I received. In paragraph 3 I did write that
Mbequests have been made. In making the statement, I should have
looked at how I stated the exclusion on my financial disclosure
report that I signed March 18, 1994, but I did not as I was using
the terms again as one in the sam. As I have discussed with my
parents, the $150,00000 was an advancement on my future
inheritance and thus I believed would fall under "bequests* or even

0 agiftm as they had to file a gift tax return.

Also, I wrote in the June 4, 1994 letter, which was 19 days
~before I dropped out of the race, that I was correct in my logic on

the exclusions, but if I was not, please send me- information
(4immediately to correct the problem. I heard nothing about this

matter again, to my knowledge, until some nine months later when
( the complaint was sent to m of which I received April 1, 1995. I
r have never tried to hide the fact that I received money from my

family and always was willing to provide ore information if needed
: to comply with the law.

~Question 2.b: Please provide a copy of documents reflecting the
nature, terms and amounts of the "bequests" referenced in your

~statement.

AWE 2.b: Enclosed are Exhibits C and D which are copies of my
,. parents 709 Schedule A gift tax return showing the transaction.

Question 2.c: If the funds resulted from a transfer from a living
person, state whether you had previously received similar
transfers.

ANSWR 2.0: I have received gifts in the past years from my
parents, yet not of this amount at one time. Such gifts have
always been under the $10,000.00 exclusion for gifts in any one
year.



gmi. 2.4: State whether you had -1 the decisics to - a
Ulnited State Seat seat, or were c€nsidering a oadidacy for
United States Senate, at the time you received the tw .

2.4: The anser to this quetio is a solid yes. M

Ommetio 3: Plese specify if the twids lone to yow Cittes

Lc yo held a lea or equtable iners. If so, pleas
~~tbe asset or iners sold, and provie mt

hesale.

3: Th anr to inergtor n er 3 is 0. =

3.* In answering your qustons above, direty and straight
forar, I have tried to clarify this issue as I viesed it during
the caspaign and ho. It is apaet that I miterree the law
in this matter. I had been given gifts in the past, used such
gifts for political purposes in state elections, which I know is
allowable, and I truly believed that I was within the law, in
making this loan to my commttee for the federal race. Whe I
received your letter datedl Narc 24, 1995, stating that you
believed I had violated the law, I was shocked to say the least.
It had been many months since I had heard anything from the FEC in
relation to 2 U.s.c. 5 432(e) and 44a(f) over my loan. When I sent
the letter dated June 4, 1994, I asked for information or help in
the matter. At that time you had my personal finance disclosure
report and if something looked wrong I would have thought the FEC
would have inquired of me earlier so that I could have tried to
correct such a mistake. I an certainly not trying to blame anyone
else for this error, but I do believe I requested additional
information and help. As the candidate of the committee I must
accept full responsibility for this error in understanding the law.



I was the one who had knwldg of my tauly busies and no oneiee who was involved in thempaign. In tact, also includedi
Lwhbit F, which is an affidavit trom my treasurer, John 3.
Degt, who had no knowledg of the transacion bewe my
pensand myself. He believe, like I * that th money wa
legally min to loan to the comttee. As the former 0hiet Jetioe
of the Misui Supreme Court, he is an honorable and ethical man
and I hope the FEC viii not hold him respos/i for this error.
Nr. Dardet never personally tilled out an FEC report.

I am no longer in politics and after this experience I do not
believe I will ever run for public office again. I dropped out of
the U.S. Senate race in June 1994 and thus I do not believe this
error affected the outcome of the race in anyway as I was no loge
a candidate.

I paid bck to myself a considerable amsount of the $150,000.00
loan after dropping out of the U.*S.* Senate race.* I then entered an
area race for Ste Senate upon the death of State Senator Romn
Nerrell in June 1994. I used the remainder of this loan money to
finance my stlate senate race which is allowable in Missour'i. The
area race turned out to be a disastrous losing effort as I spent
the remainder of the so-called "loan money m at issue, and also went
heavily into debt. I am nov work/ig in a salaried position at a
public relations firm in St. Louis and am no longer an elected
official.

4. I am asking, at this time, for pre-probable cause
conciliation in an effort to clear up this matter. I am reqesing
this in writing, at this time, as per Chiairman McDonald's enclosure
letter dated March 24,* 1995, which states I can pursue said
conciliation. I want to settle this matter in a reasonable way,
after explaining my vievs on this matter, and hopefully terminate
the committee. I have made what I believe to be an honest mistake
and am asking for the Commission's consideration to settle this
matter in an understanding way.

Further affiant sayeth not. vn .,

Styn .Carrl

STATE OF MISSOURI )
)ss

COUNTY OF COLE )
On this x day of April, 1995, personally appeared before

me STEVEN R. CARR~OLL, known to me to be the person described in and
who executed the foregoing instrument, and acknowledged that he
executed the same as his free act and deed.



Uicial seal in th County and Sts *f 4, .... oo ama
yerfirst above written.

MyF Omisson Expires:
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Jlne 4, 1994

General Council ,8 Office
c\o Nary Takar
Central Enforcement Docket
Federal Elections Comissi__o
Washinto, D.C. 20463

33:" NUR 3968

m Dear IMs. Taksar:
Ireceived your letter dated Nay 23, 1994 inra r s to the0k oqplaint filed by Mr. Todd 3a o against Niot iu f Carroll.

Missuns fzor Carroll. In emeuo,.U ai.lim~ hasrno a to. ar,.false slatement of fact as reu e4i C.P.a. B 11.4. Twa mm
were made to the cag eo h a f13t~~ig$600~e hir lan asoad a amaary 29, 1994 for $10,0 . .r Ransm filed a complaint for $116,000.

S I do have the assets to make these loans, as shw on my finaciadisclosure report filed March 18, 1994. Ny family is involved in~estate planning at the present time and bequests have ben made.As I understand, this is allowed by law as an exclusion andI" indicated this on page 4 of m financial disclosure report. l d
not believe under the law myfamily must disclose their estateplanning process in regards to my Senate race. However, if youhave information or guidelines that can explain this in more
detail, please send it to me imumediately.

I also am asking whether Hr. Ransom followed the law under 11C. F.R. g 111.4 by supporting his complaint with documentation thatis clear and concise. I am sure you know that politics at thislevel gets dirty and negative and I am wondering what his truemotivation is in filing this complaint. Nonetheless, I will bemost happy to present more information to you if it is needed to
comply with the law.

Campaign Headquaters Missourians for Carrol
P.0. Box 1694 * Jefferson City, Missouri 65102 * (314) 761-5994

St. Louis (3514) 367-1994 * Kansas City (816) 556-8181
Prid For by Mmouam Fr Cm,. john "jack" bU. Tveinuw



v~i ~pr~i~ 1f in this matter as far as
~ium~~

'R baa and ~t~z' Cmunications from thetre~sutr, tOUer Missouri Chief Just iceo~ th~~pt~em O~ewt, ohe batd~.tt, Sr. also may assist vith this~tter if time ri~,air.s~ since I am the candidate and need to spendt~ ing.
thank you for your time and I look forward to working with you inthis matter.

STEVEN R. CARROLL



JOHN 3. 3ANXETT
A1II]UY ATIAW

JCOKIf. U3 6 101

April 25, 1995

Mr. Danny L. McDonald, Chairman
Federal Elect ions Commissions
Washington, D.C. 20463

RE:= MUR 3968

Dear Mr. McDonald:

Attached is my affidavit in respos to your letter of March
24, 1995, in connection with the Missourians for Carroll committee,
which I received from Mr. Carroll on April 19, 1995. The envelope
was postmarked April 3, 1995. If any further informtion is needed
or questions need to be anwee I will be happy to do so to the
best of my ability.

Mr. Carroll, asked me to be Treasurer of his comttee because
he believed my name was sufficiently known as to be an asset in his
campaign and I agreed to do so as a favor to a friend.

The financial transactions, contributions, expenditures and
reports were all done by Mr. Carroll, or Assistant Treasurer Mr.
Schuid, or Mr. Steve Halsey, in Hannibal, Missouri.

I have tried to candidly and directly address the issue as I
perceive it from your letter and the analysis attached thereto. If
I have mis-perceived anything I hope you will re-contact me so that
I can adequately respond to the Commission's concerns.

I am furnishing this letter and affidavit to Steve Carroll so
that he can forward it, together with his material to you in one
package.

Thank you.

JEB: sg /
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JOhN 3. 3R~MTI BR.

RE: 313K 3968
stevert R. Carroll

TO: Federal Elections Comission
Mr. Danny L. McDonald, Chairman

Comes now, John E. Bardgett, Sr., of Jefferson city, Missouri,

and being first duly sworn upon his oath states:

1. I was designated as Treasurer for the Missourians for

Carroll Commttee, and subsequently Mr. Brian Sobmid, C.*P. A., of

Hannibal, Missouri, was designated the Assistant Treasurer. The

depository for funds vas Commerce Dank, Hannibal, Missourie I was

not a signatory on the account and handled no transactions.

2. On April 19, 1995, Mr. Carroll gave m tha Mac 24, 1995

letter (postmarked April 3, 1995) of Mr. McDonald which was

addressed to me at the Committee office in Jefferson City,

Missouri, together with a seven page document entitled "Factual and

Legal Analysis," which principally relates to a $150,000.00 loan

from Mr. Carroll to his Committee.

3. Attached to the "Reports of Receipts and Disbursements -

January Supplement" dated January 31, 1994, which was filed with

the FEC, is a form entitled "Loans." That form shows a loan of

$150,000.00 of the candidate's own money from the candidate to the

Committee on January 25, 1994.

4. I first knew of this loan on or about January 31, 1994,



*~ ~'*

whien I saw it reprtedl in the doc~msnt noted in paragraph 3 above.
I have som recollections of Steve Carroll or Steve Halsey sayin

that Steove Carroll had loaned or put his inheritance into the

campaign.

5. It was my belief that this was Steven R. Crroll's

personal money and therefore not subject to any limits, and that it

wasn correctly reported in the document noted in paragraph 3 above,

and that said report was true, correct and complete to the best of

my knowledge and belief and that no Federal Election Laws were

violated. Nothing happened that caused me to have any doubts about

the legality of that loan.

6. To the best of my knowledge and belief the Comittee and

I did not knowingly accept any contribution or loan for the benefit

or use of this candidate in violation of any limitations on

contributions under 2 USC 44la (f).

Further affiant sayeth not.



- ow o0ia )
Onths.. 1C ay of Aqpril, l995, Ipersoally aqppered befcore

-e moa z-t * ., knon t to e the pes GPesor=--4-i-- -- Jn
arluh.ou the foregoing inst~rmient, and ac)lodgsd that be
exooted the emo as his free act and deed.

INI VU W3OIF, I have heoeunto set my hand and affixed my
official sal in tho County and State aforeaid, on the day arnd
year first above written.

May cmson Elxpires:

I ~Sr. F rrst,

-- lm J.g



znth ete of !l
Missourians for Carroll and ) ,

John 3. lSardgett. as treasurer ) SKI 3968

Steven I. Carroll )

)
GBS3RAL CarnaS, REOS

On March 21, 1995, the Commission found reason to believe

Steven N. Carroll and Missourians for Carroll violated 2 U.S.C.

S 441a(f) by accepting a $150,000 candidate loan which did not

qualify as the candidate's personal funds, and that Steven N.

Carroll had violated 2 U.S.C. S 432(i) by failing to tiely file a
statement of candidacy. At that time the Commission also approved
discovery to determine the exact source of the money loaned to the

the Committee.

On Nay 2, 1995, this Office received Hr. Carroll's response
to the Commission's Order to Answer Interrogatories and Subpoena

to Produce Documents. Hr. Carroll's response acknowledges that

the source of the $150,000 loan to the committee was a gift from

his parents given to aid his attempt to secure a U.S. Senate seat.

See Attachment 1.

II. ANALYSIS OF DISCOVERY RQUESTS

A. Applicable Law

A candidate for federal office may make unlimited

expenditures and loans from personal funds so long as the loans

and expenditures are reported. 2 U.s.C. S 434(b)(2)(H);

11 C.F.R. 55 104.3(a)(3)(vii), llO.10(a). Personal funds are



candidate had a legal right of access or control over, couplig
vith either legal and rightful title, or an equitable interest, at
the time he or she become a candidate. 11 C.F.x. S llO.lO(b)(l).

Personal funds also includes any funds a candidate receives by
bequest or as income from trusts established prior to candidacy.
11 C.7.R. S l0.l0(b)(2). Gifts to a candidate, on the other

hand, are contributions and thus, are subject to the limitations

and prohibitions of the Act, unless similar gifts had been

customarily received prior to candidacy. 2 U.S.C. S 431(S)(A),
a 11 C.P.a. S ll0.l0(b)(2). It is unlavful for any person to make a

contribution to a candidate for federal office or to his or her
O campaign committee in excess of $1,000 per election and, "this

04 limitation applies to the spouse or family member of a
r% candidate . .. .- 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a)(1)(A); Advisory Opinion

1991-10. Candidates and political committees are prohibited from

knowingly accepting any contribution in violation of the

provisions of 2 U.s.c. S 441a. 2 U.s.c. S 441a(f).

B. Discovery Responses

Steven Carroll initially reported making a $150,000 loan to

his Committee on January 25, 1994. On May 18, 1994, a complaint

was filed vith the Commaission alleging that Carroll lacked

sufficient assets to make a loan of this size from his personal

funds. In his June 4, 1994 response to the complaint, Carroll

stated that WI do have the assets to make these loans as shown on

my financial disclosure report filed March 8, 1994. My family is

involved in estate planning at the present time and bequests have



ben made.' Attaqhteut I at 1.-S. Smiwri, in hIs flay 2, l/,.
teepee.. to written dl*@overy prop~buaded by the Comassioa, It e

Carroll admits that the source of the $150,000 he previously
described as a 'bequestu consisted of an inter-vivos gift froi his

parents. Kenneth A. Carroll and lRheyma 3. Carroll. 1  Id. at 1,

9-12.

Responses to discovery shov that Steven Carroll received

$150,000 in gifts from his parents on January 24, 1994, and

immediately thereafter paid the money into the account of his

Comittee, Nissourians for Carroll. Carroll concedes he had made

the decision to seek a U.S. Senate seat at the time the gifts were

received, and, while he has received gifts from his parents in the

past, he has not received gifts in excess of the $10,0@0 pr-year

federal gift tax exemption. Id. at 1-3. Carroll asserts that he

simply misinterpreted the law, as he had been given gifts by

family friends in the past and used such gifts for political

purpsesin tat elctins. Carroll further states that he
believed referring to the gifts as "bequests" wasm permissible

because the United States Senate Public Financial Disclosure

Report he filed with the Secretary of the Senate, Public Records

Office in March 1994 exempted from disclosure both "(1) Bequests

and other forms of inheritance;" and "(8) Gifts from relatives,"

1. Carroll states that he understood the gift to be an
advancement on his future inheritance.



an he simply used the vords interchangeably. Se Attachment 1 at

2, 6.

Certain factors appear to undermine Carroll's asserted
innocence in his handling of the inter-vivos gift. First, Carroll

stated orally to this Office that he consulted the Campaign

Finance Guide vhich clearly stts in Section 11. Contributions

from Candidates and their Families that: "If any person,

including a relative or friend of the candidate gives or loans the

candidate money in connection with his or her campaign, the funds

are not considered the personal funds of the candidate." See

Attachment 2. Second, Carroll, a licensed attorney, submitted a

carefully crafted response to the complaint vhich indicates a

degree of familiarity vith the Act and the definition of personal

funds. 3 Carroll's assertion that he used the words bequest and
gift interchangeably due to the wording of his Senate Financial

Disclosure report is also unconvincing because the Senate

Disclosure report, while exempting both family gifts and bequests

from disclosure, clearly differentiates between the two.

Carroll made virtually no attempt to refund the $150,000

from his Committee until July 13 and July 19, 1994, several weeks

after withdrawing from the U.S. Senate primary. Carroll states he

3. In his response to the complaint, Carroll references
provisions of the Commission's regulations indicating some
research on his part. Shortly before the response was filed,
Carroll spoke to a RAD analyst about the Act's requirements
regarding "personal funds" as he had received an RFAI requesting
him to clarify whether the loans to the Committee resulted frombank loans. Carroll submitted a narrowly tailored response to RADwhich stated only that the loans were from personal funds, not
bank loans and did not state the actual source of the loans. See
Attachment 3.



.th refunds, totalisg *54,O00, in order to run for a 'aenmt

°e ti 8tero Senate seat. Se Attachmnent 4. Carroll vms

•ultimately defeated in the state Senate race and is currently

emloyed in a public relations firm. Rie states that =after tttis
emperience x do not believe that I viii ever run for public office

again. =  _.d.

C. Additional Violations

In the First General Counsel's Report of Narch 2, 1995, this
Office indicated that the investigation in this matter could

result in additional 2 U.S.C. S 441a violations against the
original source of the $150,000. The investigation has revealed
that Kenneth A. Carroll and Rheyma 3. Carroll did in fact make
emcessive contributions of $146,000 to Steven Carroll and
Missourians for Carroll. The Carrolls could not have collectively

contributed more than $2,000 to Steven Carroll or his Committee

for the Missouri primary election. Accordingly, this Office

recommends that the Commission find reason to believe that Kenneth

A. Carroll and Rheyma J. Carroll violated 2 U.S.C. S 4 4 1a(a)(l)(A

by masking excessive contributions of $74,000 each.

D. Pre-Probable Cause Conciliation

In his responses to discovery, Steven Carroll made a request

to enter into pre-probable cause conciliation on behalf of himself

and the Committee. This Office recommends that the Commission



denyf Steven Carroll's request to enter ilt, pteo il. e :
conciliation at this times in idt to sov i Omlith and hW
Carroll an opportunity to respoend to the Coiisia~ indmlin, of
reason to believe. it is possible that IEr. and Sirs. Carroll will.
also seek pro-probable cause conciliation in this sitter and that
such action will result in a single conciliation agreement for all

Respondents.

III. R3CW--- -_.__tIln

1. Find reason to believe that Kennth A. Carroll and
Rheyma 3. Carroll violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a)(l)(A).

2. Deny Steven 5. Carroll's request to enter into
pre-probable cause conciliation at this time.

3. Approve the attached Factual and Legal Analysis for
Kenneth A. Carroll and Rheyma 3. Carroll.

Lawrence NI. Noble
General Counsel

Associate General Counsel
Attachments

1. Responses to Order to Answer Written Questions and Subpoena
to Produce Documents

2. 1993 Campaign Finance Guide for Congressional Candidates and
Committees, page 11.3. Letter of Steven R. Carroll to RAD dated Nay 27, 19944. 1994 12 Day Pre-Primary Report of Missourians for Carroll

5. Factual and Legal Analysis



~EDEtAL ELECflON COMM~$5ION
~A~WICtO% DC ~'

TO:

P30K

DAS:

L~mcU K. 30UL3

KAROI V. 3UUOS/313x J. 3o68]

NAY 31, 1995

033966 - AL ComS.l' S8
OAWD AY 25, 1995.

The above-captioned document was ci reulated to the
Coiniuaion on iburedaty. Kay 25, 1995 at 11:00, ,8,. ,

Oblection( s) have bees received tram h

€omlissioner (s) as indiated by
Commsioner Aihkens

Commissioere 31Iiott

Commissioner NeDoneld

Commissioner NcGarry

Commissioner Potter

Commissioner Thomas

This matter will be placed

fOr Tuesday, June 6, 1995

the am(s ) checked belows

m

on the meeting agenda

Please notify us vho wiii represent your Division before
the Commission on this matter.

2.

m i i

m
i



sirm W3 m 133M 3LCY10U CWIWzOU
Zn the Hatter of )

) HUH 39f8Nissourians for Carroll and )
J7ohn 3. Dardgett, as treasurer; )
Steven a. Carroll )

CnKHrZZC&TXOu

I, Marjorie w. Emmons, recording secretary for the

Federal Ilection Commission executive session on June 6,

1995, do hereby certify that the Commission decided by a

vote of 5-1 to take the following actions in MU 3968:

1. Find reason to believe that Kenneth A.
Carroll and Rheyma J. Carroll violated
2 U.S.C. S 441a(a)(l)(A).

2. Deny Steven R. Carroll's request to enter
into pre-probble cause conciliation at
this time.

3. Approve the Factual and Legal Analysis for
Kenneth A. Carroll and Rheyma 3. Carroll as
recommended in the General Counsel's
May 25, 1995 report.

Commissioners Aikens, McDonald, McGarry, Potter, and

Thomas voted affirmatively for the decision; Commissioner

Elliott dissented.

Attest:

Date U]Marj or ie W. Emnons
Secretary of the Commission



Steven U. Carroll
2*l 8. 9th St.
at Alton, Illinois 62024

RE: NUR 3968

Dear Mr. Carroll:

On March 21, 1995, you yore notified that the federal
Election Commission found reason to believe that you and your
committee, Missourians for Carroll and John 3. Eardgett, Sr., astreasurer, had violated 2 U.S.C. Sf 432(e) and 44la(f). On Nay 2,
1995, you submitted a request to enter into conciliation
negotiations prior to a finding of probable cause to believe.

The Commission has considered your request and determined,
because of the need to complete the investigation, to decline at
this time to enter into conciliation prior to a finding of
probable cause to believe.

At such time vhen the investigation in this matter has been
completed, the Commission vili reconsider your request to enter
into conciliation prior to a finding of probable cause to believe.

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

Sincerely,

Elizabeth Stein
Attorney

'~TESRD-, TU;D- - F) TO(()RR(A\



Mr. Kenneth Carroll and Mrs. Rheym Carroll
P.O. lox 96
Monroe City, MO 63456-0098

"'r .and Mrs. Carroll: "il1

D glection apinAto 191 saedd(h ct)

:".Upon eve n inetgtoofheallegationscotie
in the complaint, the Commission, on June 6, 1995, found that

€ there is resnt eiv htec fyou violated 2 U.s.c.
| 44 a~ i ( 1) A) , i p ovi i on of h e ct . The Factu al n L e l(' 1 Analysis, which formed a basis for the Commission's finding, is

C attached for your information.

r You ma umtayfculO ea aterials that you
believe are reeatt h omslnsconsiderationofts
matter. Please submit such materials to the General Counsel's

~Office along with answers to the enclosed questions within 36 days
of receipt of this letter. Where appropriate, statements should

~be submitted under oath. In the absence of additional
information, the Commsission may find probable cause to believe

) that a violation has occurred and proceed with conciliation.

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



Requests for extension8s of time wiii not be routinely
granted. Requests must be |rode in writing at least five deys

be demonstrated. in additon, the Office of the General Co I3
ordinarily will not give extensions beyond 20 days.

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

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

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

Sincerely,

Da~~%. cDonald

Enclosures
Questions
Designation of Counsel Form
Procedures
Factual & Legal Analysis



I~h Matter of )
) NUR 3966

)

XUT33mV03U AND 339035?

TO: Kenneth A. Carroll and Iheyma J. Carroll
P.O. Sox 96
Monroe City, NtO 63456-0096

In furtherance of its investigation in the above-captioned

matter, the Federal Election Commission hereby requests that you
submit answers in writing and under oath to the questions set

forth below within 30 days of your receipt of this request. in

addition, the Commission hereby requests that you produce the

documents specified below, in their entirety on or before the sme
deadline. Clear and legible copies or duplicates of the documents

which, where applicable, shov both sides of the documents may be

submitted in lieu of the production of the originals. Please

submit the information requested to the Office of the General

Counsel, Federal Election Commission, 999 E Street, N.W.,

Washington, D.C. 20463.



Wage 2

fr Zn answering the enClosed intetrrtories and the reqes
orproduction of docmet., furnish al docmenmts and other

informtion, however obtained, including hearsay, that is in
possession of, known by or otherwise available to you, including
documents and information appearing in your records.

The response to each interrogatory propounded herein shall
set forth separately the identification of each person capable of
furnishing testimony concerning the response given, denoting
separately those individuals who provided informational,
documentary or other input, and those who assisted in drafting the
interrogatory response.

xf you cannot answer the following interrogatories in full
after exercising due diligence to secure the full informtion to
do so, answer to the extent possible and indicate your inability

O to answer the remainder, stating whatever information or knowledge
you have concerning the unanswered portion and detailing what you

- - did in attempting to secure the unknown information.

O Should you claim a privilege with respect to any documents,
O comunications, or other items about which information is

requested by any of the following interrogatories and requests for
Od production of documents, describe such items in sufficient detailto provide Justification for the claim. Each claim of privileger% must specify in detail all the grounds on which it rests.

'* Unless otherwise indicated, the discovery request shall
r refer to the time period from January 1, 1968 to present.

~The following interrogatories and requests for production of
documents are continuing in nature so as to require you to file0 supplementary responses or amendments during the course of this

. investigation if you obtain further or different information prior
to or during the pendency of this matter. Include in any
supplemental answers the date upon which and the manner in which
such further or different information came to your attention.

DSP INI TIONS

For the purpose of these discovery requests, including the
instructions thereto, the terms listed below are defined as
follows :

UYouW shall mean each of the named respondents, Kenneth A.
Carroll and Rheyma J. Carroll to whom these discovery requests are
addressed, including all officers, agents, or attorneys thereof.



"Document" shall mean the original and all non-identicalcopies, including drafts, of all papers and records of every tVq~ein your possession, custody, or control, or knova by you to exlst.?be term document includes, but is not limited to books, letters,contracts, notes, diaries, log sheets, records of telephonecommunications, transcripts, vouchers, accounting statements,ledgers, checks, money orders or other commercial paper,telegrams, telexes, pamphlets, circulars, leaflets, reports,memoranda, correspondence, surveys, tabulations, audio and videorecordings, drawings, photographs, graphs, charts, diagrams,lists, computer print-outs, and all other writings and other data
compilations from which information can be obtained.

"Identify" with respect to a document shall mean state thenature or type of document (e.g., letter, memorandum), the date,if any, appearing thereon, the date on which the document wasprepared, the title of the document, the general subject matter ofthe document, the location of the document, the number of pages
comprising the document.

"And' as well as *orm shall be construed disjunctively orconjunctively as necessary to bring within the scope of theseinterrogatories and request for the production of documents anydocuments and materials which may otherwise be construed to be out
of their scope.

ImmboRRGAToz O I uSm ausOm PRODC'fOu o DoKNS
Identify all monetary gifts you have made to your son
Steven R. Carroll in the past seven years.
a. State the amount, date, and purpose of each gift.

b. Identify any gifts that were made to assist Steven R.
Carroll with any state or federal political aspirations.

c. Provide all documents evidencing each gift, including butnot limited to, check stubs, bank statements, accompanying
letters, and IRS gift tax returns.



rACtUAL AND LIGAL ANALYSISl

ItlSlPONDENbTS: Kenneth A. Carroll and IRUE 3966
Rheyma 3. Carroll

I. FACT UAD LI AL SIS II

This matter was generated by a complaint filed vith the

federal Slection Commission ('Commission)} alleging that United

States Senate candidate, Steven R. Carroll, lacked sufficient

assets to make a $150,000 loan from his personal funds to his

principal campaign committee, Missourians for Carroll.

A candidate for federal office may make unlimited

expenditures and loans from personal funds 50 long as the loans

and expenditures are reported. 2 u.S.C. S 434(b)(2}(n},

11 C.P.A. 55 1O4.3(a)(3)(vii), 110.10(a). Personal funds are

defined as any assets which, under the applicable state law, the

candidate had a legal right of access or control over, coupled

vith either legal and rightful title, or an equitable interest, at

the time he or she become a candidate. 11 C.P.A. S 1l0.10(b)(1).

Personal funds also includes any funds a candidate receives by

bequest or as income from trusts established prior to candidacy.

11 C.F.R. S ll.O(b)(2). Gifts to a candidate, on the other

hand, are contributions and thus, are subject to the limitations

and prohibitions of the Act, unless similar gifts had been

customarily received prior to candidacy. 2 U.S.C. S 431(8)(A),

11 C.F.R. S ll0.10(b)(2). It is unlawful for any person to make a

contribution to a candidate for federal office or to his or her



c¢a~pogn comittee in excess of $1,000 per election and tthi*

limitation applies to the spouse or famly member of a

candidate . . . ." 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a)(1)(A); Advisory Opinion

1991-10.

The investigation in this matter has revealed that the

source of the $150,000 loan is not the personal funds of the

candidate, but a gift from the candidate's parents, Kenneth A .

Carroll and Rheyma J. Carroll. The $150,000 from Kenneth and

Rtheyrma Carroll vas received by Steven Carroll on January 24, 1994

and imdiately thereafter paid the into the account of

Missourians for Carroll. Steven Carroll had made the decision to

seek a U.S. Senate seat at the time the gifts were received, and

while Kenneth and Rheyma Carroll have made gifts to Steven Carroll

in the past, they have not made gifts in excess of the $10,000

per-year federal gift tax exemption.

The Carrolls could not have collectively contributed more

than $2,000 to Steven Carroll or Missorians for Carroll for the

U.S. Senate primary election. 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a)l(A). The

investigation in this matter has revealed that Kenneth A. Carroll

and Rheymaa J. Carroll made excessive contributions of $148,000 to

Steven Carroll and Missourians for Carroll. Accordingly, the

Commission finds reason to believe that Kenneth A. Carroll and

Rheyma 3. Carroll violated 2 U.S.c. S 441a(a)(l)(A) by making

excessive contributions of $74,000 each.



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

.. July 11I, 1995
Mr. Kenneth Carroll and Mrs. Rheyma Carroll
P.O. Box 98
Monroe City, MO 63456-0098

RE: MUR 3968

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Carroll:

On June 13, 1995, you were notified that the Federal
Election Commission found reason to believe that each of you
violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a)(1)(A), a provision of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971 as amended ("the Act=). On that
same date you were sent Interrogatories and a Request for
Production of Documents and vere advised that you were entitled to
submit any factual and legal materials you believed relevant
within thirty days of your receipt of that letter.

Please note that your response must be received in the
Office of General Counsel no later than Monday, July 17,
1995. If a response is not received from you, a recommendation
to proceed to the next stage of the enforcement process may be
made to the Commission by the Office of the General Counsel.

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

Sincerely,

Elizabeth Stein
Attorney



RR MVR 3968
Steven R. Carroli

10Federa Eletins Commimlon
Mr. Danny L Mcdmonld, Chairman
Elizabeth Stein, Attorney at Law

CMSNOW, Kenneth and Rhym Caroll, of Mmre Q, l.mowmi en g
first duly sworn upon their oath staes

1. On June 17, 1995, a letter wasr w fut im Federa mUlmwCmiei

Factual and Lega Anaysi in rga to Ur ab. d mw .

2. That Intergtories and Request for Daehat bran wpautsby
questions a,b and c and such quin m immd and doomm m-
below.

Identify all monetary gifts you have made to your sc Stwm I. Candi ha ttwpas
seven years a) State the amount, date, and puupme of each gift

ANSWER: Since our son has been invove in politics since 1964 iv haveenod
copies of documents since that year. Exhibits I thru 11 have been broken down from
years 1984 thru 1994 with totals given for the amount of gift for each year. The
dates of each gift are exhibited on the dhecks, bank nots, sales slips, campaign
reports or deposit slips. The purposes of each gift may be broken down in different
categories such as; college expenses, living expenses or political expenses which may
also have been marked down as donations. In reality, all monetary gifts given to our
son were given to sustain his political endeavors. His yearly income went down
considerably during his tenure as a state representative at which time he also went to
law school. He went to law school because of political motivations and thus we also
gave him monetary help with his living expenses which were incurred because of his
political involvement.
In our exhibits we have treated these gifts as one in the same as his life revolved
around nothing but politics. The basis for these gifts were to sustain his political
aspirations. We helped him when we could based upon our finances at the time.



We have been unale to locate same reod of moer git that have been 8irep
to bun over the poet f~w yInI Por Int ~ , we gaveSteven a ift in 1t so 1w
coud tten the John F. end School of Goenment at Harvard. H-e was not
chse for a schd rsi and we gave him a moewary gift so he could attend. We
have not found our reod to show this as of yet. We are still looking and if we a
id tt within the next few days we will forward this and .dditional reod of

imilar incidents along to you.

b) Identify any gifts that were made to assist Steven R. Carroll with any state or
federal political asirtons.

ANSWER: As stated above, we believe that the gift records we have enclosed all
eopmour son's political aspirations. Exhibit 1 shows campaign reports of same
$10,080, of which all but $1500 was given to our son as a gift from us knowing that it
would be used for his first campaign in 1984 which amounted to about tw-hid of
the money he spent in his campaign. We have been unable to locate our 1984

~records because it has been several years, but we are still looking even though it is
~beyond the 7 year limit which you want. However, we show this as an example of

our continued support for his endeavors.

o4

C>.

c) Provide all documents evidencing each gift, including but not limited to, check
stubs, bank statements, accompanying letters, and IRS gift tax returns.

ANSWER: As stated above, Exhibits 1 thru 11 provide documents from the years
1984-1994. Exhibits 13 and 14
show our gift tax returns for 1994. We have no letters indicating the giving of
monetary gifts as such was not necessary in our opinion over the years. Until
recently, we have been very close to one another in location and have a dlose
personal relationship. There may have been cards that have been sent with gifts in
them but our son has not kept such items over the years. We have made numerous
cash gifts over the years and there is little record to back this. Our son has closed
out an old bank account but is attempting to locate deposit slips to verify our gifts.



baeh.oE sl dsctlmtnm lt , . whima w a tll o s by m i

hm - I. siurmllas wa law. oub as i s tha Iparncao
ha alay bes lp boa the ha nm bee my, mresrltom a th stat h
we lmwvd this uece wan imilr yet as a much hegeor sade We did know omama
was nmh far the US. Senate when the gift wan made however, it was our
tasbda that mar sas was nt acual plnnn to sed his mase (the
$150,N)O now in questio) on tisb race but rely as outde ceutribullom. We also
relm later that he did In fac upend mone of the n e In the raca befmne h
drolped CMu Our son feel bady that he han gotte us ino this roblem but it I
dear to s that he did not study the election laws and should no hav enee tis

We ask fo your undeisanin in tism maer. We are fail famr and have been
In the wheat fields many hours for harves tis past nonth. We realize cur amaws
havre been sent in ciose to the 30 day deadlin but we ask fa our uneutadl

hog the :30 day deadline will have past, we will fw r as whateve extr
records we may find, if any, in the next few days We are asking far prpoal
cause codito If that is acatal at this time. We do not understan the
specifics of It but do want to get this mat resolved. We have also edNceed a
Sbamt of Degntlos of Counse which far the time bding we will un ou son
StenR. Carrol, hmower we will i utsid comunsel If this matter continue an
the need ase

further aflat sayeth not. ,

STATE OF MISSOURI)
)ss

COUNTY OF MARION

On the 15th day of July, 1995, personally appeared before me Kenneth Carroll and
Rheyma Carroll, known to me to be the persons described in and who executed the
foregoing instrument, and acknowledged that they executed the same as their free act

;SWHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed my official seal

~and State aforesaid, on the day and year first above written.

k expires 3(2' Notary Pubi4_ _ i ( 0



il~ t lt kLest St. Site 55

St. Louis, Nm. 63103

Y fd8
618-258-0654 or 314-436-6565

The above-nmd individual is hereby designated as my
counsel and is authorized to receive any notifications and other

canuications from the Cmisionl and to act on myf behalf before

lll m2 l MB

isns m

Kmth and Rh Carroll
lox 96

Nmuroe City, No. 63456

314-735-2989

314-735-4011

Note: Counsel is our son, and we viii retain hiu for the present tiehowever, we viiiX retai~n additional counsel if the need arises.
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This satter originated from a complaint filed by Todd

Ransom on May 7, 1994. On March 21, 1995, the Coission found

reason to believe Steven 3. Carroll and Missourians for Carroll

and John 3. Bardgett, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f) by

accepting a $150,000 candidate loan which did not qualify as the

candidate's personal funds, and that Steven 3. Carroll had

violated 2 U.S.C. S 432(i) by failing to timely file a Statement

of Candidacy. As a result of discovery submitted by respondents,

on June 6, 1995 the Coemission additionally found reason to

believe that Kenneth A. Carroll and Rheyma 3. Carroll, Steven

Carroll's parents, had violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a)(l)(A) by making

an excessive contribution of $148,700 to Missourians for Carroll

as the result of the $150,000 loan. 1 See 2 U.S.C. S 432(e)(2).

On July 17, 1995, this Office received Kenneth and Rheyma

Carroll's response to the reason to believe finding as well as

responses to interrogatories and requests for production of

1. Kenneth Carroll was entitled to make $1,000 in contributions
to Missourians for Carroll, however, because Rheyma Carroll
additionally contributed $700 to Misourians for Carroll, she was
only entitled to contribute $300 to the Committee.

i



r '  
m - .... ....... im: ,i .. ... .. .....

doe-uments regarding gifts they had made to graven irroll prior to

his candidacy. See Attachment 1.

UZ. hA ISrlX OF 3 5 II MIS *ld DICCVU?

Steven Carroll previously admitted that he received
$150,000 from his parents on January 24, 1994, and that the

following day he paid the $150,000 into the account of Kissourins
for Carroll, his primary campaign committee. Steven Carroll also

conceded that he had made the decision to seek a U.S. Senate seat

at the time the funds were received.

With regard to the $150,000 deposited into Steven Carroll's

C Senate campaign committee, Kenneth and Rheyma Carroll state:
"[sJince there has never been any restriction on the state level,

~we believed this race was similar yet on a much larger scale."

X d. at 3. The Carrolls also state that they relied on their son
Nfor knowledge of election rules and that it is now clear to them

~that he did not study the federal election laws and should not
"" have entered the race. l__d. The Carrolls assert: "We did know our

son was running for the U.S. Senate when the gift was made
however, it was our understanding that he was not intending to
spend his money (the $150,000 now in question) on this race but
rely on outside contributions." Id. While the Carroll's deny

that they knew Steven Carroll would pay the $150,000 into his

Committee, in view of the timing of the gift at a time when Steven

Carroll's United States Senate campaign needed start up money, the

Carroll's knowledge that Steven Carroll was running for U.S.

Senate when they made the gift, and the Carroll's past practice of

providing financial support for their son's political aspirations,



this denial is not persuasive.

lowever, even if the Carrolls did not intend for the

$150,000 be placed directly into the Coittee, but rather

intended to provide other financial resources to Steven Carroll at
a time when he was running for federal office, the funds are best

viewed as a contribution. See Advisory Opinions 1982-64, 1978-40,

1976-70 (funds designated for living expenses are best viewed as

contributions based on three factors: receipt frees up other

funds of the candidate for campaign purposes, candidate would have

more time to spend on the campaign instead of pursuing his or her

usual employment, the funds would not have been donated but for

the candidacy). The $150,000 does not qualify as Steven Carroll's

personal funds and must be viewed as a contribution, as he had

neither access to or control over the funds, nor title to the

money, at the tim he became a candidate in November 1993.

While the Carrolls also provided evidence of past gifts to

Steven Carroll, the $150,000 is of much greater magnitude and

cannot be considered a gift customarily received before candidacy.

The Carrolls state that they have customarily given gifts to

Steven Carroll since 1984, when Steven Carroll first ran for

office, for purposes varying from college expenses and living

expenses to political expenses.



'A tachment I. at 4-16. he Cartrolls costedo that, * .g . I

monetary gifts given to ouc son were gives 'to sustala hts

political endeavors.' E d. at 1. In fact, as noted by ari. Mhd

Mrs. Carroll, some of the gifts were reported by Steveun Carroll a
contributions to his state races. Se__e Attachment 1 at 5-6. As a

result, these gifts cannot be regarded as gifts of a personal
nature customarily received prior to candidacy pursuant to

11 c.i.a. S ll0.l0(b)(2) and no part of the $150,000 qualifies as

Steven Carroll's personal funds pursuant to 11 C.F.3t.

S l10.l0(b)(2).

Additionally, the Act limits the aggregate amount that an

individual may contribute in a calendar year to $25,000. 2 U.S.c.

S 441a(a)(3). As a result of the $150,000 contribution to Steven

Carroll, Kenneth A. Carroll and Rheyma J. Carroll made $100,700 in

contributions in excess of the $25,000 limit in 1994. Therefore,

this Office recomends the Commission find reason to believe

Kenneth A. Carroll and lRheyma 3. Carroll also violated 2 U.S.C.

S 441a(a) (3) by making $150,700 in contributions to

Steven R. Carroll.

ZI. Ire-Probable Cause Conciliation and Civil Penalty
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1. PInd t tg~b.eeo Kennet A. Car roll sad atess J.
catroll* vi.Y *d U .S.C. S 441aim)(3).

1. Enter imto pre-ptoheble causo conciliatios at this time
wit Reneth A. Carroll and Iheyns 3. Carroll, Steven I.
Carroll and Ilieaourians far Carroll and john 3.
S~ardqet,, as treasurer.

3. Apwrove th attached factual and legal analysis,
c0aciliatiom agreement and appropriate letter.

Lawrence N. Noble
General Counsel

Attachments
1. Resoponse of Kennoth A. Carroll and Rheyma 3. Carroll
2. Factual an regs 1 Analysis
3. Proposed Conciliation Agreement

staff Assigned: 3eth Stein



FEDERAL ELCIO OAMSSO

jsioARt 313 w. UJIWIS/LZSA a. DAVZS i

cammi u iJoOn JS3CU3TRT

SUDBJUCT: 33l 3968 - 0A oOmufsu. *8 Itinaq

DA!BI 1008 30. 1995S.

The above-captioned docuient vms circulated to the

Comission on tinsoBDi, AUG08! 31, 1995 at 4:00 p.m..

Objection(s) have been received fron the

Coiniesimr(s) as indicated by the nmm(s) chocked beiw:

Caoisiemer JLikens XX

Cemssiomer Ili1 ott xx

Comissioner ItcDcmsid ____

Comissioner Reerry _____

Comissioner Potter _____

Coumssioner Thomas XX

This matter vii1 be placed on the meeting agenda

for TIJ3SAY., SEPTENBER 12, 1995

Please notify us vho viii represent your Division before
the Coimssion on this matter.



I. th Umntter of)

M sasfor Carroll end )
aTohn 3. 3UZtgt, as

Steveen 3t. Cazl )
eneoth A. Carroll and )
thjna. carroll )

emmcmr~ttt

I, Marjor-e V. ns, recaording secretasry for th
Psieral Uloti.o Ciis:Lcs executive seseices en

_5ept _--r 12, 195, do hoe* cer"tifyL that: the C "--"

isoided bT a vote of 6-0 to take th foowig ations in

1. 11.4d reason to believe Kent A. Car'roll
ad Rtheyma J7. Caurroll violated 2 13.S.C.
U 44la (a) (3).

2. Znter into preobable caue coniliation
at this ti.. with Ienh A. Carroll and

Msourians for Carroll and John 3. Dardgett,
as treasure.

(continued)



3. r th feeui end Iqel emae~ e
oineLliet::Los egt~mmt and p.ta.
letter as -- - -iIn t e-"-
0.mel, reper dated MUIt SO, 1995

Cciniwslmw MUkms, I31ot:t, iNoDald. ieniy,,

tote, sad 'Jas vted dat £ztIf Lely fo th 41La.

JAtt At:

Dint
Q •ri V



'FEDERAL tELETO COMMISSION

" September 18, 1995

Sterven a. Carroll, Vasq.
281 S. 9th St.
Vast Alron, Illinois 62024

RE: MRn 3968
Steven R. Carroll
Missourians for Carroll and

John E. Sardgett, as treasurer
Kenneth A. Carroll and Rheym. 3. Carroll

Dear Mr. Carroll:

On Match 21, 1995, the Federal Election Commission foundreason to believe that you had violated 2 U.S.C. S 432(e)(l), andthat you and Missourians for Carroll ('Committee') and John £.Sardgett, as treasurer, had violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f). On
June 6, 1995, the Coinission also found reason to believe that
your clients, Kenneth Carroll and Rheymaa Carroll had violated
2 .s.c. s 441a(a)(l).

On September 12, 1995, the Federal Election Comission
additionally found that there is reason to believe that Kenneth
Carroll and Rheym Carroll violated 2 U.S.C. S 44Is(a)(3). TheFactual and Legal analysis, which formed a basis for the
Commission's finding, 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
additional violation to the General Counsel's Office within 15days of your receipt of this letter. Where appropriate,
statements should be submitted under oath.

At the request of you and your clients, on September 12,1995, the Commission also determined to enter into negotiations
directed towards reaching a conciliation agreement prior to afinding of probable cause to believe. Enclosed is a conciliation
agreement that the Commission has approved in settlement of thismatter. If you and your clients agree with the provisions of the
enclosed agreement, please sign and return it, 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.

DEDICa, TED To KEEPI\C_ IH4E PL. BLuC I\1F( )R\ EL)



ma su8Sten 5. Vtroll. Seqo

Thbis mttez yell continue to remain confisntial in
accordance with 2 U.8.C. IS 437g(a)(43(IS) ad 4fl9 (a)(22)(A),
unless you notify the Commission inL writing tha yo wiV sh the
investigation to be made public.

1f you have any questions or suggestions for changes in the
agreement. or If you wish to arrange meting in connection with
a mutually satisfactory conclization agreesmnt, please contact
glisabeth Stein, the attorney assigned to this sitter, at (202)
219-3690.

Jcerelr,

cha irman

3nclosures
Factual end Legal Alnalysis
Conciliation Agreement



r3D33AL 3LUCfl0Ot COhlfISS 011

FACtUAL AND L3GlAL ANALYSI S

R3SPOND3NTS: Kenneth A. Carroll and fUR 3968

Itheyina J. Carroll

I. * AC AND) LUG&L ANALISZ

This matter was generated by a complaint filed with the

Federal Ilection Commission by Todd Ransom. See 2 U.s.c.

S 437g(a)(2). As a result of discovery submitted by respondents

in this matter, on June 6, 1995, the Commission found reason to

believe that Kenneth A. Carroll and Rheyma 3. Carroll had violated

O 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a)(1)(A) by making an excessive contribution of

~$146,700 to Steven R. Carroll and Missourians for Carroll.

O0 The Act additionally limits the aggregate amount that an

c04
individual may contribute in a calendar year to $25,000. 2 U.S.C.

Ca
S 441a(a)(3). As a result of the $150,000 contribution to Steven

Carroll, Kenneth A. Carroll and Rqheyma 3. Carroll made $100,700 in

contributions in excess of the $25,000 limit in 1994. Therefore,

~the Commission finds reason to believe Kenneth A. Carroll and

nRheyma J. Carroll also violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a)(3) by making

0 $150,700 in contributions to SteveneR. Carroll and Missourians for

Carroll.



SF~miit 3?,4-31-Uml

NoLabs 21,19wS

Federal Ieactim Comumion

999 E. St N.W.

Read MssouriamfoCarl

Dear Mds Stk:

I am writing to gire notice of c--i- - w uad m bed of

for Carroll to Bob la of the law fSrm & Cci. ci Waihk
D.C.

John Bardgett Sr. and my paets will tie sending their signures for
said desegnation in the mail.

I certainly have enjoyed working with you on this matter although I
wish I was not working on it at all, If you know what I mean.
However, I have told Bob you have been very helpful to me and have
provided alot of information to me whenever I requested it. I just feel
that I need another opinion before I finalize this matter.

Thank you for your time and I look forward to talking with you soon.



Noveme 21,1995
FEC Dee tio ounse
Page 2

-- cer,



FEDERAL EION( COtiSSION
WSHICON. D.C. 20463

Noemer27, 1995

~1~

Steven R. Carroll, Esq.281 S. 9th St.
East Alto., illinois, 62024

RE: MUR 3968

DerMr. Carroll:

! am in receipt of your November 2I, 1995, lettr designaing Bob Bmur of
Perkins Coic as your counsel for the rendmer of this matter. I am writing merely to
clarify that while I advised you of your" rgk t retai olm in this matter, it was mnvr
my advice or suggestio tint you do so. Please forwad the rmainin desgnaions of
counsel to this Office as soon as possib~le so tint this matter can be brought to a speedy
resoution.

Sincerely,

Elizabeth Stein
Attorney

cc: Robert Bauer. Esq

L)F[) ( ATEf) T( ) KEFPJ\(J THtE PtL 13U I'NF(OR tEf)
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bJif b~ore th Com imm.

R NE 'T NAMES: Km a A. Cand an Iheym J. Cr

ADDRES:_

Monro City. MO 63456

TELEPHONE: HOME (14 lZI
BusINS (.5l) 755- Vo

(2~ins~AWrrnI



)
SMtmmulm for CrO umid

) MUR 3968
Stcvui I. c.m.U)

)
Kenneth A+ CroU aid Rhey--ma 3. CaroU )

)

GENERAL COUNEL'S RENORT

L II3,41 ilW ND

Attce is a conciliation agp'eeent suibmitted on behalfof Mioi for

CAl md isA. L ygn Sr., M tremrw, Steven K. CanoI, and Ket mu 3hg

Cuml Ce odw"). Atahet1. For the rewom discussedbelow, ti Ofc

rec--s-i.nmk dth Coumuon a, cept th~e coclito agrement wd cloraew e i m i

ILn.
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1.. -m t bsditiam apm wihii b mm (orCumRSmlab .0 ,

3. Cioths file.

Oea~l Cmuu

Dote

1. Conciliation Agreement

Staff Assigned: Beth Stein

BY:LosG
AssaiGerlCounsel

-1
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Zn the latte of

Uiouuaa for Carroll and .ohbn 3.
3agtt, zhr, as treasurr

Stea a. C:arrol1;
Kesth A. Carroll and Rheyma ..

iDt3965

I, UMarjorie W. c, Seetary of th Feea Ulectlies

Ce~dssion, do heeb ertify that e arch 4, 1996, thbe

Omidssien deied by a vote of 4-0 to take the following

acions in NU 3968:

1. Acet the c cliastion ageit wLth
Miss ran for Carroll and Johba 3. Dadtt,
Br., s treasurer, Steven I. Carro1, an
Nit . Carr:oll and 3belma 7. C:arroll, Us
r-- -- iLn the Gemeralt Ouel' epr

dated ferur 27, 199.

2. Aqrove the apowate letter, as
r-- --- iLn the Geea Cone' s Report
dated Febrar 27, 1996.

3. Close the file.

Caoinismioners Likens, Ulliott, UNoDonald, and Thomas voted

affirmatively for the decision: Cniusiocer NioGazr did not

cast a vote.

Attest:

Secrdtazy of the Camaission

Received in the Secretariat: Wed., Feb. 28, 1996
Circulated to the Comission: Wed., Feb. 28, 1996
Deadline for vote: Mon., Mar. 04, 1996

10 :45 am.4:00 p.m.
4:00 p.m.

bj r

* ',': " L .' t,

• Dk 'e



WASHINdaJ6. 1996

511 W. Ith, #m02
KansasCity, MO 64105

Dear Mfr. Rrmn

Thdsis iS 13 wsace to ti comUpiM yore filed witlh tlWe Fedeal meIo Cauio on
May 2,1994, coacma Mimomim. fo CmoU.

•Tre Co uik fomd Ui thou wt umas to b el em RvI. CIO ol o
2 U.S c. f 44na(f) a.! 432(.X1) ibM Mmmiuw f r d sa L Buigst, S
treamif, violded 2 US.C. 5 441.(), md ilM Kmml A. Crol md Rhy J. CUml
viol o 2 U.S.C. if 441(XIXA) am! 44n1(aX3) mv omet Femo Elin Camyal
Act ofl971, minmded. O. u $, I996g m iia - sip.t ! b, hwinpidus
w soepedy he C u-.,. Aacordiay, te Cm idomi lb.n Iai. is ha. A
copy of this qreunmt is emcosed for yo afr m~miua

Sincafe y

Elizabeth M. Stein
Attorney

Enclosure
Conciliation Agreement

Celebratrng t Ccmr',., or 2O itt rn:versjr

'vSTERDW. T()D- ,VD TO'!ORROW
DDICATED TO KEEPIN~G THE PUBLIC INFORM0ED



~Fj~RAL £L~TION COMMISSION
WMHNG1V~. Dt. 20*3

Morch 6, 1996

bed F, Sswt, Esq

607 14 *&l.W.

wau ma, D.C. 20005

RE: MUR 3968
Missuin for Canroll i

John E. Badgt Sr., as traser
Steven R. Carroll
Kenneth A. Carroll and Rheyma J. Carroll

Dwmk W ie

Oa Mm 4, 1996, th Feea Election Commission acepe the signed conciliatio
u/N~ldmlyociub" elIlfa setlemen ofvioltin of 2 U.S.C. §§432(eXl),
441a(.XlIXA), 441a(aX3), md 441a(), prvsin of the Federal Election c.ainpi Act of
197/1, emle (the "Act"). Accrnl, the file has been closed in this nmter.

The confidentiality prvsin at 2 U.S.C. § 437g(aX 12) no klone apply aidthis nilte
is mow pdblic. In adiin alhog the complete file must be placed on t~he public record within
30 da ibis could occur at any time following certification of the Commission's vote, if you
wsh su mitay fatual or lea maeras to apea on the public record, please do soias soon
as possible. While the file may be placed on the public record before receiving your aidditional
materials, any perissible submissions will be added to the public record upon receipt

Infwmation derived in connection with any conciliation attempt will not become public
without the written consen of the respondent and the Commission. Se 2 U.S.C § 437g(aX4)(B).
The enclosed conciliation agemnt, hovrer, will become a part of the public record.

YESTERDAYr T(OD' , A\D TW ()RIR(A\
DEDICATED TO tKEEPIC THE PI. BLIC !NFORMED
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eff~ctive ~ If~s bye My~g~ iV

8~,

Elizabeth hi Stein
Attorney

Enclosure
Conciliation Agreemem
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wI o2 U.S.C. 9 43 l() mdapi. ~mw t 2USC

3.JkiE ofitt or. lette oU~i wsflie withrheil

4.1,I 155 A . rllu Itejur i. Car3, mekn~ o R. ( r oU a

ofi ~ fkiorssurins tor 1. o i 9

7. Thed Ac Ferait cadidates or po t comm1971, fm aeing "A') aonl~im

-ilto dofU 2h U.S.C. of h31(t,2)U.. W§b 44a, dayd Vbodsatw a , -ddt eeivesmi

conuIo he or heis cnsie o haveriete cotrbuio s an9g of huise orhe

(uthorizdcmite 2 U.S.C. § 432(X).



bi bm .inil ucve aoa nr im cy.dm 1 C.Fih , , 10n. n0(1

9.y Nom pew.. *-ay mb Obialm b €my inmul dem e tinm r ,imd peia

tn iwyoiniyew. 2 U.S.C. §§441(SXI)(A),441a(aX3). wThisimim~ st1 mum

or l ra inum er ofa canddat... .~ A aw Opio 1991-1.

(4 10. A eCtim ia detld t n ml dl tim mund s, ialu fad M far

r#)

1976-70.

11I. On January 24, 1994, Kenneth A. Carroll and RhymJ. Carroll, made a $150,000

contribution in the form of a gift to their son Steven R. Carroll. Rhya J. Carroll previously

contributed an additional $700 to Missournans for Carroll.



smm s R up lm u s a b

14. umtl a. H id uy pll m jacurd a l rnwse lis i~y s

lxfludsm ofdh $15,001 fro lb .bio amc Rlm lb

fundheys Cuf s 1* Can m axt. Cwrol bess or~ in a~ls1a c ,Om~l) gio

PmM for I Carroll. 1~lS1O if

14. I.~ K~-hA Crrll and hs J.m w~lsd hate exesiiee iriuanusloucls

$148,700 to Missourians for Carroll in violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441a(a)( I XA). Of this amnmt,

$100,700 was also in excess of the Carrolls' 1994 aggregate contribution limits in violation of

2 U.SC. § 441a(aX3).



3-.l L -+st I. -K+ ! Koisg

2 U... * 42(eX I).

VL "Thimg inl cm +hr te nmiiptimq cf, - pmm in Ibis nliw, Ibs

Fuatega lrnpm h e qm~ am a c d penlty in tme m of thir'ty-ciha

ugi sie nrs aM -m In or - it ownm tiom, i review cmiiw w.;,b

vii it may h a civil aiam for uvlimh i te S Distric Cout for the iet

VIII. This agreement shall beom efetve as ofthe date th alt pate heet have

executed same and the Commission has approved the enir agreement.

X Repnet shalt have no more than 30 days from the date this agreemen beoe

eftive to comply with and implement the requirements contained in this agreement and to so)

notify the Commission.

X. This Conciliation Agreement cosiue the entire agreement between the parties on

the matters raised herein, and no other statement, promise, or agreement, either written or oral,
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WMHONGTO", D.C. 20*3

Date: 4__4114 _

V Microf ilm

Public Records

Press

THE ATTAXNXD RATBRIAL IS BEING ADDED TO CLOSED RUR _____



PERINS COIE
A L'~w P rNERsHP INCLumI PROFEsSIONL CoRPOA1mN

607 FouErTH STRME, N.W W WAswINTON. D) C. 20005-2011I
TELEPMoM4: 1202) 628-6600 FACSMIE: 4202) 434-1690

181RF 4k
F/ /OO9j4.~

April 15s 1996

Elizabeth Stein, Esq.
Office of the General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20463

Re: MUR 3968

Dear Ms. Stein:

Pursuant to Section VI of the Conciliation Agreement in the above-referenced
MUR dated March 6, 1996, enclosed please find a check for $38,000.

Please do not hesitate to contact me, if there is anything further.

Sincerely,

Marc E. Elias
Counsel to Steven R. Carroll

MEE:smb
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R(D(RAL ELECTION COMMISSION
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Two WAY HEHORAWDUK

TO: 0CC Docket

FROK: Rosa E. Swinton
Accounting Technicianz

SUBJECt: Account Determination for Funds Received

We r cently received a check from-4 L JZ-,checknumberi191(a7T ad in the amou o IRV elfAtt ched is a copy of the check and any crregpondencj thatwas forwarded. Please indicate below the acw into whichLit should be deposited# and the KOk number ad &m*e

TO: Rosa t. Swinton
accounting Technician

rROK: OGC, Docket

r re ference to the above cbeck in the amount of4J2oQQ the H numbe r is ~ adi h aeo
A W rro, T e account intowhic itshou d deposited is idctdblw

Budget Clearing Account (OGC), 95r3875-16VCivil Penalties Account, 95-1099,160
Other: __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Signature


