FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D C 2046}

THIS IS THE BEGINNING OF MR # - S5 9254

DATE FILMED .3 -/-% CAMERA NO, 3

CHERAN I I




o® 0® -9z

MW004826

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON D C 20463

January 25, 1993

MEMORANDUM

TO: LAWRENCE M.
GENERAL COU

THROUGH: JOHN C. SU

STAFF DIR
FROM: ROBERT J. COSTA
M) ASSISTANT STAFF DIRECTOR
AUDIT DIVISION
™
SUBJECT: DAVID DUKE FOR U.S. SENATE - FINAL AUDIT REPORT AND
N MATTERS REFERABLE TO THE OFFICE OF GENERAL COUNSEL
~3 Attached for your review and analysis is the subject final
audit report. Included at Exhibits A through D are matters which
< the Audit staff recommends, based on Commission approved
= Materiality Thresholds, be referred to your office.
5 Should you have any questions, please contact Joe Swearingen
or Martin Favin at 219-3720.
(0,8

Attachments:

Report of the Audit Division on David Duke for U.S. Senate
Exhibit A - Apparent Excessive Contributions from Individuals

Exhibit B - Receipt of Anonymous Contributions of Currency in
Excess of the Limitation

Exhibit C - Transfers from Candidate’s Nonfederal Account
Containing Possible Prohibited Funds

Exhibit D - Itemization of Contributions from Individuals




2

2 2 3

MW004533
FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGCTON D C 2040}

REPORT OF THE AUDIT DIVISION
ON
DAVID DUKE FOR U.S. SENATE

I. Background

A. Overview

This report is based on an audit of the David Duke for
U.S. Senate Committee ("the Committee"), undertaken by the Audit
Division of the Federal Election Commission in accordance with
the provisions of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended ("the Act"). The audit was conducted pursuant to
2 U.S.C. § 438(b) which states, in part, that the Commission may
conduct audits and field investigations of any political
committee required to file a report under Section 434 of this
title. Prior to conducting any audit under this section, the
Commission shall perform an internal review of reports filed by
selected committees to determine if the reports filed by a
particular committee meet the threshold requirements for
substantial compliance with the Act.

The Committee registered with the Secretary of the
Senate on January 2, 1990, and maintains its headquarters in
Metairie, Louisiana. The audit covered the period from November
1, 1989 (the earliest transaction recorded on the bank
statements), through December 31, 1990 (close of audit period).
Certain contribution records dated after December 31, 1990, but
relating to the 1990 Primary election, were reviewed in
conjunction with the contributions review. The Committee
reported a beginning cash balance of $-0-; total receipts of
$2,657,331.00; total disbursements of $2,602,287.00, and a cash
balance on December 31, 1990 of $55,044.00.

This audit report is based on documents and workpapers
which support each of its factual statements. They form part of
the record upon which the Commission based its decisions on the
matters in the report and were available to the Commissioners
and appropriate staff for review.
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B. Key Personnel

The Treasurer of the Committee during the period
covered by the audit was James A. McPherson and the Assistant
Treasurer was Paul Allen.

C. Scope

The audit included such tests as verification of total
reported receipts and disbursements and individual transactions;
review of required supporting documentation; analysis of
Committee debts and obligations; and such other audit procedures
as deemed necessary under the circumstances.

IT. Audit Findings and Recommendations

A. Misstatement of Financial Activity

Section 434(b)(1l), (2), and (4) of Title 2 of the
United States Code requires a Committee to disclose the amount
of cash on hand at the beginning of each reporting period and
the total awount of all receipts and dxsbursements by reporting
period and calendar year.

Our reconciliation of the Committee’s 1990 reported
activity to its 1990 bank activity revealed the following
misstatements.

The Committee’s reported 1990 receipts were overstated
by $60,282.34 and 1990 disbursements were overstated by
$7,658.59. This resulted in an overstatement of the 1990 Ending
Cash-On-Hand balance in the amount of $53,938.96: [$60,282.34 +
$1,315.21 (1990 Beginning Cash-On-Hand overstatement) -
$7,658.59].

The components of the receipts misstatement are as
follows:

1990 Receipts as Reported $2,519,268.00
NSF Contributor checks ( 6,319.14)

never adjusted out of
reported receipts

Reversing entries for (76,951.92)
NS Committee checks
returned by the bank and

Bank errors

. Interaccount transfers (48,163.45)
erroneously included in
reported receipts




Receipts from eight additional 46,548.33
campaign accounts not included

in reported totals

(see Finding II.D.)

Under reporting of receipts 25,280.00

Unexplained Difference 676.16)

Subtotal ( 60,282.34)

Adjusted 1990 Receipts $2.428,982,66

The components of the disbursements misstatement are as

follows:

1990 Disbursements as Reported $2,489,311.00

Reported NSF Contributor ( 6,319.14)
check reversals included in
reported disbursements

M
ad . Reversing entries for (76,951.92)
‘ NSF Committee checks
) returned by the bank and
Bank errors
- Unreported 1990 disbursements:
4
< (1) 1990 checks outstanding as 26,294.51
of 12/31/90
O
(2) Disbursements clearing bank 24,764.52
o account 12/26-12/31/90
o (3) Disbursements from eight 22,375.41

additional campaign
accounts not included in
reported totals

(see Finding II.D.)

(4) Net total of incorrect 575.16
disbursements reporting
Unexplained Difference 1,602.87
Subtotal (7,658.59)

Adjusted 1990 Disbursements $2.481.652.41
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Generally, the Committee’s reported totals, with minor
adjustments, were based upon bank statement figures. For the
period from the Committee’s inception through August 1990, this
resulted in disbursements being reported when the checks cleared
the bank, as opposed to the check date. For the month of

September 1990, the Committee reported disbursements as of the
date of the checks.

For the period October 1, 1990 through December 31,
1990, the Committee determined its reported ending cash-on-hand
balance by adding to its December 25, 1990 bank statement balance
all deposits for the period December 26, 1990 through December 31,
1990. Reported receipts were the total of bank statement deposits
through December 31, 1990. Reported disbursements was derived
from these two totals and reported beginning cash-on-hand. These
calculations resulted in an overstatement of ending cash-on-hand
and an understatement of disbursements.

Also, the Committee’s reported totals for the entire
audit period included only headquarters activity from the Greater
New Orleans Homestead account. The receipts and disbursements
activity from eight additional campaign accounts was not included
in reported totals.

At the Exit Conference, the Committee was provided with
copies of schedules detailing the differences between reported
activity and correct reportable activity for the entire audit
period. The Committee did not provide any explanations for these
misstatements.

In the Interim Audit Report the Audit staff recommended
that the Committee file a comprehensive amendment for 1990
correcting its reported activity.

The Committee filed a comprehensive amendment showing
adjusted year-to-date amounts for calendar year 1990 on November
16, 1992 materially correcting the misstatement of financial
activity. No further explanation was provided.

Recommendation #1

The Audit staff recommends no further action on this matter.

B. Itemization of Refunds and Rebates

Section 434(b)(2)(1I) of Title 2 of the United States
Code states, in relevant part, that each report shall disclose for
the reporting period and the calendar year, the total amount of
all rebates, refunds, and other offsets to operating expenditures.
In addition, 2 U.S.C. §434(b)(3)(F) requires that each report
include the identification of each person who provides a rebate,
refund, or other offset to operating expenditures to the reporting
committee in an aggregate amount or value in excess of $200 within




the calendar year, together with the date and amount of such
receipt. Section 431(13) of Title 2 of the United States Code
defines, in part, the term "identification"” to be the full name
and address of such person.

Section 104.3(a)(4)(v) of Title 11 of the Code of
Federal Regulations states, in relevant part, that the
identification and the aggregate year-to-date total shall be
reported for each person who provides a rebate, refund, or other
offset to operating expenditures to the reporting committee in an
aggregate amount or value in excess of $200 within the calendar
year, together with the date and amount of such receipt.

The Committee’s receipt records were reviewed by the
Audit staff and traced to the Committee’s Schedule A’s to
determine whether all refunds and rebates requiring itemization
were itemized properly. We identified 28 refunds and rebates,
totaling $7,550.28, which were received by the Committee. Of
these 28 items, 14, totaling $6,349.92, were required to be
itemized. The Committee did not itemize any refunds and rebates.

At the Exit Conference, the Committee was provided with
a schedule of the itemizable refunds and rebates and they were
requested to file amended Schedule A’'s. No explanation was
provided by Committee officials for these omissions.

In the Interim Audit Report, the Audit staff recommended
that the Committee file amended Schedule A’s itemizing the
aforementioned refunds and rebates.

The Committee filed a comprehensive amendment on
November 16, 1992, which materially corrected the failure to
itemize refunds and rebates.

Recommendation #2

The Audit staff recommends no further action on this matter.

C. Reporting of Debts and Obligations

Section 434(b)(8) of Title 2 of the United States Code
states that each report shall disclose the amount and nature of
outstanding debts and obligations owed by or to such political
committee; and where such debts and obligations are settled for
less than their reported amount or value, a statement as to the
circumstances and conditions under which such debts or obligations
were extinguished and the consideration therefor.

Section 104.11 of Title 11 of the Code of Federal
Regqulations states, in part, that debts and obligations owed by or
to a political committee which remain outstanding shall be
continuously reported until extinguished. 1In addition, a debt,
obligation, or other promise to make an expenditure, the amount of
which is $500 or less, shall be reported as of the time payment is
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made or no later than 60 days after such obligation is incurred,
whichever comes first. Any loan, debt or obligation, the amount
of which is over $500, shall be reported as of the time of the
transaction.

A review of reports filed by the Committee indicated
that no debts were disclosed on Schedule D (Debts and Obligations
Owed by a Committee). However, our review of Committee invoices
and related payments revealed outstanding debts and obligations at
the close of the Committee’s last three reporting periods for 1990
which were required to be disclosed on Schedule D. For the
Pre-Primary report, 2 debts and obligations, totaling $6,089.57,
were identified as outstanding. For the Third Quarter 1990 report
9 debts, totaling $17,840.35, were identified as outstanding and
18 debts, totaling $47,031.59, were identified as outstanding for
the 1990 Year-end report. Debts required to be disclosed for
these three reporting periods total $70,961.51 (29 items).

At the Exit Conference, the Committee was provided
schedules detailing these identified debts and obligations.
Committee officials provided no explanation for these omissions.

In the Interim Audit Report, the Audit staff recommended
that the Committee file amended Schedule D’s disclosing the
aforementioned debts and obligations.

The Committee filed amendments on November 16, 1992,
which materially corrected the failure to file Schedule D’'s to
disclose all debts and obligations.

Recommendation #3

The Audit staff recommends no further action on this matter.

D. Failure to Amend Statement of Organization
for Additional Banks or Other Depositories

Section 433(b)(6) of Title 2 of the United States Code
states that the Statement of Organization of a political committee
shall include a listing of all banks, safety deposit boxes, or
other depositories used by the Committee.

Section 102.2(a)(vi)(2) of Title 11 of the Code of
Federal Reqgulations states, in relevant part, that the Statement
of Organization shall include a listing of all banks, safe deposit
boxes, or other depositories used by the Committee. Any change or
correction in the information previously filed in the Statement of
Organization shall be reported no later than 10 days following the
date of the change or correction by filing an amended Statement of
Organization or by filing a letter noting the changes. The
amendment need list only the name of such committee and the change
or correction.
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On its Statement of Organization, the Committee
identified Greater New Orleans Homestead Bank as its only campaign
depository. No amendments were filed relative to any additional
campaign depositories.

However, during 1990 the Committee opened an additional
eight campaign accounts at depositories located throughout the
state of Louisiana. None of the activity from these accounts was
reported by the Committee. (See 1990 Receipts Misstatement at
rinding II.A.) The additional campaign accounts were opened at
the following depositories:

Bank Name/Location Date Account Opened
Central Bank/Monroe, LA 3/20/90
Hibernia National/Baton Rouge, LA 9,28/90
Hibernia National/Lafayette, LA 5/29/90
Investors Bank & Trust Co./Gretna, LA 8/27/90
Peoples Bank & Trust Co./Chalmette, LA | 6,/01/90
Whitney National/New Orleans, LA 7/16 /90
Cameron State/Cameron, LA 5/21/90
First American/Shreveport, LA 3/16/90

The Committee agreed that these eight campaign accounts
were Committee accounts and that no amendments to the Statement of
Organization were ever filed.

In the Interim Audit Report the Audit staff recommended
that the Committee file an amended Statement of Organization
disclosing the additional banks discussed above.

The Committee filed an amended Statement of Organization
which disclosed the bank accounts noted above. The response also
states that "back in 1990, volunteers sprung up all over
Louisiana. Ones who did well wanted to open bank accounts to
handle campaign business in their area. They got permission from
one of the three campaign managers we went thru in gquick
succession.” The assistant treasurer goes on to explain that
"[tlhe first time I found out about the accounts was when the bank
statements were mailed to me, some after the campaign was over."

Recommendation #4

The Audit staff recommends no further action on this matter.
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E. Matters Referred to the Office of General Counsel

Other matters noted during the audit have been referred
to the Commission’s Office of General Counsel.
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Apparent Excessive Contributions from Individuals

Section 44la(a)(l)(A) of Title 2 of the United States Code
states that no person shall make contributions to any candidate
and his authorized political committees with respect to any
election for Federal office which in the aggregate, exceed
$1,000. The regulations at 11 C.F.R. §110.1(b)(2)(ii) states
that "with respect to any election" means in the case of a
contribution not designated in writing by the contributor for a
particular election, the next election for that Federal office
after the contribution is made.

Section 100.7(a)(1l)(iii) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal
Regulations states that the term "contribution" includes a gift,
subscription, loan, advance, or deposit of money or anything of
value. The term "anything of value" includes all in-kind
contributions. Unless specifically exempted under 11 C.F.R.
§100.7(b), the provision of any goods or services without charge
or at a charge which is less than the usual and normal charge

o for such goods or services is a contribution.

- Section 110.1(b)(3)(i) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal
Requlations states that if a candidate is not a candidate in the

M general election, any contributions made for the general

election shall be refunded to the contributors, redesignated in

™ accordance with 11 C.F.R. § 110.1(b)(5) or reattributed in

o~ accordance with 11 C.F.R. § 110.1(k)(3), as appropriate.

P~ Section 110.1(k) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal
Requlations states, in part, that any contribution made by more

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

< partnership, shall include the signature of each contributor on
the check, money order, or other negotiable instrument or in a

) separate writing. A contribution made by more than one person
that does not indicate the amount to be attributed to each

0 contributor shall be attributed equally to each contributor. 1If

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

with other contributions from the same contributor exceeds the
limitations on contributions, the treasurer may ask the
contributor whether the contribution was intended to be a joint
contribution by more than one person. A contribution shall be
considered to be reattributed to another contributor if the
treasurer of the recipient political committee asks the
contributor whether the contribution is intended to be a joint
contribution by more than one person, and informs the
contributor that he or she may request the return of the
excessive portion of the contribution if it is not intended to
be a joint contribution; and within sixty days from the date of
the treasurer’s receipt of the contribution, the contributors
provide the treasurer with a written reattribution of the
contribution, which is signed by each contributor, and which
indicates the amount to be attributed to each contributor if
equal attribution is not intended.
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In addition, 11 C.F.R. § 110.1(1) requires the treasurer to
retain written redesignations or reattributions of a contribu-
tion signed by each contributor.

Section 103.3(b)(3) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal
Regulations states, in part, that contributions which exceed the
contribution limitation may be deposited into a campaign
depository. 1If any such contribution is deposited, the
treasurer may request redesignation or reattribution of the
contribution by the contributor in accordance with 11 C.F.R. §§
110.1(b) and 110.1(k), as appropriate. If a redesignation or
reattribution is not obtained, the treasurer shall, within 60
days of the treasurer’'s receipt of the contribution, refund the
contribution to the contributor.

Section 103.3(b)(4) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal
Regulations states, in part, that any contribution which appears
to be illegal and which is deposited into a campaign depository
shall not be used for any disbursements by the political
committee until the contribution has been determined to be
legal. The political committee must either establish a separate
account in a campaign depository for such contributions or
maintain sufficient funds to make all such refunds.

Section 44la(f) of Title 2 of the United States Code states
that no candidate or political committee shall knowingly accept
any contribution in violation of any limitation on
contributions.

The State of Louisiana election code provides for an open
Primary election for U.S. Senate elections whereby both
Democratic and Republican candidates run on the same ballot and
if a candidate receives a majority vote in the Primary, that
candidate would be the overall winner. 1In 1990, Senator
Johnston of Louisiana won the open Primary with greater than 50%
of the vote and therefore no General election occurred with
respect to the 1990 U.S. Senate race.

The Audit staff noted that whenever the Committee received
contributions that did not contain specific election
designations for contributions aggregating in excess of $1,000
from an individual, it was their practice to treat the amounts
in excess of $1,000 as General election contributions. This
procedure was followed both before and after the Primary
election even though no General election was held. No written
redesignation authorizations from the contributors were provided
by the Committee for these items. The Committee reported 121
contributions, totaling $31,185.50, which were designated as
General election contributions on the Schedule A’s (Itemized
Receipts). It does not appear that any of these contributions
were refunded as required.

It was also the Committee’s policy to attribute
contributions received on joint accounts to both spouses without
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having the required signatures. Written reattributions were not
requested by the Committee for these contributions. 1In
addition, the Audit staff noted 996 instances where on its
Schedule A’s the Committee itemized contributions from the
contributor and his or her spouse (Mr. and Mrs.) instead of

disclosing these items from the signatory of the contributor
check or other documentation. A Committee official explained
that they erroneously attributed contributions to the
contributor check accountholders, as opposed to the check
signers.

The Committee also operated under the misconception that
the $1,000 contribution limitation was per calendar year as
opposed to per election. This resulted in multiple
contributions made by the same person, but in different calendar
years, not being aggregated per election as required by 2 U.S.C.
§d4la(a)(l)(A).

These Committee practices resulted in the Committee
receiving excessive contributions. During our review of
contributions from individuals, the Audit staff determined that
the Committee had accepted 192 contributions, totaling
$53,901.72, from 80 individuals which were in excess of the 2
U.S.C. §44la(a)(1)(A) limit and not refunded (see Attachment 1).
Further, Committee officials stated that no written
reattributions were requested from the contributors. Included
in this total are the excessive portions of two in-kind
contributions, from two individuals, reported in the amount of
$2,000 each. No documentation was provided by the Committee to
verify the nature of these two in-kind contributions.

In the Interim Audit Report the Audit staff recommended
that the Committee either provide evidence that the
contributions in question were not excessive or refund the
excessive contributions and provide evidence of such refunds
(i.e., copies of the front and back of the negotiated refund
checks). If funds were not available to make such refunds, it
was further recommended that the Committee disclose the
excessive contributions as debts owed by the Committee on
Schedule D (Debts and Obligations).

In response to the Interim Audit Report, the Committee’s
Assistant Treasurer provided the Audit staff with the following
response.

"My entire understanding of federal election law is
from the FEC ’'Campaign Guide for congressional
candidates and committees.’ When I read it I was too
dumb to pick up the distinction between check
accountholders as opposed to the check signers.

"Thus we faithfully reported right out in front of
God and everybody the joint account holders (Mr. and
Mrs. as contributors), instead of listing as the =
contributor, the marital partner who signed the check.
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"This is where the excessive contributions came in.
They were not excessive when split between Mr. and Mrs.,
but were excessive if added up by check signor.

"Anyone who looked at our reports could see by our
Mr. and Mrs. listings we were in violation. I mean we
practically shouted it from the roof tops.

"The first time I learned of this distinction was
when Mr. Swearingen pointed it out to me during the
audit.

"I have neither a defense nor an excuse. The
coordinated ongoing audits/investigations of Mr. Duke at
that time amounted to four or five, which were quite
enough to innundate [sic]) me. Plus I worked for the
campaign only part time, maintaining my private
accounting practice. Being in a state of overwhelm, I
admit I did not dig in and learn as much about federal
election law as I should have. This in no way excuses
my ignorance."

The assistant treasurer’s response addresses only a portion
of the excessive contributions identified and provides no evidence
of any corrective action. Further, the amended reports filed with
the response do not reflect any of the outstanding excessive
contributions as obligations of the Committee.

Recommendation #1

The Audit staff recommends that this matter be referred to
the Office of General Counsel.
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Schedule of Excessive Contributions
Contributor Deposit Deposit Contrib Excessive
Name Number Date Amount Amount
1. Merlin J. Pelts - 3/20/90 250.00
748 6/27/90 375.00
1034 8,/01/90 50.00
2119 8/28/90 100.00
- 10,02/90 500.00 275.00
2. Frank D. Richardson - 3/09/90 10.00
190 3/26/90 130.00
- 4,04/90 145.00
245 4,04/90 145.00
285 4/12/90 165.00
794 7/02/90 90.00*
794 7/02/90 95.00*+
858 7/10/90 190.00
928 7/17/90 105.00 75.00
1070 8,07/90 60.00 60.00
2020 8/14/90 59.00 59.00
2054 8,/20/90 51.00 51.00
2058 8,/20/90 60.00 60.00
2239 9/10/90 115.00 115.00
2240 9/11/90 100.00 100.00
2283 9,/17/90 136.00 136.00
2377 9,/28/90 288.00 288.00
2407 10/02/90 131.00 131.00
2588 11,/19/90 50.00 50.00
2930 1,/28/91 100.00 100.00
2225.00 1225.00
3. Stanton F. Hager 20 1,/03/90 100.00
19 2/22/90 100.00
- 3/19/90 400.00
- 3/19/90 500.00 100.00
1100.00 .
4. James A. Sellars - 11/17/89 100.00
149 3/16/90 250.00
344 4/24/90 250.00
845 7,09/90 250.00
2180 9,/04,/90 200.00 50.00
2599 11/26/90 100.00 100.00
1150.00 150.00
Page Total 1750.00
(16)
* - In Committee database as $50.

** - In Committee database as $59.
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DAVID DUKE FOR U.S. SBNA'
Schedule of Excessive Contributions

Contributor Deposit Deposit Contrib Excessive
Name Number Date Amount Amount
5. Manny C. Barrios - 3/16/90 100.00
822 7,/05/90 800.00
963 7/23/90 100.00
2399 10,01/90 500.00 500.00

2571 11,/10/90 200.00 200.00
17006.00 700.00

6. Thomas F. Morgan - 3/03/90 500.00

61 3/22/90 25.00

- 5/01/90 150.00

- 5/29/90 15.00

591 5/29/90 15.00

754 6/27/90 100.00

1093 8,/09/90 25.00

L 2058 8/20/90 30.00
. 2423 10,03/90 665.00 525.00
2423 10,/03/90 335.00 335.00
MY 1860.00 “860.00

Ay 7 Jerrie Bellow 42 1,25/90 50.00
148 3/16,/90 1000.00 50.00
N 494 5,/08,/90 200.00 200.00
R 919 7/16/90 500.00 500.00
- 9,/21/90 500.00 500.00
N 2647 12/21/90 250.00* 250.00
2500.00 1500.00

8. Ray A. Brashear - 1,06/90 100.00
I - 3/19/90 1000.00 100.00
& 799 7/12/90 100.00 100.00
1200.00 T200.00

N

9. Dean Potter - 1,/04/90 100.00

394 4/27/90 100.00

534 5/14/90 100.00

829 7,/05/90 100.00

912 7/16/90 200.00

2182 9,/04/90 250.00
2481 10,10/90 300.00 150.00
2599 11/26/90 250.00 250.00
1400.00 400.00

10. Gloria z. Taylor 384 4/26/90 25.00
780 6/26/90 1000.00 25.00
820 7,05/90 40.00 40.00
853 7/10/90 25.00 25.00
1090.00 90.00
Page Total 3750.00

(16)

* - $500 money order from Mr. and Mrs. (Split 50/50)
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.DAVID DUKE FOR U.S. SENA
Schedule of Excessive Contributions

Contributor Deposit Deposit Contrib Excessive
Name Number Date Amount Amount
11. Frlorinda L. - 11/10,/89 100.00
Lehleitner - 12/14/89 25.00
- 1,03/90 150.00
17 3/06,/90 250.00
351 4,/24/90 50.00
499 5,/08/90 125.00
608 6,/02/90 300.00
608 6,/02/90 3.00 3.00
2303 9,/09,/90 100.00 100.00
2357 9/26/90 300.00 300.00
2769 3/29/91 300.00 300.00
I703.00 703.00
12. Dr. O0.D. Thomas - 2/09/90 50.00
- 3/03/90 25.00
- 4/13/90 100.00
O - 5/15/90 100.00
720 6,/23/90 1000.00 275.00
2466 10,/06/90 200.00 200.00
- 1475.00 475.00
~ 13. Buford B. Sanders - 1,/10/90 100.00
229 4,02/90 1000.00 100.00
N 11060.00 100.00
i 14. Denis R. Aucoin, Jr. - 1,/11/90 200.00
- - 3/12/90 100.00
o 438 5/02/90 100.00
: 780 6/29/90 100.00
2171 9,/01/90 500.00
D 2420 10/03/90 200.00 200.00
2582 11/14/90 100.00 100.00
il 2652 12/24/90 100.00 100.00
O 1400.00 400.00
15. Helen Stewart 480 5/07/90 25.00
2348 9/25/90 250.00
2582 11/14/90 200.00
2775 3/26/91 1000.00 475.00
1475.00 475.00
16. Charles Ford - 11/16/89 50.00
410 4,28/90 250.00
722 6/23/90 250.00
867 7/11/90 250.00
2210 9,/06,/90 250.0) 50.00
2356 9/26/90 250.00 250.00
1300.00 ~300.00
Page Total 2453.00

(13)
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ATTACHMENT 1 PAGE 4 OF 14

Contributor Deposit Deposit Contrib Excessive
Name Number Date Amount Amount
Jacques La Cour - 6/10/90 500.00
2423 10,03/90 50.00
2621 12,/06/90 1450.00 1000.00
2000.00 1000.00
Mrs. W.W. Pickens ~ 11/16/89 50.00
83 3/06/90 50.00
725 6/23/90 50.00
769 6/29/90 150.00
864 7/11/90 150.00
1034 8,/01/90 25.00
2119 8/28/90 25.00
2329 9/22/90 50.00
2422 10,/03/90 600.00 150.00
1156.00 .
Doris McLean 40 1,09/90 25.00
257 4/25/90 25.00
591 5/29/90 25.00
675 6,/18/90 10.00
858 7/10/90 50.00
1069 8/07/90 50.00
2206 9/06/90 20.00
2250 9,/13/90 50.00
2423 10,03/90 1050.00 305.00
1305.00 305.00
J. Eric Laurence - 11/16/89 150.00
- 1/11/90 100.00
465 5/04/90 250.00
774 6,/29/90 250.60
905 7/14/90 250.00
2110 8/27/90 100.00 100.00
2380 9,/29/90 50.00 50.00
1150.060 .
William E. Collard - 12/27/89 500.00
- 1/31/90 500.00
- 2/26/90 500.00 500.00
- 6,/04/90 500.00 500.00
2000.00 1000.00
Louis J. Arrieta - 1/16/90 15.00
- 5/15/90 100.00
802 7,/02/90 150.00
876 7/12/90 200.00
916 7/16/90 200.00
2460 10,06,/90 555.00 220.00
2490 10/11/90 1000.00 1000.00
2220.00 12206.00
23. Sidney Blouin - 4/24/90 2500.00 1500.00

Page Total

5325.00 (10)
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ATTACHMENT 1 .

DAVID DUKE FOR U.S. SENA

EXHIBIT A
PAGE 5 OF 14

Schedule of Excessive Contributions

Contributor
Name

24. R.W. Weidemann

25. Marie C. Banta

26. Ray Cater

27. L.M. Neilson

28. Daniel G. White

29. Jeff William Smith -

30. W. Wayne

Fitzpatrick, Jr.

Page Total

* - In Committee database as $100.

Deposit Deposit Contrib Excessive
Number Date Amount Amount
- 11,/27/89 300.00
- 4/12/90 100.00
- 5/09/90 250.00
960 7/21/90 500.00 150.00
2218 9,/07/90 1000.00 1000.00
2150.00 115000
- 12/16/89 200.00
2016 8/13/90 200.00
2651 12/24/90 500.00
2789 4/26/91 300.00 200.00
- 2/16/90 2525.00 1525.00
- 2/16/90 100.00
281 2/21/90 100.00
- 3/12/90 250.00
276 4/11/90 100.00
315 4/19/90 -100.00
761 6/28/90 375.00 25.00
1018 7/30/90 100.00 100.00
2100 8/27/90 600.00 600.00
2371 9,/28/90 250.00 250.00
2432 10,04,90 300.00 300.00
2582 11/14/90 500.00 500.00
2636 12/19/90 250.00 250.00
3025.00 2025.00
571 5,/21/90 100.00
2106 8/27/90 100.00
2249 9/12/90 100.00
2357 9/26/90 100.00
2562 11,06/90 100.00
2599 11/26/90 500.00
2652 12/24/90 150.00%* 150.00
1150.00 150.00
11/17/89 427.42
21 1,/04/90 428.35
- 3/12/90 410.58 266.35
885 7/13/90 430.58 430.58
2100 8,/20/90 410.26 410.26
2694 1,08/91 693.50 693.50
2800.69 1800.69
12/30/89 35.00
3/12/90 1000.00 35.00
1035.00 35.00
6885.69
(17)




ATTACHMENT 1

31.
32.
N
o
33.
~N
QY]
- 34.
o
p)
N
35.
36.

e

Contributor
Name

Barbara Bullit
Christian

Mary P. Donata

Tim Doskey

Joy N. Houck

Joseph M.
Costello, II1I

Joseph Poli

Page Total

DAVID DUKE FOR U.S. SEN
edule of Excessive Contr

@
Qtions

PAGE 6 Or 14

Deposit Deposit Contrib Excesgive
Number Date Amount Amount
380 4/26/90 200.00
762 6/28/90 500.00
957 7/20/90 200.00
1034 8,01/90 200.00 100.00
1100.00 »
- 12/13/89 50.00
- 1,06/90 50.00
- 2/26/90 100.00
- 3/10/90 250.00
169 3/21/90 250.00
366 4/25/90 50.00
756 6,/27/90 500.00 250.00
948 7/19/90 500.00 500.00
2142 8,/30/90 100.00 100.00
2331 9/24/90 100.00 100.00
2445 10/05/90 100.00 100.00
2585 11/16,/90 100.00 100.00
- 1,08/91 50.00 50.00
2200.00 1200.00
668 6/15/90 250.00
2094 8/25/90 250.00
2417 10/02/90 500.00
2647 12/21/90 100.00 100.00
100. 1
76 3/06/90 100.00
131 3/13/90 100.00
314 4/19/90 50.00
804 7/03/90 200.00
877 7/12/90 100.00
2094 8/25/90 250.00
2414 10,/02/90 500.00 300.00
- 3/04/90 500.00
765 6,/28/90 1000.00 500.00
1 .
33 12/22/89 100.00
- 1,08/90 35.00
420 3/16,/90 30.00
275 4/10/90 100.00
878 7/12/90 100.00
932 7/18/90 100.00
2100 8/27/90 50.00
2414 10,02/90 100.00
2783 4/24/91 500.00 115.00
1115.00 .
2315.00

(12)
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. DAVID DUKE FOR U.S. SENA.
Schedule of Excessive Contributions

Contributor Deposit Deposit Contrib Excessgive
Name Number Date Amount Amount

37. Harold H. White, III 2543 10/26/90 4000.00+* 3000.00

38. rrancis J. 39 12/14/89 150.00
Shubert, Sr. 33 1/23/90 100.00
78 1/30/90 100.00
198 3/27/90 250.00
279 4/11/90 250.00
364 4/25/90 5.00
494 5/08/90 100.00
514 5/10/90 60.00 15.00
612 6,/04/90 100.00 100.00
722 6,/23/90 250.00 250.00
991 7/26/90 100.00%» 100.00
1097 8/10/90 150.00%~ 150.00
2090 8/24/90 200.00%» 200.00
2512 10,/15/90 100.00 100.00
2614 12/05/90 100.00 100.00
= 2668 12/31/90 200.00 200.00
. 2679 1,03/91 100.00 100.00
2696 1,08/91 150.00 150.00
) 2720 1/18/91 100.00 100.00
27617 3/15/91 100.00 100.00
o 2774 3/25/91 50.00 50.00
N 2786 4/25/91 25.00 25.00
™ 2740.00 1740.00
39. Ronald Igau - 11,15/89 100.00
) - 12/30/89 150.00
- 1/25/90 50.00
N 132 3/13/90 250.00
322 4/20/90 100.00
2 571 5/21/90 100.00
- 746 6/26/90 100.00
2038 8/17/90 150.00
O~ 2417 10/02/90 250.00 250.00
2631 12,/18/90 100.00 100.00
2687 1,07/91 50.00 50.00
2773 3/22/91 100.00 100.00
1500.00 ~500.00
40. Thomas Jordan 14 2/21/90 1000.00
483 5/07/90 1000.00 1000.00
2000.00 1000.00
41. E.R. McElveen - 1,/24/90 100.00
247 4,/04/90 1000.00 100.00
2003 8/11/90 500.00 500.00
2086 8/23/90 500.00 500.00
2385 9/29/90 1000.00 1000.00
3100.00 2100.00
Page Total 8340.00 (25)
* -~ Transferred from State Legislator Committee.

** - Money order signed "Mr. & Mrs." Appears to be Francis’ signature.




B R R R R R R R R D T i, I S R TN
.gvm DUKE FOR U.S. S!NA.‘

MW004532

42.

43.

44.

45.

46.

47.

ATTACHMENT 1

EXHIBIT A

Schedule of Excessive Contributions

Contributor

Name

Mattie L. Gremillion

Brent Duncan

Lena F. Andrus

Larry Taylor

Katherine W. Munson

R.C. Hanning

Page Total

Deposit Deposit
Number Date
- 12/13/89
107 1,08/90
32 1/23/90
274 2,/20/90
- 3/12/90
222 3/30/90
390 4/27/90
749 6/27/90
931 7/18/90
1046 8,/02/90
2210 9,06/90
2320 9,/21/90
2436 10,/04/90
2593 11,21/90
2663 12/28/90
2704 1/10/91
444 5,/03/90
853 7/10/90
2420 10,03/90
- 11,/10/89
- 1,08/91
2153 8/31/90
2156 8/31/90
- 10,/01/90
- 12/18,/89
401 4/27/90
852 7/10/90
913 7/16/90
2029 8/15,/90
2255 9/13/90
2690 1,07/91
- 4/03/90
956 7/20/90
2142 8,/30/90
2431 10,/03/90
2716 1,/16/91
2783 4/24/91

Contrib
Amount

PAGE 8 or 14

Excessive

Amount

50.00
35.00
50.00
100.00
50.00
100.00
75.00

20.00

30.00

200.00
200.00

1000.00
4

100.00
200.00
100.00
200.00
250.00
150.00
100.00

250.00
250.00
200.00
100.00
150.00
200.00
1150.00

30.00

200.00

400.00

100.00
100.00

150.00

900.00
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DAVID DUKE PFOR U.S. SENA
Schedule of Excessive Contributions

Contributor Deposit Deposit Contrib Excessive
Name Number Date Amount Amount
48. Raymond J. Walsh - 11/15/89 100.00
- 1,02/90 150.00
- 2/26/90 100.00
246 4,04/90 100.00
344 4/24/90 100.00
845 7/09/90 150.00
927 7/17/90 75.00
2103 8/27/90 100.00
2338 9/24/90 150.00 25.00
2669 12/21/90 100.00 100.00
2791 4,27/91 250.00 250.00
1375.00 375.00
49. Priscilla Goodew - 11,/30/89 100.00
- 1,/09/90 150.00
289 4/13/90 100.00
| 533 5/14/90 250.00
987 7/26/90 150.00*
2102 10/13/90 250.00
) 2632 12/17/90 100.00 100.00
2721 1,22/91 150.00 150.00
Ry 1250.00 250.00
QY . 50. Mrs. L.A. West 13 12/07/89 25.00
14 2/05/90 100.00
- 3/12/90 250.00
vy 280 4,/11/90 250.00
849 7/09/90 400.00 25.00
N3 1062 8,/04,/90 250.00 250.00
2114 8/27/90 100.00 100.00
2 2283 9,/17/90 250.00 250.00
2420 10,03/90 250.00 250.00
Rt 2575 11/13/90 50.00 50.00
ON 1925.00 §25.00
51. Donald L. Wilson 263 4,09/90 50.00
881 7/12/90 500.00
2432 10,04,/90 500.00 50.00
1050.00 50.00
52. Herbert L. Carver - 12/14,/89 10.00
~ 4/27/90 1000.00 10.00
2210 9,/06/90 10.00 10.00
1020.00 20.00
53. Eliza J. Bilyeu 982 7/25/90 15.00
2479 10,/09/90 1000.00 15.00
2588 11/19/90 25.00 25.00
1040.00 40.00
Page Total 1660.00
(16)

* - In Committee Database as $100.
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EXHIBIT A

Schedule of Excessive Contributions

Contributor
Name

54. Maria Gilley

55. Carl Schoellkopf

56. E.A. Faulkner

N
W .

57. Neill MacRae, III
¥
S 58. Trutz Foelsche, Sr.
ON

S9. Jim Zrakas

60. Monroe Reed, Jr.

Page Total

PAGE 10 or 14

Deposit Deposit Contrib Excessive
Number Date Amount Amount
39 1/23/90 50.00
31 2/16/90 500.00
31 2/16/90 82.50
31 2/16/90 500.00 132.50
- 5/24/90 5.00 $.00
793 7/02/90 12.00 12.00
2504 8,/20/90 891.28 891.28
2114 8/27/90 120.00 120.00
2283 9/17/90 1374.25 1374.25
3535.03 2535.03
54 11/14/89 100.00
442 3/23/90 250.00
556 5/17/90 250.00
876 7/12/90 250.00
903 7/14/90 25.00
2436 10,04/90 250.00 125.00
1125.00 »
28 11,/10/89 .100.00
- 1,02/90 500.00
27 3/12/90 500.00 100.00
110 100.
117 3/10/90 50.00
346 4/24/90 250.00
- 4/30/90 490.00
514 5/10/90 260.00 50.00
1050.00 50.00
- 1,02/90 100.00
- 3/12/90 300.00
863 7/11/90 350.00
2149 8/31/90 300.00 50.00
2357 9/26/90 250.00 250.00
1300.00 .
26 11,/15/89 100.00
97 1,03/90 250.00
376 3/08/90 250.00
886 7/13/90 250.00
22135 9,10/90 250.00 100.00
2443 10/05/90 250.00 250.00
1350.00 350.00
203 3/28/90 50.00
203 3/28/90 10.00
1080 8,/09,/90 25.00
2173 9,/04/90 50.00
2314 9,/26/90 1000.00 135.00
113 .
3595.03

(14)
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DAVID DUKE FOR U.S. SENA
Schedule of Excessive Contributions

Contributor
Name

61. John R. Rarick

62. Leonard F. Crapper

<
) 63. Ralph D. Toney
N
Q]
£D)
<
. 64. Jerome Layton
N
N

65. Benjamin Grob

66. Phillip J. Driscoll

67. Charles R. Smith

Page Total

Deposit Deposit
Number Date
- 1/31/90
473 5,/05/90
1095 6,/10/90
928 1/17/90
2399 10,01/90
2423 10,03/90
54 11,14,/89
40 1,/09/90
- 3/12/90
396 4,22/90
755 6,27/90
931 7/18/90
2246 9,/12/90
2443 10,05/90
- 1,02/91
389 4,/27/90
410 4,/28/90
756 6,/27/90
932 7/18/90
2133 8,/29,/90
2429 10,03/90
2601 11,28/90
2771 3/20/91
- 12/13/89
2393 10,01/90
2676 10,02/90
2561 11,05/90
372 4/26/90
778 6,/28/90
2084 8,/23,/90
54 11/14/89
- 12/13,/89
- 12/30/89
83 3/06/90
2204 9,06,/90
2331 9/24/90
2379 10,01/90
2158 8/31/90

EXHIBIT A

. PAGE 11 OF 14
Contrib Excessive
Amount Amount
25.00
50.00
10.00
50.00
200.00
2300.00 1635.00
. 1635.00
100.00
150.00
250.00
100.00
400.00
300.00 300.00
200.00 200.00
100.00 100.00
100.00 100.00
1700.00 .
50.00
25.00
300.00
100.00
100.00
200.00
250.00 25.00
250.00 250.00
12 .0 275.00
2000.00 1000.00
100.00 100.00
10.00 10.00
100.00 100.00
1000.00
1000.00 1000.00
2000.00 2000.00
4000.00 3000.00
100.00
100.00
150.00
250.00
250.00
250.00 100.00
250.00 250.00
13 .00 350.
2000.00 1000.00
8170.00

(16)



ATTACHNENT 1

. PAGE 12 or 14

.DAVID DUKE FOR U.S. SENA
Schedule of Excessive Contributions

Contributor Deposit Deposit Contrib Excessive
Name Number Date Amount Amount

. Janet B. Driscoll 979 7/25/90 250.
466 5/04/90 250.

744 6/26/90 250,

2119 8,/28/90 250.

2352 9,/26/90 100.

2583 11/15/90 250.

2652 12/24/90 100.

69. Eleanor Parker Adam - 5,08/90 100.00
856 7/10/90 200.00
996 7/27/90 200.00
2098 8/25/90 200.00
2356 9/26/90 300.00
2385 9/29/90 1000.00 1000.00
2628 12/13/90 200.00 200.00
To) 2200.00 1200.00
70. Donna Gardner 2228 9,08/90 250.00
o 10,02/90 1000.00 250.00
1 ~250.00
Y|
71. Lloyd A. Faulstich - 12/13/89 200.00
™~ - 1,05/90 300.00
773 6,/20/90 400.00
= 905 7/14/90 300.00 200.00
~y 2559 9,/03,/90 800.00 800.00
2371 9,28/90 250.00 250.00
< - 2/11/91 200.00 200.00
2450.00 1450.00
()
72. Margie G. Godsey 2383 1/03,/90 500.00
O - 2/21/90 250.00
o 291 2/23/90 100.00
165 3/21/90 500.00 350.00
479 5/07/90 500.00 500.00
18%50.00 “850.00
73. Vincent A. Canfield - 1,/05/90 100.00
291 2/23/90 100.00
374 3/08,/90 500.00
203 3/28/90 100.00
532 5/12/90 100.00
691 6,/19/90 100.00
743 6/26/90 100.00 100.00
2481 10/10/90 500.00 500.00
2610 11,/30/90 500.00 500.00
2703 1/10/91 150.00 150.00
2751 2/15/91 100.00 100.00
2350.00 1350.00
Page Total 5550.00

(17)
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DAVID DUKE FOR U.S. SENA

EXHIBIT A
PAGE 13 Or 14

Schedule of Excessive Contributions

Contributor
Name

74. Harry Agnew

75. M.D. Harris

76. A.B.

Saunders

77. Jason Snyder

Page Total

Deposit Deposit
Number Date

60 12/18/89
270 4/09/90
382 4/26/90
848 7/09/90
902 7/14/90
2103 8/27/90
- 10/02/90
2414 10/02/90
- 11,/16,/89

- 1/04,/90
394 3/12/90
369 4/25/90
771 6/28/90
914 7/16/90
2246 9/12/90
2371 9,/28/90
2626 12/11/90
- 12,/28/89

- 3/12/90
523 5/11/90
812 7,03/90
827 7,/05/90
883 7/12/90
2085 8,/23/90
2333 9/24/90
2352 9/26/90
2415 10,02/90
2633 12/17/90
28 11,10/89

- 1,02/90
202 3/28/90
802 7,02/90
915 7/16/90
2015 8,13/90
2171 9,/01/90
2343 9,/24,/90
2481 10/10/90
2624 12/10/90
2659 12/27/90
2787 4,/25/91

Contrib
Amount

Excessive
Amount

100.00
100.00
100.00
100.00

50.00
100.00
250.00
250.00

100.00
150.00
250.00

50.00
250.00
150.00
100.00

35.00
100.00

35.00
100.00
50.00
20.00
100.00
50.00
250.00
50.00
100.00
305.00
150.00
1210.00

100.00
100.00
250.00
250.00
100.00
100.00
100.00
150.00
100.00
250.00
150.00
100.00
1750.00

50.00

50.00
35.00
100.00
185.00

60.00
150.00
10.

150.00
100.00
250.00
150.00
100.00
~750.00

1195.00
(11)
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'mwm DUKE FOR U.S. s:mn.

Schedule of Excessive Contributions

Contributor Deposit Deposit Contrib Excessive
Name Number Date Amount Amount
78. william S. Gorton 53 11/14/89 25.00
15 12/28/89 38.00
422 3/16/90 50.00
686 6/18/90 100.00
755 6/27/90 75.00
2014 8/13/90 50.00
2105 8/27/90 250.00
2393 10/01/90 100.00
2607 11/30/90 175.00
2703 1/10/91 150.00 13.00
1013.00 13,00
79. Gary Monjure - 7/04/90 2000.00* 1000.00

80. Kenneth Knight 7/04/90 2000.00* 1000.00

™~ Page Total 2013.00
(3)
D
N Grand Total 53901,72
(192)
N
)
<
<D
Y
N

* - Reported In-Kind Contribution for which no documentation
was provided.
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EXRIBIT B

FAR TO OGC -~ MA REFERRED .
PAGE 1 Or 3

Receipt of Anonymous Contributions of Currency
in Excess of the Limitation

Section 110.4(c)(3) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal
Regulations states that a candidate or committee receiving an
anonymous cash contribution in excess of $50 shall promptly
dispose of the amount over $50. The amount over $50 may be used
for any lawful purpose unrelated to any Federal election,
campaign, or candidate.

Our review of the Committee’s receipt documentation
identified 337 deposits which included cash in excess of $50
with no documentation as to the source of funds. Committee
officials stated that recordkeeping for cash contributions was a
problem because many contributors would hand cash to the
Candidate at rallies and other events. A newspaper article
provided by the Assistant Treasurer about the Candidate drawing
large crowds of supporters and being given cash at rallies
stated that "[s]upporters lined up to shake hands and be
photographed with the candidate"” and that "[m)any handed him
neatly folded bills or cash when they met." The cash included
in the 337 deposits totaled $193,005.14.

In our analysis, the Audit staff concluded that the cash
amounts over $50 for each of the 337 deposits were in excess of
the $50 limitation on anonymous cash contributions. The
excessive portion of these contributions totaled $176,155.14
[$193,005.14 - $16,850 (337 x $50)].

The Committee’s deposit tickets had several descriptions
relative to these cash deposits. There were 149 cash deposits
whose excessive portions totaled $108,219.40 and were described
as having been from rallies. According to the Committee, these
rallies were held at different locations throughout the state of
Louisiana. At these rallies, a hat would be passed in which
cash contributions and checks would be collected and later
deposited. Also, there were 64 cash deposits for sales at these
rallies for items including T-shirts, hats, and bumper stickers.
The portions of these deposits in excess of $50 totaled
$32,519.62. 1In summary, there were 213 cash deposits relative
to these rallies whose excessive portions totaled $140,739.02.

Furthermore, there were 91 cash deposits whose excessive
portions totaled $30,258.50 which were reported as being from
solicitations. There were 11 deposits whose excessive portions
totaled $3,986.00 which the Committee described as "cash
contributions less than $50" on the deposit slips. The
Committee made two cash deposits with "TV" as the description
whose excessive portions totaled $162.00. Finally, there were
20 cash deposits whose excessive portions totaled $1,009.62 for
which there was either no description or the description was
noted as "miscellaneous.”
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FAR TO OGC - HAT' EFERRED EXHIBIT B
‘ PAGE 2 Or 3

At the Exit Conference, the Committee was provided with a
schedule detailing these excessive anonymous cash deposits.

Recap of Excessive Cash from Anonymous Sources

Category/Conte Number of Excessive
Deposit Tickets Deposits Amount

Rallies 149 $108,519.40
T-Shirts and other 64 32,519.62

paraphenalia sold
at rallies

Solicitations 91 30,258.50

Contributions less 11 3,986.00

than $50

TV 2 162.00

Blank or Miscellaneous 20 1,009.62
Totals 331 $176,155,14

In the Interim Audit Report, the Audit staff recommended
that the Committee provide evidence that the cash deposits in
excess of $50 were not anonymous cash contributions in excess of
$50. 1In addition, it was requested that that Committee include
evidence of the number of persons in attendance at the rallies;
the amounts charged for tickets, T-shirts and other items; the
amount of each day’s proceeds from particular rallies; and, any
other information that clarified the sources of the cash
deposits.

It was further recommended that absent such evidence, the
excessive portions should be disposed of by the Committee for
any lawful purpose unrelated to any Federal election, campaign,
or candidate. If funds were not available to dispose of the
excessive portions, it was recommended that the Committee
disclose the excessive contributions as debts owed by the
Committee on Schedule D (Debts and Obligations).

The Committee’s Assistant Treasurer responded to the
Interim Audit Report with the following:

"Candidate David Duke held hundreds of
meetings/rallies with very large turnouts all over the
state of Louisiana.

"Contributors were instructed by Mr. Duke in every
public speech (as ample tapes and videos will attest)
that the most they could give in cash was $50 and that
any amount higher must be made by check. A hat or
bucket was passed around by campaign volunteers who were




-

DAVID DUKE FOR U.S. NATE ‘ MW004526
FAR TO OGC - mr' EFERRED ‘

EXHIBIT B
PAGE 3 or

instructed to only allow cash contributions of $50 or
less.

"The evidence demanded by your Audit staff is
unbelievably out of touch with the reality of the
campaign. I now quote from your report:

'Include evidence of the number of persons in
attendance at the rallies, the amount of each day’'s
proceeds from particular rallies,’

and so on.

"What, the Candidate was supposed to count from the
bed of a truck all the people at a country crossroads or
clearing in the woods? Or several hundred people
crowded into a motel meeting room designed to hold 75?2
Often we would have to run two or three standing room
only rallies in the same meeting room because of the
people waiting in lines one, two, or three blocks long.

"What, we were supposed to sit down under the trees
and right out in front of God and everybody count the
cash from a roadside rally? (How about y’all flashing
cash in Washington DC?)

"No, what we did was throw the money in a bag and
speed on to the next rally, often making six, ten, a
day. Late at night, after the whirlwind, the cash was
properly counted and deposited.

"It certainly is unusual for a candidate to receive
so many small cash contributions, but this was one of
the greatest grass roots efforts in the history of
America. It started out small but turned into a
whirlwind, with Mr. Duke gaining 65 percent of the white
vote.

"Simply because your requlations, formed for the
business-as-usual politics of large special interest
"contributions™ (the people call them ’‘bribes’), never
anticipated such a grass roots campaign by real people,
is no reason to demand a body count, etc., AFTER THE
FACT.

"We challenge you to show us in the FEC ’'Campaign
Guide for congressional candidates and committies’ [sic])
the requirement for a body count. Your AFTER THE FACT
demand for a body count is typical ’'inside the beltway’
thinking that has been so utterly rejected by the people
of this country. We know how they feel about
Washington, not you (if you did you would head for the
hills).

"We rigorously complied with the regulations, and
utterly reject any suggestions to the contrary."

Recommendation #2

The Audit staff recommends that this matter be referred to
the Office of General Counsel.

3
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Transfers from Candidate’s Nonfederal Account
Containing Possible Prohibited Funds

Section 441b(a) of Title 2 of the United States Code
states, in relevant part, that it is unlawful for any national
bank or any corporation organized by authority of any law of
Congress to make a contribution or expenditure in connection
with any election to any political office and further states
that it is unlawful for any candidate, political committee or
any other person to accept or receive any contribution
prohibited by this section.

In addition, Section 441b(b)(2) of Title 2 of the United
States Code states, in part, for purposes of this section the
term "contribution or expenditure”™ shall include any direct or
indirect payment, distribution, loan, advance, deposit or gift
of money or any services, or anything of value (except loans
made by banks in the ordinary course of business) to any
candidate, campaign committee or political party or
organization.

Section 110.3(c)(6)(i) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal
Regulations states that transfers of funds from a candidate’s
campaign committee for a nonfederal election to his or her
principal campaign committee or other authorized committee for a
federal election, provided that the funds transferred are not
composed of contributions that would be in violation of the Act.
In addition, the cash on hand from which the transfer is made
shall be considered to consist of the funds most recently
received by the transferor committee. The transferor committee
must be able to demonstrate that such cash on hand contains
sufficient funds at the time of the transfer that comply with
the limitations and prohibitions of the Act to cover the amount
transferred. A contribution shall be excluded from the amount
transferred if the making or acceptance of such contribution in
connection with an election for Federal office is prohibited by
the Act. The amount transferred per contributor shall not
exceed the limitations on contributions set forth at 11 C.F.R.
110.1 or 110.2, as appropriate. The campaign committee
transferring the funds shall keep records of the sources of the
funds in the account from which the transfer is made and, upon
request, shall make such records available for examination by
the Commission.

Section 110.3(c)(6)(iii) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal
Regulations states that if a candidate’s nonfederal campaign
committee transfers funds exceeding $1,000 to such candidate’s
principal campaign committee or other authorized committee for a
federal election, the nonfederal campaign committee shall become
a political committee pursuant to 11 C.F.R. 100.5(a) and shall
file a Statement of Organization in accordance with 11 C.F.R,
102.2 no later than ten days after transferring the funds. Such
committee shall be subject to the recordkeeping and reporting
obligations of 11 C.F.R. parts 102 and 104 and shall disclose in
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its first report its cash on hand balance, the source(s) of such
funds, and the amount transferred to the federal campaign
committee. The funds transferred shall be deemed composed of
the funds most recently received until the amount transferred is
reached, excluding any amounts in excess of the contribution
limits or the prohibitions of the Act. The nonfederal campaign
shall itemize the source(s) of the funds transferred in a memo
Schedule A as required by 11 C.F.R. 104.3(a)(4).

Section 101.2 of Title 11 of the Code of Federal
Regulations states, in part, that any candidate who receives a
contribution as defined at 11 C.F.R. 100.7, obtains any loan, or
makes any disbursement, in connection with his or her campaign
shall be considered as having received such contribution,
obtained such loan or made such disbursement as an agent of his
or her authorized committee(s).

During the review of receipts, we noted three transfers,
totaling $19,922.58, from the Candidate’s nonfederal committee
for his successful state representative campaign, which were
deposited into the David Duke for U.S. Senate main operating
account. The state representative election was a Special
election to fill a vacancy and was held on February 18, 1989.
Louisiana state election law permits contributions from
corporations and labor unions. It should be noted that the
nonfederal committee never registered as a political committee
with the Federal Election Commission.

A Committee official explained that whenever apparent
prohibited contributions were received by the U.S. Senate
Committee, they were routinely deposited into the nonfederal
account, which was still open from the state representative
election, and letters were sent to the contributor seeking
permission to redesignate the contribution to the nonfederal
account. The Committee provided a blank sample letter to the
Audit staff but none of the actual letters sent to the
contributors were available for our review.

At the Audit staff’s request, the Committee provided
documentation which supported the contributions deposited into
the nonfederal account. This documentation, which was related
to calendar year 1990 deposits only, consisted of bank
statements from the nonfederal account and listings prepared by
the Committee of contributions noted as either corporate or
non-corporate. Committee officials did not provide any
information as to the methods they used to determine whether
these entities were incorporated. Utilizing the documentation
provided, we analyzed the composition of the funds most recently
deposited into the nonfederal account as of the dates of the two
1990 transfers made from the nonfederal committee to the U.S.
Senate Committee. No documentation was provided relative to the
1989 transfer. The results of our review of the three transfers
follows.
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Transfer #1

We noted that the Committee received and deposited a
$1,355 transfer from the Candidate’s nonfederal account on
November 9, 1989. On this date, the Committee had written
checks which caused its bank account to be overdrawn. The
available documentation did not allow a determination to be made
as to the source of funds relative to this transfer.

Transfer §2

The second transfer received by the Committee was a
$13,500 check deposited on July 11, 1990. The Committee
reported this transfer as a loan received from the Candidate
although the transfer went directly from the nonfederal account
to the Committee’s account. A $13,500 loan repayment was made
via a check made payable to the Candidate on December 31, 1990.
It is not known where this repayment was deposited.

The Committee stated at the Exit Conference that the
transfer was made to have funds available to pay for a thirty
minute television spot created by the Candidate. Utilizing the
deposit listings prepared by the Committee, which contained the
Committee’s determinations as to which contributions were from
corporate sources, the Audit staff analyzed the most recently
deposited contributions into the nonfederal account as of the
date of the $13,500 transfer, and noted that contributions
totaling $12,155.00 were from apparent prohibited sources.
Based on this analysis, the remaining contributions, totaling
$1,345.00, were noted by the Committee as being from permissible
sources.

Transfer 3

On October 3, 1990, the Committee received and
deposited a $5,067.58 transfer from the Candidate’s nonfederal
committee. This amount represents the contributions received by
the Committee during 1990 which were initially identified by the
Committee as being from prohibited sources but were subsequently
deemed acceptable by the Committee. Utilizing the depesit
listings prepared by the Committee, which contained the
Committee’s determinations as to which contributions were from
corporate sources, the Audit staff analyzed the most recently
deposited contributions into the nonfederal account as of the
date of the $5,067.58 transfer, and noted that contributions
totaling $4,772.58 were from apparent prohibited sources. Based
on this analysis, the remaining contributions, totaling $295.00,
were noted by the Committee as being from permissible sources.

It should be noted that the Committee did not provide any
documentation in support of their determinations as to which
contributions were from corporate or permissible sources. The
Audit staff was unable to verify the Committee’s determinations
because the contributor listings provided by the Committee did
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not contain the contributor addresses necessary to enable us to
contact the appropriate Secretaries of State. As a result, the
Audit staff considers the total of the three transfers,
$19,922.58 ($1,355.00 + $13,500.00 + $5,067.58), to be from
possible prohibited sources.

In the Interim Audit Report, the Audit staff recommended
that the Committee either submit evidence which demonstrated
that the $19,922.58 in contributions discussed above were not
prohibited funds, or refund the apparent prohibited funds and
present evidence of such refunds (i.e., copies of the front and
back of the negotiated refund checks). 1If funds were not
available to make such refunds, it was further recommended that
the Committee disclose the above amount as a debt owed by the
Committee on Schedule D (Debts and Obligations).

In response to Transfer #1, the Committee provided the
Audit staff with an undocumented list of 1989 contributions to
the Candidate’s nonfederal account along with two bank
statements for the account covering the period 9/26/89 to
11,25/89. The Committee prepared listing, unsupported by any
external documentation, contains contributions from individuals.
These contributions support less than half of the two deposits
of funds most recently received which comprise the amount
transferred pursuant to 11 C.F.R. 110.3(c)(6)(i). We analyzed
the listing and reviewed the contributions whose dates
corresponded with the dates of the two deposits noted above.

The total of these contributions is $668 which would still leave
$687 for which the source would still be unknown. However, as
noted above, the documentation provided did not allow the Audit
staff to perform a thorough review to determine the source of
the monies on the listing. Therefore the source of funds for
the $1,355 transfer is yet unidentified.

In response to Transfer #2, the Committee stated as
follows:

"This transfer comes from the big list of possible
corporate contributors. We determined in the above
mentioned proceedure [sic] that they are in fact
corporations. These were redesignated tc the nonfederal
account. I have said redisignations [sic] on file.

"In the press of the election,
audits/investigations, etc., I made the snap decision
that it was 'OK’ for the Candidate to personally borrow
these redisignated [sic] corporate contributions if he
signed a promissory note. I even traveled to the State
Capitol tc have the Candidate sign said note (I thought
the note was stronger that [sic] it turned out to be).

"Then I goofed again in having the funds go
directly from the state account to the federal account,
without passing thru the individual’s bank account, for
which I had gotten the note in the first place.
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"It was only after speaking with Mr. Swearingen did
1 realize this 'OK’ loan for accounting purposes is not
'OK’ for federal election purposes, because you go
beyond the note to the source of the funds. After Mr.
Swearingen explained to me the abuses possible in this
area, I can see why what I did looks improper.

"With 20/20 hindsight, I now realize I should have
phoned the FEC and got help from the many fine
professionals who have been kind enough to assist me
since the Senate audit. I have let them guide me in Mr.
Duke’s Presidential campaign, and have avoided many
pitfalls in so doing."

In response to Transfer #3, the Committee stated:

"You wanted to know why I treated these as ’'OK’
contributions. The reason is because I provided the FEC
Audit staff a five page list of ‘OK’ non-corporate
contributors making up this amount. I determined these
were not corporations by asking volunteers to phone the
big list of possible corporate contributors. They did
so, and listed on said five pages those found
non-corporate.

"I am remiss for not thinking ahead about a
possible audit, and having the volunteers record the
phone numbers or addresses on the five page list of
non-corporate contributors so the FEC Audit staff could
verify same.

"I would like to point out that whether verified by
FEC or not, they still are ‘OK' non-corporate
contributions, as 1 am prepared to show should I be
afforded the opportunity to do so."

Regardless of the efforts of the Committee’s volunteers to
identify an amount deposited into the nonfederal account that
could have been received by the Committee, the transfer is assumed
to consist of those contributions received immediately prior to
the transfer. No evidence that establishes which contributions
those were, or the permigsibility of those contributions was
submitted.

Recommendation #3

The Audit staff recommends that this matter be referred to
the Office of General Counsel.
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Itemization of Contributions from Individuals

Section 434(b)(3)(A) of Title 2 of the United States Code
requires a political committee to report the identification of
each person who makes a contribution to the committee in an
aggregate amount or value in excess of $200 per calendar year
together with the date and amount of such contribution.

Section 431(13)(A) of Title 2 of the United States Code
defines the term "identification" to be, in the case of any
individual, the name, the mailing address, and the occupation of
such individual as well as the name of his or her employer.

We reviewed the Committee’s contribution records on a
sample basis to determine whether all contributions aggregating
in excess of $200 per calendar year were itemized as required on
the Committee’s disclosure reports. The results of our review
indicated that 16.54% of the itemizable contributions were not
itemized on the reports.

The Audit staff generated a listing of 1,089 contributors
whose contributions appeared to require itemization based on a
selective review of the Committee’s computerized contribution
listings. At the exit conference, the Committee was advised of
the high error rate for itemization. The listing we developed
was provided to the Committee and they were requested to compare
this list to their filed Schedule A’s (Itemized Receipts) and
then amend their Schedule A’s to correctly itemize all
contributions not itemized as required. The Committee provided
no explanation for these itemization omissions.

In the Interim Audit Report the Audit staff recommended
that the Committee file amended Schedule A’s correcting the
above noted itemization problem.

The Committee’s response to the Interim Audit Report did
not address this issue.

Recommendation #4

The Audit staff recommends that this matter be referred to
the Office of General Counsel.
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I. GENERATION OF MATTER

This matter was generated by an audit of David Duke for
U.S. Senate Committee, ("the Committee") and James A.
McPherson, as Treasurer, undertaken in accordance with
2 U.S.C. § 438(b). The Audit Division’s referrals of matters
from the audit are attached. Attachment 1.

The Committee was the principal campaign committee for

David Duke, who lost the 1990 Louisiana election for the
United States Senate with 43.51% of the vote.l/

I1. FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

A. Excessive Contributions from Individuals

The Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended
("the Act") limits the amount that an individual may
contribute to any candidate to $1,000 with respect to any
election. 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(l)(A). Moreover, no candidate
or political committee shall knowingly accept any
contribution which exceeds the contribution limitations.
2 U.S.C. § 441a(f).

The Committee received 192 excessive contributions
totaling $53,901.72 from 80 individuals that were not
refunded or reattributed. 11 C.F.R. §§ 103.3(b)(1) and

110.1. This total includes two excessive in-kind

1/ The State of Louisiana holds an open primary for United
States Senate elections, in which both Democratic and
Republican candidates run on the same ballot. 18 La. Rev.
Stat. Ann. § 511A. A candidate is the overall winner if that
candidate receives a majority vote in the primary. 1Id.

Since Senator Johnston of Louisiana won the open primary with
more than 50% of the vote, no general election for the Senate
seat occurred in 1990.
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contributions from two individuals, each reported in the

amount of $2,000. The Committee provided no documentation to

verify the nature of these two in-kind contributions. There
is no evidence that the Committee has taken any action to
refund the excessive contributions,

The large number of excessive contributions was
apparently caused by Committee practices based on

misconceptions of the Act and Commission regulations.z/ Both

before and after the open primary, the Committee treated the
excessive portions of undesignated contributions from
individuals as general election contributions. However, no
general election was held. Moreover, it was the Committee’s
practice to attribute contributions received on joint
accounts to both spouses without having the requisite
signatures, or requesting written reattributions. The
Committee reported 996 itemized contributions from both
spouses rather than from the signatory on the check. A
Committee representative stated that the Committee
erroneously attributed contributions to the accountholders of
the contribution check, not to the check signers. However,

contributions are attributable to the person who signs the

2/ The Committee’s response to the Interim Audit Report
stated that the Assistant Treasurer was "too dumb to pick up
the distinction between check accountholders as opposed to
the check signers." Attachment 2, Page 2. The Assistant
Treasurer stated that he "did not dig in and learn as much
about federal election law as I should have" because he
worked part time, and was "in a state of overwhelm" because
of several "coordinated ongoing audits/investigations of Mr.
Duke." 1Id.




Cadn

-4~
check. See 11 C.F.R. §§ 104.8(c) and 110.1(k). Finally, the
Committee erroneously applied the $1,000 contribution
limitation to each calendar year rather than to each
election. 2 U.S.C § 44la(l)(A). Thus, contributions made in
different calendar years by the same individual were not

aggregated by election.

However, 18
of the contributors made contributions significantly in
excess of their contribution limitations as set forth in the

following chart:

Name Total Contributions Excessive Amount
Frank D. Richardson $2,225 $1,225
Jerrie Bellow $2,500 $1,500
Louis J. Arrieta $2,220 $1,220
R.W. Weidemann $2,150 $1,150
Ray Cater $2,525 $1,525
L.M. Neilson $3,025 $2,025
Jeff William Smith $2,800.69 $1,800.69
Mary P. Donta $2,200 $1,200
Harold H. White, III $4,000 $3,000
Francis J. Shubert, Sr. $2,740 $1,740
E.R. McElveen $3,100 $2,100
Maria Gilley $3,535.03 $2,535.03
John R. Rarick $2,635 $1,635
Jerome Layton $2,210 $1,210

Benjamin Grob $4,000 $3,000
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Eleanor Parker Adam $2,200 $1,200
Lloyd A. Faulstich $2,450 $1,450
Vincent A. Canfield $2,350 $1,350

Therefore, this Office recommends that the Commission
find reason to believe that Frank D. Richardson, Jerrie
Bellow, Louis J. Arrieta, R.W. Weidemann, Ray Cater, L.M.
Neilson, Jeff William Smith, Mary P. Donta, Harold H.
wWwhite, I1I, Francis J. Shubert, Sr., E.R. McElveen, Maria
Gilley, John R. Rarick, Jerome Layton, Benjamin Grob, Eleanor
Parker Adam, Lloyd A. Faulstich, and Vincent A. Canfield
violated 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(l)(A) by making contributions in
excess of their individual contribution limitations.é/
Moreover, this Office recommends that the Commission find
reason to believe that the David Duke for U.S. Senate
Committee and James A. McPherson, as Treasurer, knowingly
accepted contributions in excess of the contribution
limitations in violation of 2 U.S.C. § 44la(f).

B. Anonymous Contributions of Currency

The Act provides that no person may make cash
contributions to any candidate for federal office which
exceed $100 in the aggregate. 2 U.S.C. § 441g. A political

committee may accept anonymous cash contributions from an

3/ We have attached a sample Factual and Legal Analysis for
one of the individual respondents. Attachment 3. If the
Commission approves this recommendation, we will prepare
Factual and Legal Analyses for the remaining individuals
which will be identical to the sample except for details such
as the name of the respondent and the amount of the excessive
contribution.
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individual up to the amount of $50, but must promptly dispose
of any amount in excess of $50 for any lawful purpose
unrelated to any federal election, campaign, or candidate.

11 C.F.R. § 110.4(c)(3). For cash contributions over $50,
the committee treasurer must keep records of the date and
amount of the contribution and the name and address of the
contributor. 2 U.S.C. § 432(c)(2). The Commission has
delineated several accounting methods to satisfy the
recordkeeping requirement for events involving numerous cash
contributions under $50. See Advisory Opinion "AO" 1980-99.
A committee may keep an account of the name and address of
each contributor, or "record the name of the event, the
date(s) contributions were received for that event, and the
total amount of contributions received on each day for that
event." AO 1980-99.

The audit revealed that the Committee made 337 deposits
of cash in excess of $50 that have no documentation revealing
the source of the funds. These deposits total $193,005.14,
and the total amount in excess of $50 for the deposits was
$176,155.14. The Committee informed the Audit staff that
recordkeeping for cash contributions was a problem because
many contributors would hand cash to the candidate at rallies
and other events.

Most of the bank deposit slips had notations concerning
the source of the contributions. These notations fall into
several categories: rallies; T-shirts and other paraphenalia

sold at rallies; solicitations; contributions less than $50;
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TV; and miscellaneous.ﬂ/ Some of the deposit slips did not
have any notation on them. A number of the notations
identify the location of particular rallies. Other than the
notations, there is no evidence of how many contributions are
in each deposit, or the amount of contributions.

In its response to the Interim Audit Report, the
Committee stated that the candidate held hundreds of rallies
with large turnouts in Louisiana. Attachment 2, page 3. The
Committee also stated that in every public speech, the
candidate instructed contributors that the most they could
give in cash was $50, and that larger amounts must be
contributed by check; and that campaign volunteers, who
passed around a hat or bucket, were instructed to only accept
cash contributions of $50 or less. 1Id. The campaign staff
would "throw the money in a bag and speed on to the next
rally ... after the whirlwind, the cash was properly counted
and deposited." 1Id. The Committee provided no additional
evidence of its procedures for processing cash contributions.

There is no evidence of how many anonymous cash
contributions were in each deposit, or the amount of
contributions. Furthermore, there is no showing that the

Committee made any attempt to differentiate between cash

4/ It appears that 149 of the deposits resulted from
rallies held throughout Louisiana. Moreover, 64 deposits
appear to be the proceeds of sales of T-shirts, bumper
stickers, hats, and other items at the rallies. The
notations on the remaining cash deposits include 91 noted as
being from solicitations, 11 described as cash contributions
less than $50, two described as TV and 20 with no notation or
the notation "miscellaneous". Attachment 1, page 20.
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contributions below $50 and those of more than $50, which
must be recorded. 2 U.S.C. § 432(c)(2). While it is
possible that each cash deposit was made up of a number of
individual contributions of less than $50, the Committee has
provided no evidence of the source or amount of the
contributions other than the brief notations on the deposit
slips.>/

Moreover, it is unclear whether the Committee had a
recordkeeping system in place, such as the one delineated in
AO 1980-99, to record the name of the event, the date(s)
contributions were received and the total amount of
contributions received on each day for that event. Arguably,
notations on deposit slips identifying particular rally
locations and dates could be sufficient to satisfy the
recordkeeping requirement; however, the brief notations in
this case provide insufficient information to satisfy the
requirement. The notations do not consistently provide
locations or other necessary information. For example, it is
not clear if the date of each rally is the date of the
deposit, or if the total amount collected is the amount of
the deposit. Finally, the Committee has not demonstrated
that it disposed of any amount of anonymous cash

contributions in excess of $50. 11 C.F.R. § 110.4(c)(3).

S/ Since notations on 11 of the deposit slips indicate that
they consist of contributions under $50, it is reasonable to
conclude that the remaining deposits may have included some
contributions in excess of $50.
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Therefore, this Office recommends that the Commission

find reason to believe that the David Duke for U.S. Senate

Committee and James A. McPherson, as Treasurer, failed to

keep records of the date and amount of each contribution in
excess of $50 and the name and address of the contributor in
violation of 2 U.S.C. § 432(c)(2). Moreover, this Office
recommends that the Commission find reason to believe that
the David Duke for U.S. Senate Committee and James A.

McPherson, as Treasurer, failed to promptly dispose of any

amount of anonymous cash contributions in excess of $50 for
any lawful purpose unrelated to any federal election,
campaign, or candidate in violation of 11 C.F.R.

§ 110.4(c)(3).

C. Transfers From Candidate’s Nonfederal Account
Containing Possible Prohibited Funds

It is unlawful for a corporation or labor organization
to make a contribution or expenditure in connection with any
federal election. 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a); 11 C.F.R. § 114.2.

The Act further prohibits a candidate, political committee or
other person from knowingly accepting or receiving any
corporate or union contribution. 1Id.

A transfer of funds is permissible from a candidate’s
campaign committee for a nonfederal election to his or her
principal campaign committee for a federal election provided
that the funds transferred are not composed of contributions

that would be in violation of the Act. 11 C.F.R.

§§ 110.3(c)(6); 102.6(a)(1)(i),(iv). The cash on hand from
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which the transfer is made shall be considered to consist of

. .

the funds most recently received by the transferor committee.

11 C.F.R. § 110.3(c)(6). The transferor committee must be

able to demonstrate that it had sufficient funds that comply
with the limitations and prohibitions of the Act to make the
transfer at the time of the transfer. Id.

committee shall keep records of the sources of the funds in

the account from which the transfer is made and, upon

request, shall make such records available for examination by

the Commission. 1Id.

The Committee received three transfers, totaling

$19,922.58 from the candidate’s nonfederal committee for his

previous state representative campaign (

Committee").é/

political committee with the Commission.

Louisiana state election law permits contributions from

The transferring

the "Nonfederal

corporations and labor unions. 18 La. Rev. Stat. Ann.

§ 1505.2F. According to a Committee official, whenever the

Committee received apparent prohibited contributions,

funds were routinely deposited into the Nonfederal Committee

6/ The Nonfederal Committee was establ

candidate for his successful state campaign.

ished by the

The Nonfederal Committee never registered as a

the

The candidate

won the special election for state representative, held on

February 18, 1989. The name of the Nonfederal Committee is
not clear. The Committee’s itemized receipts note one

transfer from the "David Duke Campaign."

Louisiana Board of Ethics for Elected Officials,

According to the

Supervisory

Committee on Campaign Finance Disclosure, Mr. Duke filed

disclosure reports for the February 18,
his own name, rather than a committee na
reports were also signed by Paul Allen,

1989 election under

me. However,
as treasurer.

the
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accounrt, and letters seeking redesignations were sent to the

contributors.

Three transfers totaling $19,922.58 from the Nonfederal

Committee to the Committee may be from prohibited sources.z/

First, the Committee received and deposited a $1,355 transfer
from the Nonfederal Committee account on November 9, 1989,
after the Committee had overdrawn its bank account. The
Audit staff was unable to determine the source of the funds
for this transfer based on the available documentation. The
second transfer was a $13,500 check received from the
Nonfederal Committee account and deposited on July 11, 1990,
which was reported as a loan from the candidate. The
Committee made a $13,500 loan repayment by check to the
candidate on December 31, 1990. According to the Committee’s
response to the Interim Audit Report, the transaction was

intended to be a loan from the candidate, but the Committee

1/ The Committee provided limited and incomplete
documentation to support the deposits into the Nonfederal
Committee account, including bank statements and lists of
contributions prepared by the Committee noting whether
contributions were from corporate sources. The Committee
provided no information concerning how it determined whether
entities were incorporated. It is not possible to verify
whether contributions in the Nonfederal Committee account at
the time of the transfers were from prohibited sources or
permissible sources. The contributor listings provided by
the Committee for 1990 only contained contributor names and
did not contain contributor addresses which could be verified
with the appropriate Secretaries of State. The contributor
list for 1989 provided in response to the Interim Audit
Report provided contributor addresses for individuals, but it
is not clear if these contributions were actually individual
contributions, or were made from corporate accounts. Thus,
the documentation was insufficient for a thorough review of
these transactions.
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"goofed again in having the funds go directly from the state

-12-

account to the federal account, without passing through the
individual’s bank account, for which I had gotten the [loan]
note." Attachment 2, page 4. The limited documentation
provided by the Committee indicates that $12,155.00 of the
most recently deposited contributions in the Nonfederal
Committee account at the time of this transfer were from
prohibited sources and the remaining $1,345.00 were from
permissible sources.

Finally, the Committee received a $5,067.58 transfer on
October 3, 1990 from the Nonfederal Committee account
representing contributions received by the Committee in 1990
which had been deposited into the Nonfederal Committee
account because the Committee believed they were from
prohibited sources, but which the Committee subsequently
determined were acceptable. Based on the Committee’s
documentation, $4,772.58 of the most recently deposited
contributions in the Nonfederal Committee account at the time
of the $5,067.58 transfer were from prohibited sources and
the remaining $295.00 were from permissible sources.

The available evidence is insufficient to demonstrate
that any of the amount used for the three transfers was from
permissible sources. The documentation provided by the
Committee indicates that the most recently deposited funds in
the Nonfederal Committee account at the time of two of the

transfers were primarily made up of prohibited contributions.

Moreover, the only available documentation of whether the
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source of contributions in the Nonfederal Committee account
was prohibited or permissible is a list prepared by the
Committee which cannot be independently verified. Since
there is no evidence that demonstrates that the Nonfederal
Committee account had sufficient funds that comply with the
limitations and prohibitions of the Act to make the transfers
at the time of the transfers, and adequate records of the
sources of the funds in the account have not been provided to
the Commission, there is reason to believe that the total
amount of the three transfers, $19,922.58, is from prohibited
sources. 11 C.F.R. § 110.3(c)(6).%

Therefore, the Office of General Counsel recommends that
the Commission find reason to believe that the David Duke for
U.S. Senate Committee and James A. McPherson, as Treasurer,
violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a) by accepting three transfers

which contained funds from prohibited sources.

8/ In addition, after the Nonfederal Committee transferred
funds in excess of $1,000 to the Committee, it became a
political committee and was required to file a statement of
organization within ten days of the first transfer and
periodic reports of receipts and disbursements. 11 C.F.R.

§ 110.3(c)(6); 2 U.S.C. §§ 433(a) and 434(a). Since it was a
political committee, any prohibited contributions received by
the Nonfederal Committee between the dates of the first and
last transfers were accepted in violation of 2 U.S.C.

§ 441b(a). Nevertheless, we are making no recommendations
concerning the Nonfederal Committee at this time. The
Nonfederal Committee appears to have been no more than an
account from the candidate’s previous state campaign
controlled by the Committee rather than an ongoing political
committee. Moreover, we do not believe that pursuit of the
Nonfederal Committee would be a prudent use of the
Commission’s limited resources. Instead, we believe that the
focus of this compliance action should be on the David Duke
for U.S. Senate Committee.
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D. Itemization of Contributions from Individuals

The Act requires a political committee to disclose the

identification of each person who makes a contribution to the

committee in an aggregate amount in excess of $200 per
calendar year, together with the date and amount of the
contribution. 2 U.S.C. § 434(b)(3)(A). Identification of an
individual shall include the name, mailing address,
occupation, and name of employer of the individual. 2 U.S.C.

§ 431(13)(A).

The Audit Division reviewed the Committee’s contribution
records on a sample basis to determine whether all
contributions aggregating in excess of $200 per calendar year
were properly itemized as required. The Audit Division
concluded that the Committee failed to itemize 16.54% of
individual contributions in excess of $200, totaling $60,932
on its disclosure reports. The Audit staff provided the
Committee with a listing of 1,089 contributors whose
contributions appeared to require itemization, and requested
that the Committee amend its reports to correctly itemize all
contributions required to be itemized. The Committee
provided no explanation for the errors, and did not file
amended reports to correct the problem.

Therefore, this Office recommends that the Commission
find reason to believe that the David Duke for U.S. Senate
Committee and James A. McPherson, as Treasurer, violated

2 U.S.C. § 434(b)(3)(A).
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I11. PLAN FOR INVESTIGATION

Provided that the Commission finds reason to believe as
recommended by this report, this Office will need to obtain
additional information concerning the Committee’s activities.
Specifically, additional information and documentation is
necessary to clarify the Committee’s procedures for
soliciting and dealing with cash contributions. In addition,
discovery may uncover additional information concerning the
source of funds in the Nonfederal Committee account at the
time of the three transfers to the Committee. It appears
that the best method to obtain the necessary information is
to issue subpoenas to produce documents and submit written
answers to interrogatory questions concerning these matters
to the Committee. We note that information concerning the
cash contributions and transfers was requested in the Interim
Audit Report, but the Committee failed to provide sufficient
information to clarify the facts. Therefore, this Office
recommends that the Commission approve the attached

9/

subpoena.=" Attachment 4.

IV. DISCUSSION OF CONCILIATION AND CIVIL PENALTY

9/ The subpoena is addressed to both the Committee
Treasurer and the Assistant Treasurer at the Committee’s
current address. The Assistant Treasurer responded to the
Commission’s Interim Audit Report on behalf of the Committee.
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IV. RECOMMENDATIONS

Open a MUR,

Find reason to believe that Frank D. Richardson,
Jerrie Bellow, Louis J. Arrieta, R.W. Weidemann, Ray
Cater, L.M. Neilson, Jeff William Smith, Mary P.
Donta, Harold H. White, III, Francis J. Shubert, Sr.,
E.R. McElveen, Maria Gilley, John R. Rarick, Jerome
Layton, Benjamin Grob, Eleanor Parker Adam, Lloyd A.
Faulstich, and Vincent A. Canfield violated 2 U.S.C.
§ 441la(a)(1)(A).

Find reason to believe that the David Duke for U.S.
Senate Committee and James A. McPherson, as
Treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. § 441a(f); 2 uU.S.C.

§ 441b(a); 2 U.S.C. § 432(c)(2); 2 u.S.C.

§ 434(b)(3)(A); and 11 C.F.R. § 110.4(c)(3).

Enter into conciliation with Frank D. Richardson;
Jerrie Bellow; Louis J. Arrieta; R.W. Weidemann; Ray
Cater; L.M. Neilson; Jeff William Smith; Mary P.
Donta; Harold H. White, III; Francis J. Shubert, Sr.;
E.R. McElveen; Maria Gilley; John R. Rarick; Jerome
Layton; Benjamin Grob; Eleanor Parker Adam; Lloyd A.
Faulstich; and Vincent A. Canfield prior to a finding
of probable cause to believe.

Approve the attached Factual and Legal Analysis for
the David Duke for U.S. Senate Committee, and sample
individual contributor Factual and Legal Analysis.

Approve the attached sample Conciliation Agreement.

Approve the attached subpoena.
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Approve the app

4

-18-
ropriate letters.

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

Date/

/ﬁ/7,/46‘

Attachments

1.
2.

3.

Referral Materials
David Duke for U.S
Report

Factual and Legal

Senate Committee,

Factual and Legal

Subpoena to David

Sample Individual

Kim Bright-Cbleman
Associate General Counsel

. Senate Response to Interim Audit

Analysis for the David Duke for U.S.
and Sample Individual Contributor
Analysis

Duke for U.S. Senate Committee
Contributor Conciliation Agreement
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of

)

) Agenda Document
David Duke for U.S. Senate - ) $X94-67
)
)

Referrals from the rinal .
Audit Report (LRA 406) /Mu,& 23999,

CERTIFICATION

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, recording secretary for the
Federal Election Commission executive session on June 22,
1994, do hereby certify that the Commission decided by a
vote of 5-0 to take the following actions with respect

to the above-captioned matter:

1. Open a MUR.

2. Find reason to believe that Frank D.
Richardson, Jerrie Bellow, Louis J.
Arrieta, R.W. Weidemann, Ray Cater,
L.M. Neilson, Jeff wWilliam Smith,
Mary P. Donta, Harold H. White, III,
Francis J. Shubert, Sr., E.R. McElveen,
Maria Gilley, John R. Rarick, Jerome
Layton, Benjamin Grob, Eleanor Parker
Adam, Lloyd A. Faulstich, and Vincent
A. Canfield violated 2 U.S.C. 44la(a)
(1)(Aa).

3. Find reason to believe that the David
Duke for U.S. Senate Committee and James
A. McPherson, as Treasurer, violated
2 U.S.C. § 44la(f); 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a);
2 U.S.C. § 432(c)(2); 2 U.S.C. 434(b)(3)
(A); and 11 C.F.R. § 110.4(c)(3).

(continued)
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Federal Election Commission Page 2
Certification: David Duke for

U.S. Senate Committee
June 22, 1994

4. Enter into conciliation with Frank D.
Richardson; Jerrie Bellow; Louis J.
Arrieta; R.W. Weidemann; Ray Cater;
L.M. Neilson; Jeff William Smith;
Mary P. Donta; Harold H. White, III;
Francis J. Shubert, Sr.; E.R. McElveen;
Maria Gilley; John R. Rarick; Jerome
Layton; Benjamin Grob; Eleanor Parker
Adam; Lloyd A. Faulstich; and Vincent
A. Canfield prior to a finding of
probable cause to believe.

T 5. Approve the Factual and Legal Analysis
for the David Duke for U.S. Senate
Committee, and sample individual
contributor Factual and Legal Analysis
M2 recommended in the General Counsel’s
report dated June 7, 1994.

N

N 6. Approve the sample Conciliation Agreement
recommended in the General Counsel’s report

~ dated June 7, 1994.

> 7. Approve the subpoena recommended in the

< General Counsel’s report dated June 7, 1994

=5y 8. Approve the appropriate letters.

O

= Commissioners Aikens, McDonald, McGarry, Potter, and

Thomas voted affirmatively for the decision; Commissioner
Elliott was not present at the time of the vote,

Attest:

_b-A4-94 Hariasee. 7).
Date ;J’Mariorxe W. Emmons
cretary of the Commission




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISION

AWASHINGTON DO 20464

POSTMASTER
U.S. Postal Service
St. Francisville, LA 70775

LRA 406
ADDRESS INFORMATION REQUEST

Pursuant to 39 C.F.R. § 265.6(d)(1), please furnish this
agency with a new address, if available, for the individual
or entity listed below, or verify whether the address given
below is one at which mail for this individual or entity is
currently being delivered.

NAME : John R. Rarick
LAST KNOWN ADDRESS: 482 Royal St., PO Box 1924
St. Francisville, LA 70775

Under 39 C.F.R. § 265.9(g)(5)(i), we request a waiver of
fees. In this connection I hereby certify that the Federal
Election Commission, an agency of the U.S. Government,
requires the information requested above in the performance
of its official duties, and that all other known sources for
obtaining it have been exhausted. A return envelope is
enclosed for your convenience. Please feel free to contact
me at (202) 219-3690 or (800) 424-9530,if you have any

questions. ﬂ{ :I

J MacDonald
Paralegal Specialist

FOR POST OFFICE USE ONLY

Mail is Delivered to Above Address
Moved, left no forwarding address
No such address

Other (Please Specify)

—— o~ —
—

Forwarding Address:

Effective date of this change:




FEOERAL FLEC TTON COMMISSTON

WASHINGTON DO AMng

JUN 3 0 1994
POSTMASTER
U.S. Postal Service
Swartz, LA 71281
LRA 406

ADDRESS INFORMATION REQUEST

Pursuant to 39 C.F.R. § 265.6(d)(1), please furnish this
agency with a new address, if available, for the individual
or entity listed below, or verify whether the address given
below is one at which mail for this individual or entity is
currently being delivered.

NAME: Maria Gilley
LAST KNOWN ADDRESS: P.O. Box 483, Highway 139
Swartz, LA 71281

Under 39 C.F.R. § 265.9(g)(5)(i), we request a waiver of
fees. 1In this connection I hereby certify that the Federal
Election Commission, an agency of the U.S. Government,
requires the information requested above in the performance
of its official duties, and that all other known sources for
obtaining it have been exhausted. A return envelope is
enclosed for your convenience. Please feel free to contact
me at (202) 219-3690 or (800) 424-9530 if you have any

questions. '[ ; ! l

Ja MacDonald
Paralegal Specialist

FOR POST OFFICE USE ONLY

Mail is Delivered to Above Address
Moved, left no forwarding address
No such address

Other (Please Specify)

Forwarding Address:

Effective date of this change:




FEDERAL FLECTION COMMISSION

WASHISNSGTON D0 Judh g

JUN 3 0 1994

POSTMASTER
U.S. Postal Service
Minden, LA 71055

LRA 406

ADDRESS INFORMATION REQUEST

Pursuant to 39 C.F.R. § 265.6(d)(1), please furnish this
agency with a new address, if available, for the individual
or entity listed below, or verify whether the address given

0 below is one at which mail for this individual or entity is
currently being delivered.

NAME: L.M. Neilson
M LAST KNOWN ADDRESS: Rt. 2, Box 546
~ Minden, LA 71055
Y Under 39 C.F.R. § 265.9(g)(5)(i), we request a waiver of

fees. In this connection I hereby certify that the Federal
Election Commission, an agency of the U.S. Government,
requires the information requested above in the performance
of its official duties, and that all other known sources for
obtaining it have been exhausted. A return envelope is
enclosed for your convenience. Please feel free to contact
O me at (202) 219-3690 or (800) 424-9530 if you have any

questions. 4[ ;2; e!

k MacDonald
Paralegal Specialist

¥

9

FOR POST OFFICE USE ONLY

Mail is Delivered to Above Address
Moved, left no forwarding address
No such address

Other (Please Specify)

—~ - -~
— s

Forwarding Address:

Effective date of this change:




M

™

Q]

\i"\

ON

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON DO 20463

JUN 3§ 1934
POSTMASTER
U.S. Postal Service
St. Joseph, LA 71366
LRA 406

ADDRESS INFORMATION REQUEST

Pursuant to 39 C.F.R. § 265.6(d)(1), please furnish this
agency with a new address, if available, for the individual
or entity listed below, or verify whether the address given
below is one at which mail for this individual or entity is
currently being delivered.

NAME: Frank D. Richardson
LAST KNOWN ADDRESS: Rt. 1, Box 107
St. Joseph, LA 71366

Under 39 C.F.R. § 265.9(g)(5)(i), we request a waiver of
fees. 1In this connection I hereby certify that the Federal
Election Commission, an agency of the U.S. Government,
requires the information requested above in the performance
of its official duties, and that all other known sources for
obtaining it have been exhausted. A return envelope is
enclosed for your convenience. Please feel free to contact
me at (202) 219-3690 or (800) 424-9530 if you have any

questions. z: 2 E !

J MacDonald
Paralegal Specialist

FOR POST OFFICE USE ONLY

Mail is Delivered to Above Address
Moved, left no forwarding address
No such address

Other (Please Specify)

o~ o~ o~ a—

Forwarding Address:

Effective date of this change:
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FEODOERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTION D 204614

POSTMASTER
U.S. Postal Service JUN
Carencro, LA 70520-0608 30 1994

LRA 406
ADDRESS INFORMATION REQUEST

Pursuant to 39 C.F.R. § 265.6(d)(1), please furnish this
agency with a new address, if available, for the individual
or entity listed below, or verify whether the address given
below is one at which mail for this individual or entity is
currently being delivered.

NAME : Jerrie Bellow
LAST KNOWN ADDRESS: 100 Froeba Dr., PO Box 608
Carencro, LA 70520-0608

Under 39 C.F.R. § 265.9(g)(5)(i), we request a waiver of
fees. In this connection I hereby certify that the Federal
Election Commission, an agency of the U.S. Government,
requires the information requested above in the performance
of its official duties, and that all other known sources for
obtaining it have been exhausted. A return envelope is
enclosed for your convenience. Please feel free to contact
me at (202) 219-3690 or (800) 424-9530 if you have any

questions. 9 !! 2 n l

Jack MacDonald
Paralegal Specialist

FOR POST OFFICE USE ONLY

Mail is Delivered to Above Address
Moved, left no forwarding address
No such address

Other (Please Specify)

— N

Forwarding Address:

Effective date of this change:




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON D C 204614

POSTMASTER Ju
U.S. Postal Service ”3 b 1wl

Metairie, LA 70002
LRA 406
ADDRESS INFORMATION REQUEST

Pursuant to 39 C.F.R. § 265.6(d)(1), please furnish this
agency with a new address, if available, for the individual
or entity listed below, or verify whether the address given
below is one at which mail for this individual or entity is
currently being delivered.

NAME: Francis J. Shubert, Sr.
LAST KNOWN ADDRESS: 3216 Ridgeway Drive
Metairie, LA 70002

Under 39 C.F.R. § 265.9(g)(5)(i), we request a waiver of
fees. 1In this connection I hereby certify that the Federal
Election Commission, an agency of the U.S. Government,
requires the information requested above in the performance
of its official duties, and that all other known sources for
obtaining it have been exhausted. A return envelope is
enclosed for your convenience. Please feel free to contact
me at (202) 219-3690 or (800) 424-9530 if you have any

questions. /4£ ;) h[

Ja MacDonald
Paralegal Specialist

FOR POST OFFICE USE ONLY

Mail is Delivered to Above Address
Moved, left no forwarding address
No such address

Other (Please Specify)

—~ o~ S~
P e

Forwarding Address:

Effective date of this change:




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMINSION

WASHINGTON DO 20409

POSTMASTER JUN
U.S. Postal Service 30 qu
Berea, KY 40403

LRA 406
ADDRESS INFORMATION REQUEST

Pursuant to 39 C.F.R. § 265.6(d)(1), please furnish this
agency with a new address, if available, for the individual
or entity listed below, or verify whether the address given
below is one at which mail for this individual or entity is
currently being delivered.

NAME: Jerome Layton
LAST KNOWN ADDRESS: 1 Cherry Lane
Berea, KY 40403

Under 39 C.F.R. § 265.9(g)(S)(i), we request a waiver of
fees. 1In this connection I hereby certify that the Federal
Election Commission, an agency of the U.S. Government,
requires the information requested above in the performance
of its official duties, and that all other known sources for
obtaining it have been exhausted. A return envelope is
enclosed for your convenience. Please feel free to contact
me at (202) 219-3690 or (800) 424-9530 if you have any

questions. 4[ ;E Q'

J MacDonald
Paralegal Specialist

FOR POST OFFICE USE ONLY

Mail is Delivered to Above Address
Moved, left no forwarding address
No such address

Other (Please Specify)

— .
s

Forwarding Address:

Effective date of this change:




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON DO 20463

POSTMASTER JUN 3 0 1994
U.S. Postal Service
Elburn, 1L 60119

LRA 406
ADDRESS INFORMATION REQUEST

Pursuant to 39 C.F.R. § 265.6(d)(1), please furnish this
agency with a new address, if available, for the individual
or entity listed below, or verify whether the address given
below is one at which mail for this individual or entity is
currently being delivered.

NAME : Jeff william Smith
LAST KNOWN ADDRESS: 43 Ww. 340 Smith Road
Elburn, IL 60119

Under 39 C.F.R. § 265.9(g)(5)(i), we request a waiver of
fees. 1In this connection I hereby certify that the Federal
Election Commission, an agency of the U.S. Government,
requires the information requested above in the performance
of its official duties, and that all other known sources for
obtaining it have been exhausted. A return envelope is
enclosed for your convenience. Please feel free to contact
me at (202) 219-3690 or (800) 424-9530 if you have any

questions. Q |, 2 : [

MacDonald
Paralegal Specialist

FOR POST OFFICE USE ONLY

Mail is Delivered to Above Address
Moved, left no forwarding address
No such address

Other (Please Specify)

P
~ N N

Forwarding Address:

Effective date of this change:
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON DO nant

POSTMASTER JUN 3 0 1994

U.S. Postal Service
Ferriday, LA 71334

LRA 406

ADDRESS INFORMATION REQUEST

Pursuant to 39 C.F.R. § 265.6(d)(1), please furnish this
agency with a new address, if available, for the individual
or entity listed below, or verify whether the address given
below i8 one at which mail for this individual or entity is
currently being delivered.

NAME: Ray Cater
LAST KNOWN ADDRESS: Rt. 1 Box 13-H

Ferriday, LA 71334

Under 39 C.F.R. § 265.9(g)(5)(i), we request a waiver of
fees. In this connection I hereby certify that the Federal
Election Commission, an agency of the U.S. Government,
requires the information requested above in the performance
of its official duties, and that all other known sources for
obtaining it have been exhausted. A return envelope is
enclosed for your convenience. Please feel free to contact
me at (202) 219-3690 or (800) 424-9530 jf you have any

questions. ﬂ( :E Q [

Ja MacDonald
Paralegal Specialist

FOR POST OFFICE USE ONLY

Mail is Delivered to Above Address
Moved, left no forwarding address
No such address

Other (Please Specify)

o~ -~
— Nt Nt

Forwarding Address:

Effective date of this change:




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

MWASHING TON DO 2od,

POSTMASTER JUN 3 0 1994
U.S. Postal Service
Equinunk, PA 18417

LRA 406
ADDRESS INFORMATION REQUEST

Pursuant to 39 C.F.R. § 265.6(d)(1), please furnish this
agency with a new address, if available, for the individual
or entity listed below, or verify whether the address given
below is one at which mail for this individual or entity is
currently being delivered.

NAME : Vincent A. Canfield
LAST KNOWN ADDRESS: P.O. Box 222, R.R. 1
Equinunk, PA 18417

Under 39 C.F.R. § 265.9(g)(5)(i), we request a waiver of
fees. 1In this connection I hereby certify that the Federal
Election Commission, an agency of the U.S. Government,
requires the information requested above in the performance
of its official duties, and that all other known sources for
obtaining it have been exhausted. A return envelope is
enclosed for your convenience. Please feel free to contact
me at (202) 219-3690 or (800) 424-9530 if you have any

questions. ‘! ;) Ql

Ja MacDonald
Paralegal Specialist

FOR POST OFFICE USE ONLY

Mail is Delivered to Above Address
Moved, left no forwarding address
No such address

Other (Please Specify)

—~ o
P .

Forwarding Address:

Effective date of this change:
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON DO 204614

JUN 30 1994
POSTMASTER
U.S. Postal Service
Culver City, CA 90230
LRA 406

ADDRESS INFORMATION REQUEST

Pursuant to 39 C.F.R. § 265.6(d)(1l), please furnish this
agency with a new address, if available, for the individual
or entity listed below, or verify whether the address given
below is one at which mail for this individual or entity is
currently being delivered.

NAME: Louis J. Arrieta
LAST KNOWN ADDRESS: 4461 pPurdue Avenue
Culver City, CA 90230

Under 39 C.F.R. § 265.9(g)(5)(i), we request a waiver of
fees. In this connection I hereby certify that the Federal
Election Commission, an agency of the U.S. Government,
requires the information requested above in the performance
of its official duties, and that all other known sources for
obtaining it have been exhausted. A return envelope is
enclosed for your convenience. Please feel free to contact
me at (202) 219-3690 or (B00) 424-9530 if you have any

questions. "C :D Q’

Ja MacDonald
Paralegal Specialist

FOR POST OFFICE USE ONLY

Mail is Delivered to Above Address
Moved, left no forwarding address
No such address

Other (Please Specify)

o~~~

Forwarding Address:

Effective date of this change:




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSTON

WASHINCTON D C 20463

POSTMASTER JUN 3 0 1994

U.S. Postal Service
Duck Key, FL 33050

LRA 406
ADDRESS INFORMATION REQUEST

Pursuant to 39 C.F.R. § 265.6(d)(1), please furnish this
agency with a new address, if available, for the individual
or entity listed below, or verify whether the address given
below is one at which mail for this individual or entity is
currently being delivered.

NAME : Benjamin Grob
LAST KNOWN ADDRESS: 206 Corsair Road
Duck Key, FL 33050

Under 39 C.F.R. § 265.9(g)(5)(i), we request a waiver of
fees. In this connection I hereby certify that the Federal
Election Commission, an agency of the U.S. Government,
requires the information requested above in the performance
of its official duties, and that all other known sources for
obtaining it have been exhausted. A return envelope is
enclosed for your convenience. Please feel free to contact
me at (202) 219-3690 or (800) 424-9530 if you have any

questions. E] &! ;Z g!
k Macbonald

Paralegal Specialist

FOR POST OFFICE USE ONLY

Mail is Delivered to Above Address
Moved, left no forwarding address
No such address

Other (Please Specify)

Forwarding Address:

Effective date of this change:




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON DU 204h )

‘wc n v YU¥
JUN 3 0 1304
POSTMASTER
U.S. Postal Service
New Orleans, LA 70113

LRA 406
ADDRESS INFORMATION REQUEST

Pursuant to 39 C.F.R. § 265.6(d)(1), please furnish this
agency with a new address, if available, for the individual
or entity listed below, or verify whether the address given
below is one at which mail for this individual or entity is
currently being delivered.

NAME : Lloyd A. Faulstich
LAST KNOWN ADDRESS: 1240 Dauphine Street
New Orleans, LA 70116

Under 39 C.F.R. § 265.9(g)(5)(i), we request a waiver of
fees. In this connection I hereby certify that the Federal
Election Commission, an agency of the U.S. Government,
requires the information requested above in the performance
of its official duties, and that all other known sources for
obtaining it have been exhausted. A return envelope is
enclosed for your convenience. Please feel free to contact
me at (202) 219-3690 or (800) 424-9530 if you have any

questions. 0[ g [

J MacDhonald
Paralegal Specialist

FOR POST OFFICE USE ONLY

Mail is Delivered to Above Address
Moved, left no forwarding address
No such address

Other (Please Specify)

— o~ r—

Forwarding Address:

Effective date of this change:




FEODERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTION DO 2046

POSTMASTER JUN 3 0 1994

U.S. Postal Service
Gretna, LA 70053

ADDRESS INFORMATION REQUEST

Pursuant to 39 C.F.R. § 265.6(d)(1), please furnish this
agency with a new address, if available, for the individual
or entity listed below, or verify whether the address given
below is one at which mail for this individual or entity is
currently being delivered.

NAME: Eleanor Parker Adam
LAST KNOWN ADDRESS: 416 Westmeade Drive
Gretna, LA 70056

Under 39 C.F.R. § 265.9(g)(5)(i), we request a waiver of
fees. In this connection I hereby certify that the Federal
Election Commission, an agency of the U.S. Government,
requires the information requested above in the performance
of its official duties, and that all other known sources for
obtaining it have been exhausted. A return envelope is
enclosed for your convenience. Please feel free to contact
me at (202) 219-3690 or (800) 424-9530 if you have any

questions. '! ;Z Ql

J MacDonald
Paralegal Specialist

FOR POST OFFICE USE ONLY

Mail is Delivered to Above Address
Moved, left no forwarding address
No such address

Other (Please Specify)

—~ e e -~
Nt Nt Nt St

Forwarding Address:

Effective date of this change:




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSTON

WASHINGTON DU 204and

JUN 3 0 1994
POSTMASTER
U.S. Postal Service
Bogalusa, LA 70429

LRA 406

ADDRESS INFORMATION REQUEST

Pursuant to 39 C.F.R. § 265.6(d)(1), please furnish this
agency with a new address, if available, for the individual
or entity listed below, or verify whether the address given
below is one at which mail for this individual or entity is
currently being delivered.

NAME: E.R. McElveen
LAST KNOWN ADDRESS: 444 Memphis Street
Bogalusa, LA 70427

Under 39 C.F.R. § 265.9(g)(5)(i), we request a waiver of
fees. 1In this connection I hereby certify that the Federal
Election Commission, an agency of the U.S. Government,
requires the information requested above in the performance
of its official duties, and that all other known sources for
obtaining it have been exhausted. A return envelope is
enclosed for your convenience. Please feel free to contact
me at (202) 219-3690 or (800) 424-9530 if you have any

guestions. “ ; l

Jack MacDonald
Paralegal Specialist

FOR POST OFFICE USE ONLY

Mail is Delivered to Above Address
Moved, left no forwarding address
No such address

Other (Please Specify)

_— o~ o~
Nt

Forwarding Address:

Effective date of this change:
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FEDERAL FLECTION COMMISSION

AV ASHUENG, TSN Dt 2ade

JUN 3 0 19%
POSTHMASTER
U.S. Postal Service
New Orleans, LA 70113

LRA 406

ADDRESS INFORMATION REQUEST

Pursuant to 39 C.F.R. § 265.6(d)(1), please furnish this
agency with a new address, if available, for the individual
or entity listed below, or verify whether the address given
below is one at which mail for this individual or entity is
currently being delivered.

NAME: Harold H. White, II1l
LAST KNOWN ADDRESS: 1161 rLake Avenue #323
New Orleans, LA 70119

Under 39 C.F.R. § 265.9(g)(5)(i), we request a waiver of
fees. In this connection I hereby certify that the Federal
Election Commission, an agency of the U.S. Government,
requires the information requested above in the performance
of its official duties, and that all other known sources for
obtaining it have been exhausted. A return envelope is
enclosed for your convenience. Please feel free to contact
me at (202) 219-3690 or (800) 424-9530 if you have any
questions.

ck MacDonald
Paralegal Specialist

FOR POST OFFICE USE ONLY

Mail is Delivered to Above Address
Moved, left no forwarding address
No such address

Other (Please Specify)

o~
A

Forwarding Address:

Effective date of this change:
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FEDERAL FLECTION COMMISSION

WASHR TN DL 204

L
JUN 3 0 9%
POSTMASTER
U.S. Postal Service
Long Beach, CA 90802
LRA 406

ADDRESS INFORMATION REQUEST

Pursuant to 39 C.F.R. § 265.6(d)(1), please furnish this
agency with a new address, if available, for the individual
or entity listed below, or verify whether the address given
below is one at which mail for this individual or entity is
currently being delivered.

NAME : R.W. Weidemann
LAST KNOWN ADDRESS: 6451 Bixby Hill Road
Long Beach, CA 90815

Under 39 C.F.R. § 265.9(g)(5)(i), we request a waiver of
fees. 1In this connection I hereby certify that the Federal
Election Commission, an agency of the U.S. Government,
requires the information requested above in the performance
of its official duties, and that all other known sources for
obtaining it have been exhausted. A return envelope is
enclosed for your convenience. Please feel free to contact
me at (202) 219-3690 or (800) 424-9530 if you have any

questions. !: ;Z !'

k MacDonald
Paralegal Specialist

FOR POST OFFICE USE ONLY

Mail is Delivered to Above Address
Moved, left no forwarding address
No such address

Other (Please Specify)

— N N

Forwarding Address:

Effective date of this change:




FEDERAL FLECTION COMMISSTON

WASHINGTON DU Judni

JUN 3 0 1934

POSTMASTER
U.S. Postal Service
Cleveland, Ohio 44101

LRA 406

ADDRESS INFORMATION REQUEST

Pursuant to 39 C.F.R. § 265.6(d)(1), please furnish this
agency with a new address, if available, for the individual
or entity listed below, or verify whether the address given
below is one at which mail for this individual or entity is
currently being delivered.

NAME: Mary P. Donta
LAST KNOWN ADDRESS: 1614 Keystone Road

Parma, Ohio 44134

Under 39 C.F.R. § 265.9(g)(5)(i), we request a waiver of
fees. In this connection I hereby certify that the Federal
Election Commission, an agency of the U.S. Government,
requires the information requested above in the performance
of its official duties, and that all other known sources for
obtaining it have been exhausted. A return envelope is
enclosed for your convenience. Please feel free to contact
me at (202) 219-3690 or (800) 424-9530 if you have any

questions. El 1! ;I ![
J MacDonald

Paralegal Specialist

FOR POST OFFICE USE ONLY

Mail is Delivered to Above Address
Moved, left no forwarding address
No such address

Other (Please Specify)

o~~~ o~

Forwarding Address:

Effective date of this change:
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON D Zido

July 12, 1994

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

James A. McPherson, Treasurer

Paul Allen, Assistant Treasurer
David Duke for U.S. Senate Committee
3603 Cypress Street

Metairie, LA 70001

RE: MUR 3998
David Duke for U.S. Senate Committee

Dear Mr. McPherson and Mr. Allen:

On June 22, 1994, the Federal Election Commission found
that there is reason to believe that the David Duke for U.S.
Senate Committee ("Committee") and James A. McPherson, as
treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. § 44la(f); 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a);
2 U.S.C. § 432(c)(2); and 2 U.S.C. § 434(b)(3)(A), provisions
of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended
("the Act"). The Commission also found reason to believe
that the Committee and James A. McPherson, as treasurer,
violated 11 C.F.R. § 110.4(c)(3). The Factual 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 matter. Statements should be submitted under oath. All
responses to the enclosed Order to Submit Written Answers and
Subpoena to Produce Documents to the Committee, James A.
McPherson, as treasurer, and Paul Allen, as assistant
treasurer, must be submitted within 30 days of your receipt
of this order and subpoena. 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. 1If you intend to be represented by
counsel, please advise the Commission by completing the
enclosed form stating the name, address, and telephone number




Letter to James A..cphetson, Treasurer and .

Paul Allen, Assistant Treasurer
Page 2

of such counsel, and authorizing such counsel to receive any
notifications or 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. § 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the
Office of the General Counsel will make recommendations to
the Commission either proposing an agreement in settlement of
the matter or recommending declining that pre-probable cause
conciliation be pursued. The Office of the General Counsel
may recommend that pre-probable cause conciliation not be
entered into at this time so that it may complete its
investigation of the matter. Further, requests for
pre-probable cause conciliation will not be entertained after
briefs on probable cause have been mailed to the respondent.

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

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

For your information, we have attached a brief
description of the Commission’s procedures for handling
possible violations of the Act. 1If you have any questions,
please contact Delanie DeWitt Painter, the attorney assigned
to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

For the Commission,

TrevBr Potter

Chairman

Enclosures

Order and Subpoena

Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures

Designation of Counsel Form

cc: David Duke
500 N. Arnoult Road
Metairie, LA 70001
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

)
In the Matter of ) MUR 3998

)

SUBPOENA TO PRODUCE DOCUMENTS
ORDER TO SUBMIT WRITTEN ANSWERS

TO: James A. McPherson, Treasurer

Paul Allen, Assistant Treasurer

David Duke for U.S. Senate Committee

3603 Cypress Street

Metairie, LA 70001

Pursuant to 2 U.S.C. § 437d(a)(1l) and (3), and in
furtherance of its investigation in the above-captioned
matter, the Federal Election Commission hereby orders you to
submit written answers to the questions attached to this
Order and subpoenas you to produce the documents requested on
the 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
forwarded to the Office of the General Counsel, Federal

Election Commission, 999 E Street, N.W., Washington, D.C.

20463, along with the requested documents within 30 days of

receipt of this Order and Subpoena.




Subpoena and Orde o David Duke for
U.8. Senate Commi g .
‘James A. McPherson, Treasurer, and
Paul Allen, Assistant Treasurer
Page 2
WHEREFORE, the Chairman of the Federal Election

Commission has hereunto set his hand in Washington, D.C. on

this //f/‘, day ofﬂ} , 1994,

For the Commission,

T,

Trevor Potter
Chairman

ATTEST:
™~
C
i e W. Emmons
g Secretdry to the Commission
e Attachments
Questions and Document Request (4 pages)
<
D
")
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Subpoena and Orde David Duke for

U.S. Senate Comai ’ .
James A. McPherson, Treasurer, and

Paul Allen, Assistant Treasurer

Page 3

INSTRUCTIONS

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

Each answer is to be given separately and independently,
and unless specifically stated in the particular discovery
request, no answer shall be given solely by reference either
to another answer or to an exhibit attached to your response.

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

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

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, 1989 to the 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. 1Include in any supplemental answers the date
upon which and the manner in which such further or different
information came to your attention.
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U.8. Senate Commi e,

James A. McPherson, Treasurer, and
Paul Allen, Assistant Treasurer
Page ¢

Subpoena and Orde David Duke for .

DEFINITIONS

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

"You" shall mean the David Duke for U.S. Senate
Committee, James A. McPherson as Treasurer, and Paul Allen,
as Assistant Treasurer, including all officers, employees,
agents or attorneys thereof.

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

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

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

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

"And" as well as "or" shall be construed disjunctively
or conjunctively as necessary to bring within the scope of
these interrogatories and request for the production of
documents any documents and materials which may otherwise be
construed to be out of their scope.
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U.S. Senate Commi 5

James A. McPherson, Treasurer, and
Paul Allen, Assistant Treasurer
Page 5

QUESTIONS

Subpoena and Orde David Duke for .

1. Describe in detail the procedures or systems used by you
for soliciting, receiving, recording, and depositing cash
contributions, including cash receipts for the sale of

campaign merchandise. Your answer should include, but not be
limited to, the name, current address, title, and
responsibility of each individual involved in this process,
as well as the identity of each person who physically handled
cash contributions.

2. Describe in detail the procedures or systems used by you
to ensure that you did not accept any cash contributions from
any individual in an amount over $50. Your answer should
include, but not be limited to, the name, current address,
title, and responsibility of each individual involved in this
process.

3. Describe in detail the procedures or systems used by you
to ensure that you recorded the name and address of every
person who made a cash contribution to you in excess of $50,
and the date and amount of each such contribution. Your
answer should include, but not be limited to, the name,
current address, title, and responsibility of each individual
involved in this process.

4. List all events, rallies, meetings, dinners, parties,
picnics, festivals, or other gatherings that were attended by
David Duke or any other agent of his 1990 Senatorial Campaign
in which cash contributions to David Duke’s campaign were
solicited or collected. 1Identify all persons with knowledge
of the events listed in your response to this interrogatory.

5. Provide the following information for each event, rally,
meeting, dinner, party, picnic, festival, or other gathering
(collectively, "campaign event") you list in response to
Interrogatory No. 4:

a. The date and location of each campaign event;

b. The amount of cash contributions accepted by you at
the campaign event;

c¢. The number of persons who made cash contributions to
you at the campaign event;

d. The identity of all campaign agents or officials in
attendance at the campaign event;

e. State whether the candidate attended the campaign
event;

f. The identity of all individuals who solicited or
accepted contributions at each campaign event;

g. The date the cash contributions raised at each
campaign event were deposited into a bank;

h. A list of all records which support your response
to this interrogatory.




Subpoena and Orde o David Duke for
U.S. Senate Commi ., '

‘James A. McPherson, Treasurer, and

Paul Allen, Assistant Treasurer
Page 6

6. 1Identify all persons with knowledge of the events or
transactions described in your answer to these
interrogatories, including, but not limited to, your

representatives or agents.

7. 1ldentify each person who in any way assisted in answering
these questions, and specify his or her connection to the
David Duke for U.S. Senate Committee.

DOCUMENT REQUESTS

1. Produce all records identified or referenced in your
responses to the above interrogatories. For each document
identify the interrogatory for which it is being produced.

2. Produce all notes, financial records, ledgers,
memoranda, or other documents relating or referring to the
solicitation, receipt, recording, and deposit of cash
contributions.

3. Produce all records of instructions given to your
representatives or agents with respect to the solicitation,
acceptance, and recording of cash contributions.

q. Produce all records of statements made by the candidate
or other campaign officials concerning the solicitation and
acceptance of cash contributions, including, but not limited
to, requests by the candidate at campaign events for
contributions, and instructions given by the campaign to
staff and volunteers regarding the acceptance of
contributions.

5. Produce records of the candidate’s campaign activities
during 1989 and 1990, including but not limited to calendars,
appointment books, and travel itineraries.

6. Produce all records referring, relating or pertaining to
the source of contributions that were transferred from your
non-federal account into your federal account, including but
not limited to financial records, bank statements, check
registers, and ledgers.




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: David Duke for U.S. Senate Committee MUR: 3998
and James A. McPherson, as Treasurer

This matter was generated by the Federal Election
Commission ("the Commission") in the normal course of
carrying out its supervisory responsibilities pursuant to the

Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the

Act"). 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(2). The Commission conducted an
audit of the David Duke for U.S. Senate Committee, ("the

Committee") and James A. McPherson, as Treasurer, in

< accordance with 2 U.S.C. § 438(b). The Committee was the

. principal campaign committee for David Duke, who lost the

N 1990 Louisiana election for the United States Senate with

~ 43.51% of the vote.l/

Y3 I. EXCESSIVE CONTRIBUTIONS FROM INDIVIDUALS

N The Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended
- ("the Act") limits the amount that an individual may

o contribute to any candidate to $1,000 with respect to any

election. 2 U.S.C. § 441la(a)(1l)(A). Moreover, no candidate
or political committee shall knowingly accept any

contribution which exceeds the contribution limitations.

P4 The State of Louisiana holds an open primary for United
States Senate elections, in which both Democratic and
Republican candidates run on the same ballot. 18 La. Rev.
Stat. Ann. § 511A. A candidate is the overall winner if that
candidate receives a majority vote in the primary. 1Id.

Since Senator Johnston of Louisiana won the open primary with
more than 50% of the vote, no general election for the Senate
seat occurred in 1990.




2 U.S.C. § 441a(f).

The Committee received 192 excessive contributions

totaling $53,901.72 from 80 individuals that were not

refunded or reattributed. 11 C.F.R. §§ 103.3(b)(1) and
110.1. This total includes two excessive in-kind
contributions from two individuals, each reported in the
amount of $2,000. The Committee provided no documentation to
verify the nature of these two in-kind contributions. There

is no evidence that the Committee has taken any action to

refund the excessive contributions.

The large number of excessive contributions was
apparently caused by Committee practices based on
misconceptions of the Act and Commission regulations.z/ Both
before and after the open primary, the Committee treated the
excessive portions of undesignated contributions from
individuals as general election contributions. However, no
general election was held. Moreover, it was the Committee’s
practice to attribute contributions received on joint
accounts to both spouses without having the requisite
signatures, or requesting written reattributions. The

Committee reported 966 itemized contributions from both

spouses rather than from the signatory on the check. A

2/ The Committee’s response to the Interim Audit Report
stated that the Assistant Treasurer was "too dumb to pick up
the distinction between check accountholders as opposed to
the check signers." The Assistant Treasurer stated that he
"did not dig in and learn as much about federal election law
as I should have" because he worked part time, and was "in a
state of overwhelm" because of several "coordinated ongoing
audits/investigations of Mr. Duke."
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Committee representative stated that the Committee
erroneously attributed contributions to the accountholders of
the contribution check, not to the check signers. However,
contributions are attributable to the person who signs the
check. See 11 C.F.R. §§ 104.8(c) and 110.1(k). Finally, the
Committee erroneocusly applied the $1,000 contribution
limitation to each calendar year rather than to each
election. 2 U.S.C § 441a(1)(A). Thus, contributions made in
different calendar years by the same individual were not
aggregated by election.

Therefore, there is reason to believe that the David
Duke for U.S. Senate Committee and James A. McPherson, as
Treasurer, knowingly accepted contributions in excess of the
contribution limitations in violation of 2 U.S.C. § 44la(f).
II. ANONYMOUS CONTRIBUTIONS OF CURRENCY

The Act provides that no person may make cash
contributions to any candidate for federal office which
exceed $100 in the aggregate. 2 U.S.C. § 441g. A political
committee may accept anonymous cash contributions from an
individual up to the amount of $50, but must promptly dispose
of any amount in excess of $50 for any lawful purpose
unrelated to any federal election, campaign, or candidate.
11 C.F.R. § 110.4(c)(3). For cash contributions over $50,
the committee treasurer must keep records of the date and
amount of the contribution and the name and address of the

contributor. 2 U.S.C. § 432(c)(2). The Commission has

delineated several accounting methods to satisfy the




-
recordkeeping requirement for events involving numerous cash
contributions under $50. See Advisory Opinion "AO" 1980-99.
A committee may keep an account of the name and address of
each contributor, or "record the name of the event, the
date(s) contributions were received for that event, and the
total amount of contributions received on each day for that
event." AO 1980-99.

The audit revealed that the Committee made 337 deposits
of cash in excess of $50 that have no documentation revealing
the source of the funds. These deposits total $193,005.14,
and the total amount in excess of $50 for the deposits was
$176,155.14. The Committee informed the Audit staff that
recordkeeping for cash contributions was a problem because
many contributors would hand cash to the candidate at rallies
and other events.

Most of the bank deposit slips had notations concerning
the source of the contributions. These notations fall into
several categories: rallies; T-shirts and other paraphenalia
sold at rallies; solicitations; contributions less than $50;
TV; and miscellaneous.é/ Some of the deposit slips did not
have any notation on them. A number of the notations

identify the location of particular rallies. Other than the

3/ It appears that 149 of the deposits resulted from
rallies held throughout Louisiana. Moreover, 64 deposits
appear to be the proceeds of sales of T-shirts, bumper
stickers, hats, and other items at the rallies. The
notations on the remaining cash deposits include 91 noted as
being from solicitations, 11 described as cash contributions
less than $50, two described as TV and 20 with no notation or
the notation "miscellaneous".
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notations, there is no evidence of how many contributions are
in each deposit, or the amount of contributions.

In its response to the Interim Audit Report, the
Committee stated that the candidate held hundreds of rallies
with large turnouts in Louisiana. The Committee also stated
that in every public speech, the candidate instructed
contributors that the most they could give in cash was $50,
and that larger amounts must be contributed by check; and
that campaign volunteers, who passed around a hat or bucket,
were instructed to only accept cash contributions of $50 or
less. The campaign staff would "throw the money in a bag and
speed on to the next rally ... after the whirlwind, the cash
was properly counted and deposited." The Committee provided
no additional evidence of its procedures for processing cash
contributions.

There is no evidence of how many anonymous cash
contributions were in each deposit, or the amount of
contributions. Furthermore, there is no showing that the
Committee made any attempt to differentiate between cash
contributions below $50 and those of more than $50, which
must be recorded. 2 U.S.C. § 432(c)(2). while it is
possible that each cash deposit was made up of a number of

individual contributions of less than $50, the Committee has

provided no evidence of the source or amount of the
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contributions other than the brief notations on the deposit
/

slips.d

Moreover, it is unclear whether the Committee had a
recordkeeping system in place, such as the one delineated in
Advisory Opinion 1980-99, to record the name of the event,
the date(s) contributions were received and the total amount

of contributions received on each day for that event. The

brief notations on the deposit slips provide insufficient
information to satisfy the recordkeeping requirement. The
notations do not consistently provide locations or other
necessary information. For example, it is not clear if the
date of each rally is the date of the deposit, or if the
total amount collected is the amount of the deposit.
Finally, the Committee has not demonstrated that it disposed
of any amount of anonymous cash contributions in excess of
$50. 11 C.F.R. § 110.4(c)(3).

Therefore, there is reason to believe that the David
Duke for U.S. Senate Committee and James A. McPherson, as
Treasurer, failed to keep records of the date and amount of
each contribution in excess of $50 and the name and address
of the contributor in violation of 2 U.S.C. § 432(c)(2).
Moreover, there is reason to believe that the David Duke for
U.S. Senate Committee and James A. McPherson, as Treasurer,

failed to promptly dispose of any amount of anonymous cash

4/ Since notations on 11 of the deposit slips indicate that
they consist of contributions under $50, it is reasonable to
conclude that the remaining deposits may have included some
contributions in excess of $50.
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contributions in excess of $50 for any lawful purpose

unrelated to any federal election, campaign, or candidate in

violation of 11 C.F.R. § 110.4(c)(3).

III. TRANSFERS FROM CANDIDATE’S NONFEDERAL ACCOUNT
CONTAINING POSSIBLE PROHIBITED PFUNDS

It is unlawful for a corporation or labor organization
to make a contribution or expenditure in connection with any
federal election. 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a); 11 C.F.R. § 114.2.

The Act further prohibits a candidate, political committee or

other person from knowingly accepting or receiving any
corporate or union contribution. 1Id.

A transfer of funds is permissible from a candidate’s
campaign committee for a nonfederal election to his or her
principal campaign committee for a federal election provided
that the funds transferred are not composed of contributions
that would be in violation of the Act. 11 C.F.R.

§§ 110.3(c)(6); 102.6(a)(1)(i),(iv). The cash on hand from
which the transfer is made shall be considered to consist of
the funds most recently received by the transferor committee.
11 C.F.R. § 110.3(c)(6). The transferor committee must be
able to demonstrate that it had sufficient funds that comply
with the limitations and prohibitions of the Act to make the
transfer at the time of the transfer. 1I1d. The transferring
committee shall keep records of the sources of the funds in
the account from which the transfer is made and, upon
request, shall make such records available for examination by

the Commission. Id.




-8-
The Committee received three transfers, totaling
$19,922.58 from the candidate’s nonfederal committee for his

previous state representative campaign (the "Nonfederal

Committee").é/

Louisiana state election law permits contributions from
corporations and labor unions. 18 La. Rev. Stat. Ann.
§ 1505.2Fr. According to a Committee official, whenever the
Committee received apparent prohibited contributions, the
funds were routinely deposited into the Nonfederal Committee
account, and letters seeking redesignations were sent to the
contributors.

Three transfers totaling $19,922.58 from the Nonfederal

Committee to the Committee may be from prohibited sources.é/

5/ The Nonfederal Committee was established by the
candidate for his successful state campaign. The candidate
won the special election for state representative, held on
February 18, 1989. The name of the Nonfederal Committee is
not clear. The Committee’s itemized receipts note one
transfer from the "David Duke Campaign." According to the
Louisiana Board of Ethics for Elected Officials, Supervisory
Committee on Campaign Finance Disclosure, Mr. Duke filed
disclosure reports for the February 18, 1989 election under
his own name, rather than a committee name. However, the
reports were also signed by Paul Allen, as treasurer.

6/ The Committee provided limited and incomplete
documentation to support the deposits into the Nonfederal
Committee account, including bank statements and lists of
contributions prepared by the Committee noting whether
contributions were from corporate sources. The Committee
provided no information concerning how it determined whether
entities were incorporated. It is not possible to verify
whether contributions in the Nonfederal Committee account at
the time of the transfers were from prohibited sources or
permigssible sources. The contributor listings provided by
the Committee for 1990 only contained contributor names and
did not contain contributor addresses which could be verified
with the appropriate Secretaries of State. The contributor
list for 1989 provided in response to the Interim Audit
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First, the Committee received and deposited a $1,355 transfer
from the Nonfederal Committee account on November 9, 1989,
after the Committee had overdrawn its bank account. The
Audit staff was unable to determine the source of the funds
for this transfer based on the available documentation. The
second transfer was a $13,500 check received from the
Nonfederal Committee account and deposited on July 11, 1990,
which was reported as a loan from the candidate. The
Committee made a $13,500 loan repayment by check to the
candidate on December 31, 1990. According to the Committee’s
response to the Interim Audit Report, the transaction was
intended to be a loan from the candidate, but the Committee
"goofed again in having the funds go directly from the state
account to the federal account, without passing through the
individual’s bank account, for which I had gotten the [loan]
note." The limited documentation provided by the Committee
indicates that $12,155.00 of the most recently deposited
contributions in the Nonfederal Committee account at the time
of this transfer were from prohibited sources and the
remaining $1,345.00 were from permissible sources.

Finally, the Committee received a $5,067.58 transfer on
October 3, 1990 from the Nonfederal Committee account

representing contributions received by the Committee in 1990

(Footnote 6 continued from previous page)

Report provided contributor addresses for individuals, but it
is not clear if these contributions were actually individual
contributions, or were made from corporate accounts. Thus,
the documentation was insufficient for a thorough review of
these transactions.
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which had been deposited into the Nonfederal Committee
account because the Committee believed they were from
prohibited sources, but which the Committee subsequently
determined were acceptable. Based on the Committee’s
documentation, $4,772.58 of the most recently deposited
contributions in the Nonfederal Committee account at the time
of the $5,067.58 transfer were from prohibited sources and
the remaining $295.00 were from permissible sources.

The available evidence is insufficient to demonstrate
that any of the amount used for the three transfers was from
permissible sources. The documentation provided by the
Committee indicates that the most recently deposited funds in
the Nonfederal Committee account at the time of two of the
transfers were primarily made up of prohibited contributions.
Moreover, the only available documentation of whether the
source of contributions in the Nonfederal Committee account
was prohibited or permissible is a list prepared by the
Committee which cannot be independently verified. Since
there is no evidence that demonstrates that the Nonfederal
Committee account had sufficient funds that comply with the
limitations and prohibitions of the Act to make the transfers
at the time of the transfers, and adequate records of the
sources of the funds in the account have not been provided to
the Commission, there is reason to believe that the total

amount of the three transfers, $19,922.58, is from prohibited

sources. 11 C.F.R. § 110.3(c)(6).
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Therefore, there is reason to believe that the David
Duke for U.S. Senate Committee and James A. McPherson, as
Treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a) by accepting three
transfers which contained funds from prohibited sources.
IV. ITEMIZATION OF CONTRIBUTIONS FROM INDIVIDUALS

The Act requires a political committee to disclose the
identification of each person who makes a contribution to the
committee in an aggregate amount in excess of $200 per
calendar year, together with the date and amount of the
contribution. 2 U.5.C. § 434(b)(3)(A). 1Identification of an
individual shall include the name, mailing address,
occupation, and name of employer of the individual. 2 U.S.C.
§ 431(13)(A).

The Commission’s Audit Division reviewed the Committee’s

contribution records on a sample basis to determine whether

all contributions aggregating in excess of $200 per calendar

year were properly itemized as required. The Audit Division
concluded that the Committee failed to itemize 16.54% of
individual contributions in excess of $200, totaling $60,932
on its disclosure reports. The Audit staff provided the
Committee with a listing of 1,089 contributors whose
contributions appeared to require itemization, and requested
that the Committee amend its reports to correctly itemize all
contributions required to be itemized. The Committee
provided no explanation for the errors, and did not file

amended reports to correct the problem.
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Therefore, there is reason to believe that the David

Duke for U.S. Senate Committee and James A. McPherson,

Treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. § 434(b)(3)(A).
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON DO 2

JULY 12, 1994

Jerrie Bellow
4403 Moss Street
Lafayette, LA 70507

RE: MUR 3998
Jerrie Bellow

Dear Ms. Bellow:

Oon June 22, 1994, the Federal Election Commission found
that there is reason to believe you violated 2 U.S.C.
§ 44la(a)(1l)(A), a provision of the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). The Factual and Legal
Analysis, which formed a basis for the Commission’s finding,
is attached for your information.

You may submit any factual or legal materials that you
believe are relevant to the Commission’s consideration of
this matter. Please submit such materials to the General
Counsel’s Office within 15 days of your receipt of this
letter. Where appropriate, statements should be submitted
under oath. 1In the absence of additional information, the
Commission may find probable cause to believe that a
violation has occurred and proceed with conciliation,

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

If you are interested in expediting the resolution of
this matter by pursuing preprobable cause conciliation and if
you agree with the provisions of the enclosed agreement,
please sign and return the agreement, along with the civil
penalty, to the Commission. 1In 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.

Requests for extensions of time will not be routinely
granted. Requests must be made in writing at least five days
prior to the due date of the response and specific good cause
must be demonstrated. In addition, the Office of the General
Counsel ordinarily will not give extensions beyond 20 days.
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Letter to Jerrie Bellow
Page 2

If you intend to be represented by counsel in this

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

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

For your information, we have attached a brief
description of the Commission’s procedures for handling
possible violations of the Act. 1If you have any questions,
please contact Delanie DeWitt Painter, the attorney assigned
to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

For the Commission,
Trevor Potter
Chairman

Enclosures
Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures
Designation of Counsel Form
Conciliation Agreement




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

FACTUAL & LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Jerrie Bellow MUR: 3998
This matter was generated by information obtained by the
Federal Election Commission ("the Commission") in the normal
course of carrying out its supervisory responsibilities

pursuant to the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as

—

amended ("the Act"). 2 U.S.C. § 437gq(a)(2). The information

N is based on contributions made to the David Duke for U.S.

z: Senate Committee ("the Committee").

N The Act limits the amount that an individual may

~ contribute to any candidate to $1,000.00 with respect to any
< election. 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(l)(A); 11 C.F.R. § 110.1(b)(1).
D Jerrie Bellow made contributions to the Committee

S totaling $2,500.00, which exceeded her individual

(@

contribution limitation by $1,500.00.
Therefore, there is reason to believe that Jerrie Bellow
violated 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(1l)(A) by making contributions in

excess of her individual contribution limitation.
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JULY 12, 1994

Jerome Layton
1 Cherry Lane
Berea, KY 40403

RE: MUR 3998
Jerome Layton

Dear Mr. Layton:

On June 22, 1994, the Federal Election Commission found
that there is reason to believe you violated 2 U.S.C.
§ 441a(a)(1)(A), a provision of the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). The Factual and Legal
Analysis, which formed a basis for the Commission’s finding,
is attached for your information.

You may submit any factual or legal materials that you
believe are relevant to the Commission’s consideration of
this matter. Please submit such materials to the General
Counsel’s Office within 15 days of your receipt of this
letter. Where appropriate, statements should be submitted
under oath. 1In the absence of additional information, the
Commission may find probable cause to believe that a
violation has occurred and proceed with conciliation.

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

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

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

o
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Letter to Jerome Layton
Page 2

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

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

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

For e Commission,

/é
Trevdr Potter

Chairman
Enclosures
Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures

Designation of Counsel Form
Conciliation Agreement




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

FACTUAL & LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Jerome Layton MUR: 3998

This matter was generated by information obtained by the
Federal Election Commission ("the Commission®™) in the normal
course of carrying out its supervisory responsibilities
pursuant to the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended ("the Act"). 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(2). The information
is based on contributions made to the David Duke for U.S.
Senate Committee ("the Committee").

The Act limits the amount that an individual may
contribute to any candidate to $1,000.00 with respect to any
election. 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(l)(a); 11 C.F.R. § 110.1(b)(1).

Jerome Layton made contributions to the Committee
totaling $2,210.00, which exceeded his individual
contribution limitation by $1,210.00.

Therefore, there is reason to believe that Jerome Layton

violated 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(1l)(A) by making contributions in

excess of his individual contribution limitation.
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JUuLY 12, 1994

R.W. Weidemann
6451 Bixby Hill Road
Long Beach, CA 90815

RE: MUR 3998
R.W. Weidemann

Dear Mr. Weidemann:

On June 22, 1994, the Federal Election Commission found
that there is reason to believe you violated 2 U.S.C.
§ 44la(a)(1)(A), a provision of the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). The Factual and Legal
Analysis, which formed a basis for the Commission’s finding,
is attached for your information.

You may submit any factual or legal materials that you
believe are relevant to the Commission’s consideration of
this matter. Please submit such materials to the General
Counsel's Office within 15 days of your receipt of this
letter. Where appropriate, statements should be submitted
under oath. 1In the absence of additional information, the
Commission may find probable cause to believe that a
violation has occurred and proceed with conciliation.

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

If you are interested in expediting the resolution of
this matter by pursuing preprobable cause conciliation and if
you agree with the provisions of the enclosed agreement,
please sign and return the agreement, along with the civil
penalty, to the Commission. 1In 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.

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




Letter to R.W. Weidemann
Page 2

Counsel ordinarily will not give extensions beyond 20 days.

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

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

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

For the Commission,

A

Trevor Potter
Chairman

Enclosures
Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures
Designation of Counsel Form
Conciliation Agreement
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

FACTUAL & LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: R.W. Weidemann MUR: 3998

This matter was generated by information obtained by the
Federal Election Commission ("the Commission") in the normal

course of carrying out its supervisory responsibilities

pursuant to the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended ("the Act"). 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(2). The information
is based on contributions made to the David Duke for U.S.
Senate Committee ("the Committee").

The Act limits the amount that an individual may
contribute to any candidate to $1,000.00 with respect to any
election. 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(l)(A); 11 C.F.R. § 110.1(b)(1).

R.W. Weidemann made contributions to the Committee
totaling $2,150.00, which exceeded his individual
contribution limitation by $1,150.00.

Therefore, there is reason to believe that R.W,
Weidemann violated 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(1l)(A) by making
contributions in excess of his individual contribution

limitation.
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON DU Jodn

JuLY 12, 1994

Francis J. Shubert, Sr.
3216 Ridgeway Drive
Metairie, LA 70002

RE: MUR 3998
Francis J. Shubert, Sr.

Dear Mr. Shubert:

On June 22, 1994, the Federal Election Commission found
that there is reason to believe you violated 2 U.S.C.
§ 44l1a(a)(1)(A), a provision of the rederal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). The Factual and Legal
Analysis, which formed a basis for the Commission’s finding,
is attached for your information.

You may submit any factual or legal materials that you
believe are relevant to the Commission’s consideration of
this matter. Please submit such materials to the General
Counsel’s Office within 15 days of your receipt of this
letter. Where appropriate, statements should be submitted
under oath. 1In the absence of additional information, the
Commission may find probable cause to believe that a
violation has occurred and proceed with conciliation.

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

If you are interested in expediting the resolution of
this matter by pursuing preprobable cause conciliation and if
you agree with the provisions of the enclosed agreement,
please sign and return the agreement, along with the civil
penalty, to the Commission. 1In 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.

Requests for extensions of time will not be routinely
granted. Requests must be made in writing at least five days
prior to the due date of the response and specific good cause
must be demonstrated. 1In addition, the Office of the General
Counsel ordinarily will not give extensions beyond 20 days.
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Letter to Francis J. Shubert, Sr.
Page 2

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

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

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

For the Commission,

LA

Trevor Potter
Chairman

Enclosures
Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures
Designation of Counsel Form
Conciliation Agreement




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

FACTUAL & LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Francis J. Shubert, Sr. MUR: 3998

This matter was generated by information obtained by the
Federal Election Commission ("the Commission") in the normal
course of carrying out its supervisory responsibilities
pursuant to the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended ("the Act"). 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(2). The information
is based on contributions made to the David Duke for U.S.
Senate Committee ("the Committee").

The Act limits the amount that an individual may
contribute to any candidate to $1,000.00 with respect to any
election. 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(l)(A); 11 C.F.R. § 110.1(b)(1).

Francis J. Shubert, Sr. made contributions to the
Committee totaling $2,740.00, which exceeded his individual
contribution limitation by $1,740.00.

Therefore, there is reason to believe that Francis J.

Shubert, Sr. violated 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(l)(A) by making

contributions in excess of his individual contribution

limitation.




\j'

M

N

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
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JULY 12, 1964

John R. Rarick
482 Royal Street, P.O. Box 1924
St Francisville, LA 70775

RE: MUR 3998
John R. Rarick

Dear Mr. Rarick:

On June 22, 1994, the Federal Election Commission found
that there is reason to believe you violated 2 U.S.C.
§ 441a(a)(1)(A), a provision of the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). The Factual and Legal
Analysis, which formed a basis for the Commission’s finding,
is attached for your information.

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

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

If you are interested in expediting the resolution of
this matter by pursuing preprobable cause conciliation and if
you agree with the provisions of the enclosed agreement,
please sign and return the agreement, along with the civil
penalty, to the Commission. 1In 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.

Requests for extensions of time will not be routinely
granted. Requests must be made in writing at least five days
prior to the due date of the response and specific good cause
must be demonstrated. In addition, the Office of the General
Counsel ordinarily will not give extensions beyond 20 days.
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Letter to John R. Rarick
Page 2

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

notifications and other communications from the Commission.

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

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

For the Commission,

Trevor Potter
Chairman

Enclosures
Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures
Designation of Counsel Form
Conciliation Agreement
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

FACTUAL & LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: John R. Rarick

This matter was generated by information obtained by the
Federal Election Commission ("the Commission®™) in the normal

course of carrying out its supervisory responsibilities

pursuant to the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended ("the Act"). 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(2). The information
is based on contributions made to the David Duke for U.S.
Senate Committee ("the Committee").

The Act limits the amount that an individual may
contribute to any candidate to $1,000.00 with respect to any
election. 2 U.S.C. § 441la(a)(1l)(A); 11 C.F.R. § 110.1(b)(1).

John R. Rarick made contributions to the Committee
totaling $2,635.00, which exceeded his individual
contribution limitation by $1,635.00.

Therefore, there is reason to believe that John R.
Rarick violated 2 U.5.C. § 441la(a)(l)(A) by making
contributions in excess of his individual contribution

limitation.
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JULY 12, 1994

Mary P. Donta
1614 Keystone Road
Parma, Ohio 44134

RE: MUR 3998
Mary P. Donta

Dear Ms. Donta:

On June 22, 1994, the Federal Election Commission found
that there is reason to believe you violated 2 U.S.C.
§ 441a(a)(1)(A), a provision of the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). The Factual and Legal
Analysis, which formed a basis for the Commission’s finding,
is attached for your information.

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

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

If you are interested in expediting the resolution of
this matter by pursuing preprobable cause conciliation and if
you agree with the provisions of the enclosed agreement,
please sign and return the agreement, along with the civil
penalty, to the Commission. 1In 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.

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




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

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

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

For the Commjission,

T,
Trevor Potter

Chairman

Enclosures

Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures

Designation of Counsel Form
Conciliation Agreement




=J

(N

LY o]

N

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

FACTUAL & LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Mary P. Donta MUR: 3998

This matter was generated by information obtained by the
Federal Election Commission ("the Commission") in the normal
course of carrying out its supervisory responsibilities
pursuant to the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended ("the Act"). 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(2). The information
is based on contributions made to the David Duke for U.S.
Senate Committee ("the Committee").

The Act limits the amount that an individual may
contribute to any candidate to $1,000.00 with respect to any
election. 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(1l)(A); 11 C.F.R. § 110.1(b)(1).

Mary P. Donta made contributions to the Committee
totaling $2,200.00, which exceeded her individual
contribution limitation by $1,200.00.

Therefore, there is reason to believe that Mary P. Donta

violated 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(1l)(A) by making contributions in

excess of her individual contribution limitation.
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FEODERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

W ASHING TON

JuLy 12, 1994

Maria Gilley
P.0. Box 483, Highway 139
Swartz, LA 71281

RE: MUR 3998
Maria Gilley

Dear Ms. Gilley:

On June 22, 1994, the Federal Election Commission found
that there is reason to believe you violated 2 U.S.C.
§ 441a(a)(1)(A), a provision of the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). The Factual and Legal
Analysis, which formed a basis for the Commission’s finding,
is attached for your information.

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

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

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

Requests for extensions of time will not be routinely
granted. Requests must be made in writing at least five days
prior to the due date of the response and specific good cause
must be demonstrated. 1In addition, the Office of the General
Counsel ordinarily will not give extensions beyond 20 days.
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If you intend to be represented by counsel in this
matter, please advise the Commission by completing the
enclosed form stating the name, address, and telephone number
of such counsel, and authorizing such counsel to receive any
notifications and other communications from the Commission.

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

For your information, we have attached a brief
description of the Commission’s procedures for handling

possible violations of the Act. If you have any questions,
please contact Jack MacDonald, the staff member assigned to
this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

For the Com

N ;:;g;; Jﬁﬁ%er

Chairman

ssion,

N Enclesures

Factual and Legal Analysis
~ Procedures

Designation of Counsel Form
" Conciliation Agreement



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

FACTUAL & LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Maria Gilley MUR: 3998

This matter was generated by information obtained by the
Federal Election Commission ("the Commission") in the normal

course of carrying out its supervisory responsibilities

pursuant to the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended ("the Act"). 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(2). The information
is based on contributions made to the David Duke for U.S.
Senate Committee ("the Committee").

The Act limits the amount that an individual may
contribute to any candidate to $1,000.00 with respect to any
election. 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(l)(A); 11 C.F.R. § 110.1(b)(1l).

Maria Gilley made contributions to the Committee
totaling $3,535.03, which exceeded her individual
contribution limitation by $2,535.03.

Therefore, there is reason to believe that Maria Gilley
violated 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(1l)(A) by making contributions in

excess of her individual contribution limitation.
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JULY 12, 1994

Harold H. white, III
1161 Lake Avenue #323
New Orleans, LA 70119

RE: MUR 3998
Harold H. White, III

Dear Mr. White:

On June 22, 1994, the Federal Election Commission found
that there is reason to believe you violated 2 U.S.C.
§ 44la(a)(1)(A), a provision of the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). The Factual and Legal
Analysis, which formed a basis for the Commission’s finding,
is attached for your information.

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

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

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

Requests for extensions of time will not be routinely
granted. Requests must be made in writing at least five days
prior to the due date of the response and specific good cause
must be demonstrated. 1In addition, the Office of the General
Counsel ordinarily will not give extensions beyond 20 days.
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If you intend to be represented by counsel in this
matter, please advise the Commission by completing the
enclosed form stating the name, address, and telephone number
of such counsel, and authorizing such counsel to receive any
notifications and other communications from the Commission.

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

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

For ;ge Commission,
L1

Trevor Potter
Chairman

Enclosures
Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures
Designation of Counsel Form
Conciliation Agreement
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

FACTUAL & LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Harold H. White, III MUR: 3998

This matter was generated by information obtained by the
Federal Election Commission ("the Commission®™) in the normal
course of carrying out its supervisory responsibilities
pursuant to the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended ("the Act"). 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(2). The information
is based on contributions made to the David Duke for U.S.
Senate Committee ("the Committee").

The Act limits the amount that an individual may
contribute to any candidate to $1,000.00 with respect to any
election. 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(1l)(Aa); 11 C.F.R. § 110.1(b)(1).

Harold H. White, III made contributions to the Committee
totaling $4,000.00, which exceeded his individual
contribution limitation by $3,000.00.

Therefore, there is reason to believe that Harold H.
white, I1II violated 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(1)(A) by making

contributions in excess of his individual contribution

limitation.
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JULY 12, 1994

Ray Cater
Rt. 1 Box 13-H
Ferriday, LA 71334

RE: MUR 3998
Ray Cater

Dear Mr. Cater :

On June 22, 1994, the Federal Election Commission found
that there is reason to believe you violated 2 U.S.C.
§ 441a(a)(1)(A), a provision of the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). The Factual and Legal
Analysis, which formed a basis for the Commission’s finding,
is attached for your information.

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

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

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

Requests for extensions of time will not be routinely
granted. Reguests must be made in writing at least five days
prior to the due date of the response and specific good cause
must be demonstrated. In addition, the Office of the General
Counsel ordinarily will not give extensions beyond 20 days.
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Letter to Ray Cater
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If you intend to be represented by counsel in this
matter, please advise the Commission by completing the
enclosed form stating the name, address, and telephone number
of such counsel, and authorizing such counsel to receive any
notifications and other communications from the Commission.

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

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

;gﬁzshe Commissgion,

Trevor Potter
Chairman

Enclosures
Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures
Designation of Counsel Form
Conciliation Agreement
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

FACTUAL & LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Ray Cater MUR: 3998

This matter was generated by information obtained by the
Federal Election Commission ("the Commission”) in the normal
course of carrying out its supervisory responsibilities
pursuant to the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended ("the Act"). 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(2). The information
is based on contributions made to the David Duke for U.S.
Senate Committee ("the Committee").

The Act limits the amount that an individual may
contribute to any candidate to $1,000.00 with respect to any
election. 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(l)(A); 11 C.F.R. § 110.1(b)(1).

Ray Cater made contributions to the Committee totaling
$2,525.00, which exceeded his individual contribution
limitation by $1,525.00.

Therefore, there is reason to believe that Ray Cater

violated 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(1)(A) by making contributions in

excess of his individual contribution limitation.
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JuLY 12, 1994

E.R. McElveen
444 Memphis Street
Bogalusa, LA 70427

RE: MUR 3998
E.R. McElveen

Dear Mr. McElveen:

On June 22, 1994, the Federal Election Commission found
that there is reason to believe you violated 2 U.S.C.
§ 441a(a)(1)(A), a provision of the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). The Factual and Legal
Analysis, which formed a basis for the Commission’s finding,
is attached for your information.

You may submit any factual or legal materials that you
believe are relevant to the Commission’s consideration of
this matter. Please submit such materials to the General
Counsel’s Office within 15 days of your receipt of this
letter. Where appropriate, statements should be submitted
under oath. 1In the absence of additional information, the
Commission may find probable cause to believe that a
violation has occurred and proceed with conciliation.

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

If you are interested in expediting the resolution of
this matter by pursuing preprobable cause conciliation and if
you agree with the provisions of the enclosed agreement,
please sign and return the agreement, along with the civil
penalty, to the Commission. 1In 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.

Requests for extensions of time will not be routinely
granted. Requests must be made in writing at least five days
prior to the due date of the response and specific good cause
must be demonstrated. In addition, the Office of the General
Counsel ordinarily will not give extensions beyond 20 days.
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Letter to E.R. McElveen
Page 2

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

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

For your information, we have attached a brief
description of the Commission’s procedures for handling
possible violations of the Act. If you have any questions,

please contact Jack MacDonald, the staff member assigned to
this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

For the Commission,

Trevor Potter
Chairman

Enclosures
Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures
Designation of Counsel Form
Conciliation Agreement
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

FACTUAL & LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: E.R. McElveen MUR: 3998

This matter was generated by information obtained by the
Federal Election Commission ("the Commission”) in the normal
course of carrying out its supervisory responsibilities
pursuant to the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended ("the Act"). 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(2). The information
is based on contributions made to the David Duke for U.S.
Senate Committee ("the Committee").

The Act limits the amount that an individual may
contribute to any candidate to $1,000.00 with respect to any
election. 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(1)(A); 11 C.F.R. § 110.1(b)(1).

E.R. McElveen made contributions to the Committee
totaling $3,100.00, which exceeded his individual
contribution limitation by $2,100.00.

Therefore, there is reason to believe that E.R. McElveen

violated 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(l)(A) by making contributions in

excess of his individual contribution limitation.
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WASHINGTON Do 20408

JULY 12, 1994

Eleanor Parker Adam
416 Westmeade Drive
Gretna, LA 70056

RE: MUR 3998
Eleanor Parker Adam

Dear Ms. Adam:

On June 22, 1994, the Federal Election Commigssion found
that there is reason to believe you violated 2 U.S.C.
§ 441a(a)(1)(A), a provision of the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). The Factual and Legal
Analysis, which formed a basis for the Commission’s finding,
is attached for your information.

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

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

If you are interested in expediting the resolution of
this matter by pursuing preprobable cause conciliation and if
you agree with the provisions of the enclosed agreement,
please sign and return the agreement, along with the civil
penalty, to the Commission. 1In 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.

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




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

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

For your information, we have attached a brief
description of the Commission’s procedures for handling
possible violations of the Act. If you have any questions,

please contact Delanie DeWitt Painter, the attorney assigned
to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

For the Commission,

T%é(@; r

Chairman

Enclosures
Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures

Designation of Counsel Form
Conciliation Agreement




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

FACTUAL & LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Eleanor Parker Adam MUR: 3998

This matter was generated by information obtained by the
Federal Election Commission ("the Commission") in the normal
course of carrying out its supervisory responsibilities
O pursuant to the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as

. amended ("the Act"). 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(2). The information

N is based on contributions made to the David Duke for U.S.
N Senate Committee ("the Committee").
N

The Act limits the amount that an individual may

contribute to any candidate to $1,000.00 with respect to any

) election. 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(l)(A); 11 C.F.R. § 110.1(b)(1).
S Eleanor Parker Adam made contributions to the Committee
O totaling $2,200.00, which exceeded her individual

N contribution limitation by $1,200.00.

Therefore, there is reason to believe that Eleanor
Parker Adam violated 2 U.S5.C. § 44la(a)(1l)(A) by making
contributions in excess of her individual contribution

limitation.




FEDERAL tLECTION COMMISSION

WA VASHIISG TdN [0 J0dn

JULY 12, 1994

Jeff William Smith
43 Ww. 340 Smith Road
Elburn, IL 60119

RE: MUR 3998
Jeff wWilliam Smith

Dear Mr. Smith:

On June 22, 1994, the Federal Election Commission found
that there is reason to believe you violated 2 U.S.C.
§ 441a(a)(1)(A), a provision of the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). The Factual and Legal
Analysis, which formed a basis for the Commission’s finding,
is attached for your information.

You may submit any factual or legal materials that you
believe are relevant to the Commission’s consideration of
this matter. Please submit such materials to the General
Counsel’s Office within 15 days of your receipt of this
letter. Where appropriate, statements should be submitted
under oath. 1In the absence of additional information, the
Commission may find probable cause to believe that a
violation has occurred and proceed with conciliation.

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

If you are interested in expediting the resolution of
this matter by pursuing preprobable cause conciliation and if
you agree with the provisions of the enclosed agreement,
please sign and return the agreement, along with the civil
penalty, to the Commission. 1In 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.

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




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

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

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

For the Commission,

Trevor Potter
Chairman

Enclosures
Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures
Designation of Counsel Form
Conciliation Agreement
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

FACTUAL & LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Jeff William Smith MUR: 3998

This matter was generated by information obtained by the
Federal Election Commission ("the Commission”) in the normal
course of carrying out its supervisory responsibilities
pursuant to the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended ("the Act"). 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(2). The information
is based on contributions made to the David Duke for U.S.
Senate Committee ("the Committee").

The Act limits the amount that an individual may
contribute to any candidate to $1,000.00 with respect to any
election. 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(l)(a); 11 C.F.R. § 110.1(b)(1).

Jeff William Smith made contributions to the Committee
totaling $2,800.69, which exceeded his individual
contribution limitation by $1,800.69.

Therefore, there is reason to believe that Jeff William
Smith violated 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(1)(A) by making

contributions in excess of his individual contribution

limitation.
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JuLY 12, 1994

Vincent A. Canfield
P.O. Box 222, R.R. 1
Equinunk, PA 18417

RE: MUR 3998
Vincent A. Canfield

Dear Mr. Canfield:

On June 22, 1994, the Federal Election Commission found
that there is reason to believe you violated 2 U.S.C.
§ 441a(a)(1)(A), a provision of the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). The Factual and Legal
Analysis, which formed a basis for the Commission’s finding,
is attached for your information.

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

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

If you are interested in expediting the resolution of
this matter by pursuing preprobable cause conciliation and if
you agree with the provisions of the enclosed agreement,
please sign and return the agreement, along with the civil
penalty, to the Commission. 1In 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.

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




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

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

For your information, we have attached a brief
description of the Commission’s procedures for handling
possible violations of the Act. If you have any questions,
please contact Delanie DeWitt Painter, the attorney assigned
to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

For the Commission,

'%VO[@; r

Chairman

Enclosures
Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures
Designation of Counsel Form
Conciliation Agreement
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

FACTUAL & LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Vincent A. Canfield MUR: 3998

This matter was generated by information obtained by the
Federal Election Commission ("the Commission") in the normal
course of carrying out its supervisory responsibilities
pursuant to the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended ("the Act"). 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(2). The information
is based on contributions made to the David Duke for U.S.
Senate Committee ("the Committee").

The Act limits the amount that an individual may
contribute to any candidate to $1,000.00 with respect to any
election. 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(l)(a); 11 C.F.R. § 110.1(b)(1).

Vincent A. Canfield made contributions to the Committee
totaling $2,350.00, which exceeded his individual
contribution limitation by $1,350.00.

Therefore, there is reason to believe that Vincent A.
Canfield violated 2 U.S.C. § 441la(a)(1)(A) by making

contributions in excess of his individual contribution

limitation.
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WOASHINGTON [0 Jign it

JULY 12, 1994

Louis J. Arrieta
4461 Purdue Avenue
Culver City, CA 90230

RE: MUR 3998
Louis J. Arrieta

Dear Mr. Arrieta:

On June 22, 1994, the Federal Election Commission found
that there is reason to believe you violated 2 U.S.C.
§ 441a(a)(1)(A), a provision of the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). The Factual and Legal
Analysis, which formed a basis for the Commission’s finding,
is attached for your information.

You may submit any factual or legal materials that you
believe are relevant to the Commission’s consideration of
this matter. Please submit such materials to the General
Counsel’s Office within 15 days of your receipt of this
letter. Wwhere appropriate, statements should be submitted
under oath. 1In the absence of additional information, the
Commission may find probable cause to believe that a
violation has occurred and proceed with conciliation.

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

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

Requests for extensions of time will not be routinely
granted. Requests must be made in writing at least five days
pricr to the due date of the response and specific good cause
must be demonstrated. In addition, the Office of the General
Counsel ordinarily will not give extensions beyond 20 days.
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Letter to Louis J. Arrieta
Page 2

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

notifications and other communications from the Commission.

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

For your information, we have attached a brief
description of the Commission’s procedures for handling
possible violations of the Act. If you have any questions,
please contact Delanie DeWitt Painter, the attorney assigned
to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

For the Commission,

Tre @er

Chairman

Enclosures
Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures
Designation of Counsel Form
Conciliation Agreement
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

FACTUAL & LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Louis J. Arrieta MUR: 3998

This matter was generated by information obtained by the
Federal Election Commission ("the Commission”™) in the normal
course of carrying out its supervisory responsibilities
pursuant to the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended ("the Act"). 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(2). The information
is based on contributions made to the David Duke for U.S.
Senate Committee ("the Committee").

The Act limits the amount that an individual may
contribute to any candidate to $1,000.00 with respect to any
election. 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(1l)(A); 11 C.F.R. § 110.1(b)(1).

Louis J. Arrieta made contributions to the Committee
totaling $2,220.00, which exceeded his individual
contribution limitation by $1,220.00.

Therefore, there is reason to believe that Louis J.
Arrieta violated 2 U.S.C. § 441la(a)(l)(A) by making

contributions in excess of his individual contribution

limitation.
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WOANRING L0051y

JULY 12, 1994

Benjamin Grob
206 Corsair Road
Duck Key, FL 33050

RE: MUR 3998
Benjamin Grob

Dear Mr. Grob:

On June 22, 1994, the Federal Election Commission found
that there is reason to believe you violated 2 U.S.C.
§ 441a(a)(1)(A), a provision of the Frederal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). The Factual and Legal
Analysis, which formed a basis for the Commission’s finding,
is attached for your information.

You may submit any factual or legal materials that you
believe are relevant to the Commission’s consideration of
this matter. Please submit such materials to the General
Counsel’s Office within 15 days of your receipt of this
letter. Where appropriate, statements should be submitted
under oath. 1In the absence of additional information, the
Commission may find probable cause to believe that a
violation has occurred and proceed with conciliation.

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

If you are interested in expediting the resolution of
this matter by pursuing preprobable cause conciliation and if
you agree with the provisions of the enclosed agreement,
please sign and return the agreement, along with the civil
penalty, to the Commission. 1In 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.

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




Letter to Benjamin Grob
Page 2

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

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

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

For the Commission,

i

Trevor Potter

Chairman
Enclosures
Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures

Designation of Counsel Form
Conciliation Agreement
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

FACTUAL & LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Benjamin Grob MUR: 3998

This matter was generated by information obtained by the
Federal Election Commission ("the Commission") in the normal
course of carrying out its supervisory responsibilities
pursuant to the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended ("the Act"). 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(2). The information
is based on contributions made to the David Duke for U.S.
Senate Committee ("the Committee").

The Act limits the amount that an individual may
contribute to any candidate to $1,000.00 with respect to any
election. 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(l)(A); 11 C.F.R. § 110.1(b)(1).

Benjamin Grob made contributions to the Committee
totaling $4,000.00, which exceeded his individual
contribution limitation by $3,000.00.

Therefore, there is reason to believe that Benjamin Grob
violated 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(1l)(A) by making contributions in

excess of his individual contribution limitation.




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
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JULY 12, 1994

Lloyd A. Faulstich
1240 Dauphine Street
New Orleans, LA 70116

RE: MUR 3998
Lloyd A. Faulstich

Dear Mr. PFaulstich:

On June 22, 1994, the Federal Election Commission found
that there is reason to believe you violated 2 U.S.C.
§ 441a(a)(1)(A), a provision of the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). The Factual and Legal
Analysis, which formed a basis for the Commission’s finding,
is attached for your information.

You may submit any factual or legal materials that you
believe are relevant to the Commission’s consideration of
this matter. Please submit such materials to the General
Counsel’s Office within 15 days of your receipt of this
letter. Where appropriate, statements should be submitted
under oath. 1In the absence of additional information, the
Commission may find probable cause to believe that a
violation has occurred and proceed with conciliation.

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

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

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




Y

ON

Letter to Lloyd A. Faulstich
Page 2

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

notifications and other communications from the Commission.

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

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

For the Commission,

Chairman

Enclosures
Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures
Designation of Counsel Form
Conciliation Agreement



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

FACTUAL & LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Lloyd A. Faulstich MUR: 3998

This matter was generated by information obtained by the
Federal Election Commission ("the Commission") in the normal

course of carrying out its supervisory responsibilities

pursuant to the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended ("the Act"). 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(2). The information
is based on contributions made to the David Duke for U.S.
Senate Committee ("the Committee").

The Act limits the amount that an individual may
contribute to any candidate to $1,000.00 with respect to any
election. 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(l)(A); 11 C.F.R. § 110.1(b)(1).

Lloyd A. Faulstich made contributions to the Committee
totaling $2,450.00, which exceeded his individual
contribution limitation by $1,450.00.

Therefore, there is reason to believe that Lloyd A.
Faulstich violated 2 U.S.C. § 441la(a)(1l)(A) by making
contributions in excess of his individual contribution

limitation.




FEDERAL ELEC TION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON DO el

JULY 12, 199%

L.M. Neilson
Rt. 2, Box 546
Minden, LA 71055

RE: MUR 3998
L.M. Neilson

Dear Mr. Neilson:

On June 22, 1994, the Federal Election Commission found
that there is reason to believe you violated 2 U.S.C.
§ 441a(a)(1)(A), a provision of the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). The Factual and Legal
Analysis, which formed a basis for the Commission’s finding,
is attached for your information.

You may submit any factual or legal materials that you
believe are relevant to the Commission’s consideration of
this matter. Please submit such materials to the General
Counsel’s Office within 15 days of your receipt of this
letter. Where appropriate, statements should be submitted
under oath. 1In the absence of additional information, the
Commission may find probable cause to believe that a
violation has occurred and proceed with conciliation.

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

If you are interested in expediting the resolution of
this matter by pursuing preprobable cause conciliation and if
you agree with the provisions of the enclosed agreement,
please sign and return the agreement, along with the civil
penalty, to the Commission. 1In 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.

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




Letter to L.M. Neilson
Page 2

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

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

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

For the Commission,

L.

Trevor Potter
Chairman

Enclosures

Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures

Designation of Counsel Form
Conciliation Agreement
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

FACTUAL & LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: L.M. Neilson MUR: 3998

This matter was generated by information obtained by the
Federal Election Commission ("the Commission") in the normal
course of carrying out its supervisory responsibilities
pursuant to the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended ("the Act"). 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(2). The information
is based on contributions made to the David Duke for U.S.
Senate Committee ("the Committee").

The Act limits the amount that an individual may
contribute to any candidate to $1,000.00 with respect to any
election. 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(l)(A); 11 C.F.R. § 110.1(b)(1).

L.M. Neilson made contributions to the Committee
totaling $3,025.00, which exceeded his individual
contribution limitation by $2,025.00.

Therefore, there is reason to believe that L.M. Neilson

violated 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(l)(A) by making contributions in

excess of his individual contribution limitation.
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WASHINGTON, D C 20463
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:?g?u:gr:l:l Service mug_ 39‘?8

Gretna, LA 70053
LRA 406
ADDRESS INFORMATION REQUEST

Pursuant to 39 C.F.R. § 265.6(d)(1), please furnish this
agency with a new address, if available, for the individual
or entity listed below, or verify whether the address given
below is one at which mail for this individual or entity is
currently being delivered.

NAME: Eleanor Parker Adam
LAST KNOWN ADDRESS: 416 Westmeade Drive
Gretna, LA 70056

Under 39 C.F.R. § 265.9(g)(5)(i), we request a waiver of
fees. In this connection I hereby certify that the Federal
Election Commission, an agency of the U.S. Government,
requires the information requested above in the performance
of its official duties, and that all other known sources for
obtaining it have been exhausted. A return envelope is
enclosed for your convenience. Please feel free to contact
me at (202) 219-3690 or (800) 424-9530 if you have any

questions. n a Q l

Idr MachDonald
Paralegal Specialist

FOR POST OFFICE USE ONLY

( V‘ Mail is Delivered to Above Address
( ) Moved, left no forwarding address
( ) No such address

() Other (Please Specify)

Forwarding Address:

Effective date of this change:
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Federal Election Commission
999 E, Street, NW
Washington, DC 20463

Dear Mr. MacDonald,

Per our conversation 7-19-94 I am writing this letter to let you
know that in 1990 I was involved with the David Duke campaign as
the secretary for this area. My husband worked as his campaign
coordinator and office manager for his headquarters in this area.
At the beginning of the campaign we opened the office here and
set up to sell campaign material and accept contributions. Since
at that time we had no account to deposit these funds into, we
were told by David's headquarters to collect the funds and submit
once every week or so until we could get an account established.
Since I was the secretary, I was the one to purchase the cashier's
checks and send them each time. These checks were also submiteed
with a list of names for the headquarters to verify that the
check matched the total from the list that we sent.

I personally didn't and couldn't contribute anywhere near the
1,000.00 limit. My husband was on David's payroll because he was
unemployed at this time.

Callie O'Pry was one of the key people we dealt with at first and
later Jim McPhearson took over her position at the main office. Any-
thig that we did as far as handling money, we did on directions from
the headquarters. When the office in Monroe was closed everything was
boxed up and sent to the main office in Metarie, therefore I do not
have access to any records.

I will do whatever is necessary to clear this matter up. Please con-
tact me with any information you have that might help me.

Sincerely,

‘MM Lommen

Maria Danna

)
"
i
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

MWASHINGEON [0 Jodn

JULY 27, 1994

Maria Danna
P.O. Box 483, Highway 139
Swartz, LA 71281

RE: MUR 3998
Maria Danna

Dear Ms. Danna:

In response to our telephone conversation of July 19,

~ 1994 and your letter received on July 25, 1994, enclosed are

copies of the checks that you requested in connection with
this matter. 1If you have any questions, please contact me
at (202) 219-3690.

Sincerely,

Jack MacDonald
Paralegal Specialist

Enclosure
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NL-26-1994 16:35 FROM WILLIAM N RNICH JR. T0 12822191043 P.&2

SEELEY, SAVIDGE & AUSSEM e ‘«'5
A LEGAL FROFEBSIONAL ABSOCIATION ¢ 257 %
‘Z% ‘ma?':‘(ﬁc‘-
800 BANK ONE CENTER D oneo
€00 BUPERIOR AVENUE. RAST e PN
LOmARY COUNTY OPPICE CLEVELAND. OHO eana-2080 WESTLAKK OFTICE v, ‘%%
(2% ves-8200 v z
B2 WEZST ERDAD STRET 29680 DETROIT mOAD /3' 4
PUITE 300 ARCERMm WEPTLAKE, OHID 4448
TLVIRA, MO 44088 e (o) wen-eon "‘9
W DG-e y

PACEINTLE HD. (8168) S4¢~Tvre

July 26, 1994

WILLIAM M. FUNICH JR.

OF COUNSEL
Fedaeral Election Commigsion
Mr. Jack MacDonald
999 Erie Street N.W.
ty Washington, D.C. 20463
MUR 3998
g RE: HNARY P. DONTA

Dear Mr. MacDonald:

Pursuant to our tslephone conversation of yesterday, faxed with
) this letter are copies of substantially all of the checks which
were contributed to the senate campaign of David Duke by Mary P,

N Donta and william 8. Donta.

<2 As indicated, it was the intention of Mr. & Mrs. Donta to jointly
| contribute to the campaign and the funds were drawn on their joint

e checking account. At nearly 95 years of age Mrs. Donta happens to

- be in better health than her husband and currently writes

substantially all of the couples checks. This does not - nor did
it in fact - mean that Nrs. Donta alone desired to contribute to
the Duke campaign. Mr. Donta assures us that he intended that each
contribution to be one half his.

With the intention that the contributions be joint, we would
request that thig matter be dismissed as each contributed, at
maximum, only One Hundvred Dollars above the limit imposed by 2
U.S.C. §441a(a)(1)(a) and that the contributions covered more than
one year and not less than thirteen individual checks. The Dontas
do not currently know where their check No. 864 for $50.00 (written
approximately mid December, 1989,) nor can they presently locate or
verify any checks written after January 2, 1991. Accordingly, we
shall accept that the funds were written and that they were in fact
deposited to the campaign account of David Duke.
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SEELEY, SAVIDGE & AUSSEM

A LEGAL PROFESSIONAL ASS8OCIATION

Federal Rlection Commission Fagm 2
Mr. Jack MacDonald
July 26, 1994

We have ocounseled Mr. & Mrs. Donta on their obligation to
contribute no more than $1,000.00 per campaign and we would expect
that you will have obtainad compliance which is what is most

important.
Very truly yours,

<
¢ William M. Fumich Jr
N |
N
N

WMPIR/ Ixr
o Enclosures

Faxed to 202 219-1043
N Ltr.o001




JUL-25-1994 10:42 FROM WILLIAM M FUMICH JR. TO 12022191843 P.&2
@M
NOR 3998
MILLIAN M. FUMICH, R

ADDRESS : ——800 Bank Qoe Center
600 Superior Avemue, East

— CQlegveland, Ghio 44114-2633
TELEPRONE : (216) 566-8200

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

communications from the Commission and to act on my behalf before

the Commission.

I ur oz oy Mevy Iodordn

N gnature /
O\

o PONDENT'S NANE: ta

AN 3 1614 Keystone Road

2 Parma, Chio 44134

O

(N

PHEONR 3 (216) 741-2148
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FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION

FROMs NORMAN R.MUNSON T0:JACK MAC DONALD STAFF MEMBER
FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

TNSTRUCTTONS: AS PER PHONE CALL FROM NORMAN R.MUNSON 7-22-1994
REPLY IS THAT:I HAVE INVESTIGATID AS ACREED AND PIND THE FACTS ARE:
PAGES TO POLLOW: / RE:MUR 3998 JEFF WILLIAM SNITH

ANY QUESTIONSIFAX OR CALL FAXER (815)667-4538 OR (815) 667-4204

THANK YOU_

C DON ST, ON MY CALL TO YOU THAT 1 LAVE KNOWN JEFF

.| WILLIAM SMITH AND FATHER AND MOTHER SINGE AT LEAST 1968 WUTUAL MEN-

mwmgmnous AND_MQM‘HLY MEETINGS OVER AT LEAST

THE LETTER mTED JULY 12,1994 WAS NOT RF(‘ETVED BY JEFP H’ILLIAM SMITH

UNTIL HIS MOTHER WENT INTO THE POST OFFICE ON OR ABOUT JULY 21ST.AND

.|JEFF_FAXED IT TO ME ?7-22-1994 DATED ON THE FAX.IIE ASKED NOTHING OF

BUT KNOWING MY INTEREST IN LEGISIATIVE RESEARCH ASSOCIATION PFROM

2.|HTS ROYHOOD DAYS OF ATTENDING MEETINGS WITH HI3 PARENTS HE ASSUMED I

WOULD LIKE TO HEAR FROM HIM.WHEN I RECEIVED IT I REALIZED THAT THIS

.|HAD TO BE A GROSS ERRQR THAT JEFF HAD UNWITTINGLY MADE BY USING 1118

PAYROLL CHECKS AS A VEHICLE TQO TRANSFER FUNDS TO THE DAVID DUKE CAM-

.|PAIGN COMMITTEE FOR THE U.S.SENATE.
.|MY FIRST REACTION WAS:WHO IS OR WAS DAVID DUKE AND A SEARCH OF MY FILES

.| INCLUDING THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD FOUND NO DAVED DUKE EVER LISTED.

A CALL TO JEFF AND HIS MOTHER RECEALED THAT DAVID DUKE SPOKE AT THE

——

.|POPULIST PARTY CONVINTION HELD AT CHICACO,ILLINOIS WHEN [[E WAS IN HI1S

FIRST AND ONLY TERM AS A STATE REPRESENTATIVE IN THE STATE OF LOUISIANA.
HE RAN FOR GOVERNOR OF LOUISIANA ONC ANG LOST,WITH 40f OF THE VOTE,
HE LOST THE U.S.SENATE SEAT OR WHATEVER.

|THE RISE AND FALL OF THE POPUT.TST PARTY WAS PFAST RUT THERE ARE MANY

WHO HAVE NOT GIVEN UP TRYING TO REVIVE THEM.THE SMITHS ARE OR WERE

AMONC 'I‘HOSE 'I'RYING FOR REVIVAL. CONTINUED ON SHEET 1 OF 2 /ake Ceofl




TO«JACK MAC DONALD STAPFP MEMBER FROM NORMAN R.MUNSON RE:MUR 3998

FAXED 7-28-1994

AT THE TIME OF EARL N.SMITHS DEATH HE WAS A POPULIST CANDIDATE FOR AS I
RECALL A STATE SENATOR IN ILLINOIS AND WIFE ALSQ WAS,AS I RECALL A CAN-
DIDATE FOR A STATE REPRESENTATIVE IN THE ILLINOIS GENERAL ASSEMBLY.THUS
SON JEPF WILLIAM TOGK AN ACTIVE INTEREST FROM HIS BOYHOOD DAYS ATTENDING
THE LRA MEBETINGS AT OUR STATE CAPITOIL IN SPRINGFIBLD ILLINOIS OVER THE
YEARS.THE LEGISLATIVE RESEARCH ASSOCIATION WAS LIKE A TOWNSHIP MEETINGC
WHERE PERSONS CAME FROM MANY OF THE 102 COUNTIES AND WAS OPEN TO ALI. WHO
CARED TO ATTEND.POLITICAT, PARTIES WERE NOT THE ISSUE OF LRA.OVERALL STUDY
WAS THE OBJECT OF T{{E MEET INGS.HOW GOVERNMENTS FUNCTION AND WHY WAS THL
AGENDA . SPEAKERS CAME FROM ALL WALKS OF LIFE TO THE MEETINGS.YOU MIGHT SAY
THAT THIS WAS A FORUM FOR "THAT GREAT SILENT MAJORITY"NIXON TALKED ABOUT.
PATRIOTS DEDICATED TO "THIS REPUBLICAN FORM OF GOVERNMENT "GUARANTEED TO
EVERY STATE IN THIS UNTON BY ARTICLE IV SECTION 4 OF THE U.S.CONSTITUTION,
NOW CALLED A "DEMOCRACY"BY MANY PEOPLE.

THEREFORE WHEN THESE PATRIOTS ATTENDING THE POPULIST PARTY CONVENTION HAD
DAVID DUKE AS A SPEAKER FROM LOUISTANA AND WAS IMPRESSED WI1TH WHAT HE HAD
TO SAY;THREY DECIDED TC HELP GET HIM IN THE U,S,CONGRESS.

THUS SINCE JEPF WILLIAM SMTTH WAS WELL KNOWN AS WAS HIS PARENTS,IT WAS ONLY
NATURAL THAT MANY,MANY PEOPLE DID CONTRIBUTE SMALL DONATIONS FOR THIS
DAVID DUKE COMMITTEE.BEING 100% HONEST AND RELIABLE,JEFF WILLIAM SMITH DID
CONTRIBUTE $ 5.00 OF H1S OWN MONEY AND HIS MOTHER RECALLS,SHE CONTRIBUTED
$ 10,00 OF HER MONEY.SINCE JEFF WILLIAM SMITH HAS NO CHECKING ACCOUNT TN
ANY BANK,HE INNOCENTLY DECTDED TO USE HIS PAYCHECKS AS A VEHICLE TO SEND
EVERY CENT COLLECTED TO THE DAVID DUKE COMMITTEE.MRS.EARI ! .SMITH STATED
THAT THEY WERE CONFUSED AS TO LIMITATIONS SINCE ONE LETTER IN HER FILES
STATED THE LIMITS OF AN INDIVIDUAL CONTRIBUTION AS § 5,000 AND ANOTHER AT
$ 1,000.THIS IS OF COURSE THE STATE AND FEDERAL LIMITS IN ELECTION LAWS.
TO THE BEST OF MY KNOWLEDGE AND BELIEF AND INVESTIGATION AT THIS DATE,THIS
1S THE "TRUTH"BEYOND ANY QUESTION OF A DOUBI.MRS.SMITH STATED SHE CAN GO
THROUGH RECORDS ON HAND IN HER FILES AND PROVE THESE STATEMENTS.

1 8 th«u.(m HEREBY DEPOSE AND SAY UNDER PENALTY OF PFRJURY

STATEMENT S HEREIN ARE TRUE AS STATED TO THE BEST OF MY KNOWLEDGE AND BELLEP,

Lie MW ﬂxutw
MM“‘*‘!"‘“ WeThots Levik sen Lo r05ke

ltnne atpty sfliv tsclemeiy LRoss Fot. Hovrmon 6. rassem




POWER OF ATTORNEY IN FACT

STATE OF ILLINOIS
COUNTY OF KANE

KNOW ALL MEN BY THESE PREBEENTS THAT

I,JEFF WILLIAM SMITH,43 W.340 SMITH ROAD,ELBURN,ILLINOIS,60119,
GRANT AND CONVEY T0; AN OLD FAMILY FRIEND OP MANY YEARS: IN MY
NAME PIACE AND STEAD TO THE SAME BXTENT THAT I WOULD DO SO IP I
WERE PRESENT.I,HEREBY PUT ALL PERSONS AND ENTITIES ON NOTICE THAT;
THIS POWER OF ATTORNEY IN FACT IS APPLICABLE FROM THE DATE OF THE
UNDERSIGNED'S SIGNATURE UNTIL PURTHER NOTICE.

THIS POWER OF ATTORNEY IN PACT SHALL ALLOW MR.NORMAN R.MUNSON OF

THE VILIAGE OF NORTH UTICA,ILLINOIS,IN THE COUNTY OF LA SALIE,
P.0.BOX 137,238 E.CANAL ST.61373, TO EXECUTE GN MY BEHALF ANY AND

ALL DOCUMENTS NECESSARY TO BRING ABOUT THE DESIRED RESULT,NAMELY TO
TERMINATE THIS CASE DESIGNATED AS MUR 3998,BY PROVING THAT I,JEFP
WILLIAM SNITH DID NOT CONTRIBUTE THE AMOUNTS LISTRD IN THE RECORDS

OF THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION.

THE VEHICLE USED TO CONVEY FUNDS TO THE DAVID DUKE FOR U.S.SENATE
COMMITTEE WERE MY PAYROLL CHECKS, “BUT FOR" THE PURPOSE OF TRANSFER
OF MULPIPLE SMALL DONATIONS ENTRUSTED TO ME,JEFF WILLIAM SMITH.

WHEREPORE: I,JEPPF WILLIAM SMITH,LIMIT SAID POWER OF ATTORNEY IN FACT

TO DEMONSTRATE THAT NO ACTION SHOULD BE TAKEN IN THIS MATTER OTHER
THAN TO DISMISS.NO POWEBR IS DELEGATED TO PAY OUT ANY FUNDS.

SIGNED ON THIS THR é’:t;{: DAY OF AUGUST,1994.,
anyy 3B,

WILLIAM SMITH




KITCHENS, BENTON, KITCHENS & WARREN ., fiC 000

Aok

P.O. BOX 740 B
MINDEN, LOUISIAMA 71058-0740
(318) 377-5331

July 27, 1994

T

&

Mr. Jack McDonald -
Federal Election Commission =
999 E Street N.W. wn
wWashington, DC 20463 e
-0

-

RE: L. M. Neilson and W. G. Neilson, MUR 3998 ﬁé

Via Facsimile and regular mail

Dear Mr. McDonald:

I am enclosing herewith a designation of counsel signed by my
clients in the above matter. This will confirm with you our
telephone conversation of July 25, 1994, wherein I advised that I
had been out of my office for several days on trial procedures and
was able to interview my clients first on July 25. My clients have
some checks and other documentary evidence which they need to
obtain from their bank, and which are only located on microfilm.
The bank informs them that it would take approximately fourteen
(14) days for the microfilm to be produced and accordingly, I would
appreciate a twenty (20) day extension of time within which to
submit an affidavit and the documentary evidence necessary to
respond to the letter of July 12, from Mr. Trevor Potter. I
appreciate your consideration of this request.

Very truly yours,

KITCHENS, BENTON, KITCHENS
& WARREN

(P iR P Gt s

Paul E. Kitchens,
Bar Roll #7430

PEK/mr
Enclosures
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ST’IILIIT OF DESIGNATION OF C!IIL!L

MUR 3998

NAME OP COURMSEL: Paul E. Kitchens

ADDRESS ; Kitchens, Benton, Kitchens & Warren

P. O. Box 740

Minden, LA 71058-0740

TELEPHONE: (318) 377-5331

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

communications from the Commission and to act on my behalf before

the Commission.

7/4 8/7‘/

Date /

RESPONDENT'S NAME: W. G. & L. M. Neilson

ADDRESS : Rt. 2, Box 546

Minden, LA 71055

e ., S
BUSINESS PHOME:




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

MANHING TON DO 2046108

July 29, 1994

Paul E. Kitchens

Kitchens, Benton, Kitchens & Warren
420 Broadway

P.O. Box 740

Minden, LA 71058-0740

RE: MUR 3998
L.M. Neilson

Dear Mr. Kitchens:

i
s |

This is in response to your letter dated July 27, 1994,
which we received on July 28, 1994, requesting an extension of
20 days to respond to this matter. After considering the
_ circumstances presented in your letter, the Office of the
N General Counsel has granted the requested extension.
Accordingly, your response is due by the close of business on
August 17, 1994.

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

Sincerely,

I
: W

XD Jack Macbonald
Paralegal Specialist
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VIA FAX & U. S. MAIL éé

Mr. Jack MacDonald

Federal Election Commission
999 E Street N.W.
Washington, DC 20463

) RE: L. W. Neilson and W. G. Neilson; MUR 3998

Dear Mr. MacDonald:

Per your request of July 28, 1994, enclosed is a copy of the
: Statement of Designation of Counsel executed by L. W. Neilson.

< This is to also confirm that you have granted my request for
a twenty (20) days extension within which to submit an affidavit
and the documentary evidence necessary to respond to Mr. Trevor
Potter’s letter of July 12, 1994.

Thank you for your kind assistance in this matter.

£

) Very truly yours,

KITCHENS, BENTON, KITCHENS
" & WARREN

/7)‘,,,“.! &/ C e Girews

Paul E. Kitchens,
Bar Roll #7430

PEK/ca
Enclosure
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STATENEWT OF DESIGNATION OF COUMSKL,
MUR 3998ﬁ
NAME OF COWEBNKL : Ki
ADOKRAS 1 Ki i & Warren
P. O. Box 740
Minden, LA 71058-0740
TELEPROKE (318) 377-5331

The above-named individual (s hereby designated as my
counsel and is authorized to receive any nouucation'- and other
communications from the Commission and to act on my bebalf Sefore
the Commission,

/1/as)af Ko Y L eharen

Dagfe [ Slgnature [ . Neilson

RESPOMDENT'S NAMB: L. M. Neilson

ADDRRSS ; Route 2, Box 546

Minden, LA 71055
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FEDERAL FLECTION CONMMISSION

A AN B AR 2

AUGUST 1, 1994

Francis J. Shubert, Sr.
3216 Ridgeway Drive
Metairie, LA 70002

RE: MUR 3998
Francis J. Shubert, Sr.

Dear Mr. Shubert:

On July 12, 1994, you were notified that the Federal
Election Commission determined to enter into negotiations
directed toward reaching a conciliation agreement in settlement
of this matter prior to a finding of probable cause to believe.
On that same date you were sent a conciliation agreement
offered by the Commission in settlement of this matter.

Please note that conciliation negotiations entered into
prior to a finding of probable cause to believe are limited to
a maximum of 30 days. To date, you have not responded to the
proposed agreement. The 30 day period for negotiations will
soon expire. Unless we receive a response from you within five
days, this Office will consider these negotiations terminated
and will proceed to the next stage of the enforcement process.

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

Singerely,

Ja MacDonald
Paralegal Specialist




FEDERAL FLECTION COMMINSION
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AUGUST 1, 1934

E.R. McElveen g
444 Memphis Street
Bogalusa, LA 70427

RE: MUR 3998
E.R. McElveen

Dear Mr. McElveen:

On July 12, 1994, you were notified that the Federal
Election Commission determined to enter into negotiations
directed toward reaching a conciliation agreement in settlement
of this matter prior to a finding of probable cause to believe.
On that same date you were sent a conciliation agreement
offered by the Commission in settlement of this matter.

Please note that conciliation negotiations entered into
prior to a finding of probable cause to believe are limited to
a maximum of 30 days. To date, you have nct responded to the
proposed agreement. The 30 day period for negotiations will
soon expire. Unless we receive a response from you within five
days, this Office will consider these negotiations terminated
and will proceed to the next stage of the enforcement process.

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

Singerely,

MacDewatd

J MacDonald
Paralegal Specialist




FEDERAL FLECTION COMMISNTION

WOANIIEN - ( S

AUGUST 1, 199b

Jerome Layton
1 Cherry Lane
Berea, KY 40403

RE: MUR 3998
Jerome Layton

Dear Mr. Layton:

On July 12, 1994, you were notified that the Federal
Election Commission determined to enter into negotiations
directed toward reaching a conciliation agreement in settlement
of this matter prior to a finding of probable cause to believe.
On that same date you were sent a conciliation agreement
offered by the Commission in settlement of this matter.

Please note that conciliation negotiations entered into
prior to a finding of probable cause to believe are limited to
a maximum of 30 days. To date, you have not responded to the
proposed agreement. The 30 day period for negotiations will
soon expire. Unless we receive a response from you within five
days, this Office will consider these negotiations terminated
and will proceed to the next stage of the enforcement process.

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

Sincerely,

MacPodd_

J MacDonald
Paralegal Specialist




FEDERAL FLECTTON COMMISSTION
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AUGUST 1, 1994

Lloyd A. Faulsgtich
1240 Dauphine Street
New Orleans, LA 70116

RE: MUR 3998
Lloyd A. Faulstich

Dear Mr. Faulstich:

On July 12, 1994, you were notified that the Federal
Election Commission determined to enter into negotiations
directed toward reaching a conciliation agreement in settlement
of this matter prior to a finding of probable cause to believe.
On that same date you were sent a conciliation agreement
offered by the Commission in settlement of this matter.

Please note that conciliation negotiations entered into
prior to a finding of probable cause to believe are limited to
a maximum of 30 days. To date, you have not responded to the
proposed agreement. The 30 day period for negotiations will
soon expire. Unless we receive a response from you within five
days, this Office will consider these negotiations terminated
and will proceed to the next stage of the enforcement process.

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

Sincerely,

Jaéi MacDonald

Paralegal Specialist




FEDERAL FLEC THON COMAMISSTON
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AUGUST 1, 1994

Ray Cater
Rt. 1 Box 13-H
Ferriday, LA 71334

RE: MUR 3998
Ray Cater

Dear Mr. Cater:

On July 12, 1994, you were notified that the Federal
Election Commission determined to enter into negotiations
directed toward reaching a conciliation agreement in settlement
of this matter prior to a finding of probable cause to believe.
On that same date you were sent a conciliation agreement
offered by the Commission in settlement of this matter.

Please note that conciliation negotiations entered into
prior to a finding of probable cause to believe are limited to
a maximum of 30 days. To date, you have not responded to the
proposed agreement. The 30 day period for negotiations will
soon expire. Unless we receive a response from you within five
days, this Office will consider these negotiations terminated
and will proceed to the next stage of the enforcement process.

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

Singerely,

Mo

Ja MacDonald
Paralegal Specialist




FEDERAL FLECTION C ONMAMISSTON
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AUGUST 1, 1994

vincent A. Canfield
Box 222, R.R. 1
Equinunk, PA 18417

RE: MUR 3998
Vincent A. Canfield

Dear Mr. Canfield:

On July 12, 1994, you were notified that the Federal
Election Commission determined to enter into negotiations
directed toward reaching a conciliation agreement in settlement
of this matter prior to a finding of probable cause to believe.
On that same date you were sent a conciliation agreement
offered by the Commission in settlement of this matter.

Please note that conciliation negotiations entered into
prior to a finding of probable cause to believe are limited to
a maximum of 30 days. To date, you have not responded to the
proposed agreement. The 30 day period for negotiations will
soon expire. Unless we receive a response from you within five
days, this Office will consider these negotiations terminated
and will proceed to the next stage of the enforcement process.

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

Sincerely, '

4.

Delanie Dewitt Painter
Attorney
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FEDERAL FLEC TION C ONINMISSTON

Mo

AUGUST 1, 1994

Jerrie Bellow
4403 Moss Street
Lafayette, LA 70507

RE: MUR 3998
Jerrie Bellow

Dear Ms. Bellow:

On July 12, 1994, you were notified that the Federal
Election Commission determined to enter into negotiations
directed toward reaching a conciliation agreement in settlement
of this matter prior to a finding of probable cause to believe.
On that same date you were sent a conciliation agreement
cffered by the Commission in settlement of this matter.

Please note that conciliation negotiations entered into
prior to a finding of probable cause to believe are limited to
a maximum of 30 days. To date, you have not responded to the
proposed agreement. The 30 day period for negotiations will
soon expire. Unless we receive a response from you within five
days, this Office will consider these negotiations terminated
and will proceed to the next stage of the enforcement process.

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

Sincerely,

Hewi K. it

Deladhie Dewitt Painter
Attorney




FEDERAL FLECTION COMNMISSION

WASHIPNCG YO -2 g - Mg

AUGUST 1, 1994

Louis J. Argieta
4461 Purdue Avenue
Culver City, CA 90230

RE: MUR 3998
Louis J. Arrieta

Dear Mr. Arrieta:

On July 12, 1994, you were notified that the Federal
Election Commission determined to enter into negotiations
directed toward reaching a conciliation agreement in settlement
of this matter prior to a finding of probable cause to believe.
On that same date you were sent a conciliation agreement
offered by the Commission in settlement of this matter.

Please note that conciliation negotiations entered into
prior to a finding of probable cause to believe are limited to
a maximum of 30 days. To date, you have not responded to the
proposed agreement. The 30 day period for negotiations will
soon expire. Unless we receive a response from you within five
days, this Office will consider these negotiations terminated
and will proceed to the next stage of the enforcement process.

Should you have any questions, please contact me at (202)

219-3690.
Sincerely, o
14 A) . Vi

Delanie Dewitt Painter

Attorney
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GENERAL COUNSEL'S REPORT

In the Matter of

Eleanor Parker Adams

I. BACKGROUND
Attached is a conciliation agreement which has been signed by
respondent Eleanor Parker Adams. The attached agreement contains

no changes from the agreement approved by the Commission on June

C 22, 1994, and we have received a check for the $600.00 civil
1 penalty.

M II. RECOMMENDATIONS

N

1. Accept the attached conciliation agreement with
“ respondent Eleanor Parker Adams.

3 2. Close the file with respect to this respondent.
N 3 Approve the appropriate letter.
=2 Lawrence M. Noble
) General Counsel
/2 2/94 BY: %W?J&(féf | MW—'
Date / Kif BrigHt-Cqleman

Agsociate General Counsel

Attachment
A. Conciliation Agreement

Staff Assigned: Jack MacDonald
Delanie DeWitt Painter
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of

Eleanor Parker Adams. MUR 3998

—

CERTIFICATION

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, Secretary of the Federal Election
Commission, do hereby certify that on August 2, 1994, the

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

O actions in MUR 3998:

= 1. Accept the conciliation agreement with

‘N respondent Eleanor Parker Adams, as
recommended in the General Counsel’s Report

N dated July 27, 1994.

(N 2. Close the file with respect to this

N respondent.

-3 3. Approve the appropriate letter, as
recommended in the General Counsel’s Report

N4 dated July 27, 1994.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, McDonald, McGarry, Potter,
< and Thomas voted affirmatively for the decision.

N

Attest:

rjorie W. Emmons
ry of the Commission

2-7-94 m%:mﬁ/m/

Received in the Secretariat: Wwed., July 27, 1994 4:43 P.M.
Circulated to the Commission: Thurs., July 28, 1994 11:00 A.M.
Deadline for vote: Tues., Aug. 02, 1994 4:00 P.M.

mck
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FEDERAL FLECTION CONANYSSION

WASH SGHON 1YL Joees

AUGUST 3, 19nL

Eleanor Parker Adam
416 Westmeade Drive
Gretna, LA 70056

RE: MUR 3998
Eleanor Parker Adam

Dear Ms. Adam:

On August 2, 1994, the Federal Election Commission
accepted the signed conciliation agreement and civil penalty
submitted by you in settlement of a violation of 2 U.S.C.

§ 44la(a)(1)(A), a provision of the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). Accordingly, the file
has been closed in this matter as it pertains to you.

This matter will become public within 30 days after it
has been closed with respect to all other respondents
involved. Please be advised that information derived in
connection with any conciliation attempt will not become
public without the written consent of the respondent and the
Commission. See 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(4)(B). The enclosed
conciliation agreement, however, will become a part of the
public record.

You are advised that the confidentiality provisions of
2 U.s.C. § 437g(a)(12)(A) still apply with respect to all
respondents still involved in this matter. The Commission
will notify you when the entire file has been closed.

Enclosed you will find a copy of the fully executed
conciliation agreement for your files. 1If you have any
gquestions, please contact me at (202) 219-3690.

Sincerely,

&AW

Jack MacDonald
Paralegal Specialist

Enclosure
Conciliation Agreement
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
In the Matter of

Eleanor Parker Adam MUR 3998

— N -

CONCILIATION AGREEMENT

This matter was initiated by the Federal Election
Commigsion ("Commission"), pursuant to information
ascertained in the normal course of carrying out its
supervisory responsibilities. The Commission found reason to
believe that Eleanor Parker Adam ("Respondent") violated
2 U.S.C. § 441a(a)(1)(A).

NOW, THEREFORE, the Commission and the Respondent,
having participated in informal methods of conciliation,
prior to a finding of probable cause to believe, do hereby
agree as follows:

I. The Commission has jurisdiction over the Respondent and
the subject matter of this proceeding, and this agreement has the
effect of an agreement entered pursuant to 2 U.S.C.

§ 437g(a)(4)(A)(1).
I1. Respondent has had a reasonable opportunity to demonstrate
that no action should be taken in this matter.
II1. Respondent enters voluntarily into this agreement with the

Commission.




g

IV. The pertinent facts in this matter are as follows:

1. The David Duke for U.S. Senate Committee is a
principal campaign committee within the meaning of 2 U.S.C.

§ 431(5).

2. The Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended ("the Act") limits the amount that an individual may
contribute to any candidate to $1,000 with respect to any federal
election. 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(l)(A).

3. Between May and December 1990, Eleanor Parker Adam
contributed seven checks totaling $2,200.00 to the David Duke for
U.S. Senate Committee that exceeded her contribution limitation by
$1,200.00.

V. Respondent violated 2 U.S.C. § 441la(a)(l)(A) by making
contributions to the David Duke for U.S. Senate Committee which
exceeded her individual contribution limitation by
$1,200.00.

VI. Respondent will pay a civil penalty to the Federal
Election Commission in the amount of six hundred dollars
($600.00), pursuant to 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(5)(A).

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

Columbia.

VIII. This agreement shall become effective as of the date that




=3
all parties hereto have executed same and the Commission has
approved the entire agreement.

IX. Respondent shall have no more than 30 days from the date
this agreement becomes effective to comply with and implement the
requirements contained in this agreement and to so notify the
Commission.

X. This Conciliation Agreement constitutes the entire
agreement between the parties on the matters raised herein, and no
other statement, promise, or agreement, either written or oral,
made by either party or by agents of either party, that is not

contained in this written agreement shall be enforceable.

FOR THE COMMISSION:

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

5/3/94

Date/ 7

9
ssociate General Counsel

FOR THE RESPONDENT:

7/{%@&&[};@&@% _7r3/94

(Position)




LAW OFFICES
HOUSEMAN, FEIND, GALLO & MALLOY

1214 THIRTEENTH AVENLE

Ralph | 1luseman Post Ofvice Box 104 TELEPHONE
Robent 1. Feind, Jr GRAFTON, WiSCONSIN 53024-0104 (414) 377 0600
John M Guallo FacsiMilL#
Paul vV Malloy 414) 377 6080

Michael P Herbrand

August 5, 1994

1440
5033

-

co
Mr. Jack MacDonald w
Office of General Counsel =
IFederal Election Commission .
999 E Street NW e
Washington, DC 20463 o
_ Re:  Benjamin Grob

MUR 3998

Dear Mr. MacDonald:

As a followup to our conversation of August 4, 1994, 1 am providing you with
some background regarding Mr. Grob and his contribution to the David Duke
Campaign Committee. Mr. Grob did not send one $4,000 check. Rather, there were 3
checks sent in this matter. Check #492 was sent to Duke for Senator on April 22.
Another check #496 was sent June 8 to Representative David Duke and a final check
in the amount of $2,000 was sent to the DAV sic Duke Camp sic Committee.

Obviously, Mr. Grob was not aware that he was violating Federal Election laws
when he made these contributions.

Mr. Grob is currently 93 vears of age. He is an engineer and an industrialist

and if you asked him I'm sure he would advise you that he is not prone to reading fine
print.
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HOUSEMAN, FEIND.Q\L,LO & MALLOY ‘

August 5, 1994
page 2

Thank you very much for your anticipated cooperation in this matter.

Very truly yours,

HOUSEMAN, FEIND, GALLO &
MA[.[,OY7

’/

ar & ///,.f,_/
“Robert L. Feind, Jr.

RLF:pr
cc: Benjamin Grob
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RECEIVED
STA OF DESIGNATION OF S‘s’:tﬁm

OFFICE OF GEnERAL
won 3998 FYWDIA
A
s 3 505?!'?[
NAMR OF COUNMSEL: Robert L. Feind, Jr., of Houseman, Felnd, Gallo & Malloy
ADDRESS : 1214 Thirteenth Avenue
PO Box 104

Grafton, WI 53024

TELEPHONE: (414) 377-0600

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

communications from the Commission and to act on my behalf before

‘s

_ the Commission.

D

N July 28, 1994

- Date

< RESPONDENT'S NAMRE: Benjamin Grob

o ADDRESS : 206 Corsair Road
N Dpuck Key, FL 33050
-

HOKE PHOME: R

BUSINESS PHOME: N/A
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PAX: 738-7272

N.\q\#t 8, 1994

Mr. Jack MacDonald
Federal Rlection Commission
Washington, DC 20463

Re: Francis Shubert, 8r.
MUR 3998

VIA FAX: 202-219-1043
Dear Mr. MacDonald:

Thank you for speaking with my assistantiy Margaret Chanove,
concerning Mr. Shubert's case.

As Margaret may have informed you, wmy wife b
complicated automobile accident in June of
the Intensive Care Unit and placed on a re:
she has sinced made some improvement and is &
care., My attention to her and her care has
my time and I could not devote the time
Shubert. However, I am now able to devote th
and I would ask your indulgence in this utt
day axtension to review the proposed agroeme

home with 24 hour
en well over 908§ of
wvas needed to Mr.
time to Mx. Shubert
by granting me a 30

Please accept apologies for not responding|sooner. I know that

with the extension we can resolve this situaty

If you require further information or wish to

with my office,
please feel free to do so. I look forward

r response.
tfully,

uH. Bcheuamnn ’ %

WHS /mc

20°d
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, La. 70183

TRLEPBONE:

(504] 738-9000

The adbove-named ifjdividual is hereby designated as my

counlolﬁpnd is authoriuud to receive any notifications and other

communications from th

the Commission.

Date

HOME PHONE:
BUSINESS PEONRE:

Commission and to act on my behalf before

g_:égé?eﬁm g;) JM»/’

3216 Ridgeway Drive

irie, La, 70002
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Law OFFICE OF

go-<ihik et 28 1008 AN

9821 RovaL St.. P.O. Box 1924

St. FRANGISVILLE, LouisiaNa 70775
504 635-3483

July 19, 1994

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, D.C. 20463

Att: Trevor Potter
RE: MUR 3998
JOHN R. RARICK

O Dear Sir,

- I acknowledge receipt of your proposed Concilliation
Agreement re contributions to the David Duke for U.S. Senate

ok Campaign Committee.
Please consider this a request for assistance since the
Duke campaign was in 1990 or 4 years ago.
: In paragraph IV, 3. of your agreement you refer to six
A ecks totalling $2,635.00. Can you give me their identity by dates,
bunts and check numbers?
e
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Law OFFICE OF
JOHN R. RARICK

ATTORNEY AT LAw

Mr. Jack McDonald
FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, D.C. 20463

RE:

Dear Mr. McDonald,

MUR

9821 RovaL St1.. P.O. Box 1924

ST.

3

FrRANCISVILLE, LoUISIANA 70775

August 1, 1994

998

JOHN R. RARICK

Confirming my letter of July 19th and our phone conversation
of July 29, 1994, I have now been able to review my 1990 checks and
take exception to you commission fact findings.
According to my checks; my wife Margquerite and I made contribut-
ions to the David Duke for U.S. Senate Companign totalling $395.00
and a loan , which was never repaid, of $1000.00 as follows:

September 28,1990 check
October 16, 1990 check
Total checks

January 29, 1990, check #
May 3, 1990 check #
July 1, 1990 check #
July 10 ,1990 check #
#
#

Additionally on October 1,

tantiate our figures.

ohn R. Rarick

7089
7199
7282
7296
7409
7428

for
for
for
for
for
for

$25.00 contribution

$50.00 contribution

$20.00 tickets to July 4 rally
$50.00 for T-shirts

$200.00 contribution

$50.00 dance tickets

$395.00

1990 I withdrew $1020.00 from
our community saving account and wried it to Duke's Campaign committee
as a loan for last minute TV time. (The $20.00 was the bank charge .)

enc. copies of checks , front and back
bank charge off on $1,000.00 loan

This shows that the maximum my wife and I contributed to
avid Duke for U.S. Senate Campaign was $1,395.00 or $697.50 each
hich was well below the permissible contribution limits of $1,000.00

I enclose copies of my checks and the Bank wire account to
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Sk of Commmasrce & Trust To.. St. Feanaisville, Louisiana
10-01~ _ 90
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John R Mrick or Marguerite Rarigk

P.0O. Box 236

St. Francisville, La 70775

‘-v Cheryl Ann London




KITCHENS, BENTON, KITCHENS & WARREN

A PROFESSIONAL LAW CORFORATION

420 BROADWAY =
P.0. BOK 740 = =
MINDEM, LOUISIAMA 71058-0740 nom
(318) 377-5331 @ soh
FAX (318) 377-5361 S D
GRAYDON K. KITCHENS, SR. (1903-1988) I’Aw- xrciERs:
JOHN B. BENTON, JR. RICK OJRan
GRAYDON K. KITCHENS III w bl st
- - }_r-'
August 4, 1994 = g
<

VIA FAX & U.S. MAIL

Mr. Jack MacDonald

Federal Election Commission
999 E. Street N.W.
Washington, DC 20463

RE: L. W. Neilson and W. G. Neilson; MUR 3998

Dear Mr. MacDonald:

I am enclosing herewith an Affidavit submitted by my clients,

Mr. and Mrs. W. G. Neilson. The Affidavit should be self
explanatory -

Very truly yours,

KITCHENS, BENTON, KITCHENS
& WARREN

/M &/ Conit Recno

Paul E. Kitchens,
Bar Roll #7430

PEK/jas
Enclosure




BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the matter of

L. M. Neilson MUR 3998

AFFIDAVIT
STATE OF LOUISIANA:
PARISH OF WEBSTER:
BEFORE ME, the undersigned authority, a Notary Public duly

qualified and commissioned in and for the aforesaid Parish and

State, therein residing, personally came and appeared W. G. NEILSON
and L. M. NEILSON, who, after first being duly sworn did depose and
state that although they acknowledge that certain campaign
contributions were made by each of them during the calendar year
1990 to the David Duke Campaign, that they had no knowledge
whatsoever of any limitations imposed by Federal Law on the maximum
amount that could be contributed to a political campaign. In
addition, it was intended that a considerable portion of the
contributions made by your respondents were to have been made for
personal expenses of David Duke, for clothes, food, lodging,
haircuts and to aid and assist the education of two teenage
daughters as well as for Mr. Duke’s Mother who had suffered a
stroke. Appearers had no knowledge whatsoever that these donations
could be considered as violation of any Federal Law.

Respondents further declare that Mr. W. G. Neilson is seventy-
five (75) years of age, having retired on June 1, 1989, and that

Mrs. L. M. Neilson is a sixty-five (65) year old housewife,




Appearers promise, under oath, that there shall be no future
violations of the Federal Election Law, now that they have been
made aware of its contents, and further, that they had no knowledge

or intention to violate Federal Law in making the donations in

question.

Appearers have been God fearing and law abiding citizens for

L
2 their entire lifetime and are astounded and embarrassed that at
~ their advanced age and with a perfect and clean record, that their
actions would be called into question, and would request any
M consideration given to this request.
. v B

’?1/: ) } / / P (‘,' __5-(0-)(,,’
- L. M. NEILSON ;

e P TR
3 ’if .f’ll'r, e L.'; ijir} y \
" W. G. NEILSON 2

SWORN TO AND SUBSCRIBED before me, Notary Public, at Minden,

Louisiana, on this Lf4’° day of August, 1994.

. M ¢/ coi

NOTARY PUBLIC
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Jerome Layton
1 Cherry Lane
Berea, KY 4040

Dear

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON, D C 20463

AUGUST 1, 1994

3

RE: MUR 3998
Jerome Layton

Mr. Layton:

On July 12

’

1994, you were notified that the Federal

Election Commission determined to enter into negotiations
directed toward reaching a conciliation agreement in settlement
of this matter prior to a finding of probable cause to believe.
On that same date you were sent a conciliation agreement
offered by the Commission in settlement of this matter.

days,

Please note that conciliation negotiations entered into
prior to a finding of probable cause to believe are limited to
a maximum of 30 days. To date,_you have not res
proposed agreement. The 30 day period for negot
soon expire. *Unless we receive a response from you within five
this Office will consider these negotiations terminated
and will proceed to the next stage of the enforcement process.

ponded to the

i1ations will

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

Sincerely,

MacPowtd

J MacDonald
Paralegal Speci

alist
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON DU Juded

August 10, 1994

BY FEDERAL EXPRESS

Jerome Layton
1 Cherry Lane
Berea, KY 40403

RE: MUR 3998
Jerome Layton

Dear Mr. Layton:

In response to our phone ~onversation of August 8, 1994,
I have enclosed another copy of the Conciliation Agreement.

Please sign the agreement and return it in the enclosed
envelope.

If you have any guestions regarding this matter, please
contact me at (800) 424-9530 or (202) 219-3690.

Sincerely,

* Mg

Jack MacDonald
Paralegal Specialist

Enclosures




TEL No. 5048334419 Jan 31.94 6:40 P.01

PAGE ONE OF ONE

Date 8/11/94

Fax From
Paul Allen, Asst. Trcagurer
David Duke for U.S. Senate Commities

" 3:;330
vy3034

~ agR,
9128 Quince St — f‘?‘!,-g
New Orleans, La 70118 o ez
[--] r-'l:ﬂgg"
FxTo & 72
Delanie DeWitt Painter, Atty. :é
Federal Eloction Commission
Fax number (202) 219-3690
Re: MUR 3998
Dear Ms Painter:

Thank you for the courtesics extended to me on the phone today. As per our understanding, 1 am
asking for an extension of time until 8/19/94 to send you our response to your lotter of 7/12/94. I will by
midnight on said 8/19 send you a certifiod lotter cxplaining as bost T can what happoned.

1 agrec with almost all your letter of 7/12 says, excopt the section on transfors on page 8. If] could
understand the fcdcral jargon, perhaps I would agree with it also. From what I could pioce together, it said
the funds were from prokibitod sources. This is an overstatemont. In that portion where it is corroct, I later
got the contributors to atiribute these comrectly.

But, aside for this, my rcsponsc will be substantially the same as I tokd the audit division, and as you
recapitulatod in your letter of 7/12/94.

It is my undorstanding that you will scnd us a loticr gransing said request for extension whea you
receive this fax.

Sinceraly,
A5 e
paul allen
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGION, D C 20403

AUGUST 15, 1994

James A. McPherson, Treasurer

Paul Allen, Assistant Treasurer
David Duke for U.S. Senate Committee
9128 Quince Street

New Orleans, LA 70118

RE: MUR 3998
Dear Mr. Allen and Mr. McPherson:

This is in response to your letter dated August 11, 1994,
which we received by facsimile transmission on the same date,
requesting an extension until Augqust 19, 1994 to respond to
the Commission’s subpoena to produce documents and order to
submit written answers. After considering the circumstances
presented in your letter and our telephone conversation, the
Office of the General Counsel has granted the requested
extension. Accordingly, your response is due by the close of
business on August 19, 1994.

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

Sincerely, .

wélw/ 494@%2
Delanie DeWitt Painter
Attorney
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Jack MacDonald

Paralegal Specialist
Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C.

Re: MUR 3998 E
Ray Cater e 2
A— [~
© 398
2o%” <
Dear Mr. MacDonald; e -
(9] -‘\l"’l"-—q::"'
n o TEss
; ; =2 > ¢
In reference to the above action: I did not contribute - - =*
$2525.00 to the David Duke campaign. My contribution G

was two twenty five dollar checks, one from each of my
businesses. (see copy of cancelled checks attached).
One check #1770 was drawn on the Miss-Lou Center Cotton
Gin and one check #3241 was drawn on Ray Cater's Cars
and Trucks. This total of $50.00 was all that was
contributed. I ask that this matter be dismissed,
because there has been a mistake.

I would appreciate it if you could advise where the
Commission got their figures.

Loy B~

Y .
Sworn to before me this z:; day of (Lu;gfé, 1994
iand.

in my office Concordia Parish, Louis

TXEY: my commission is for life
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Jnn:: A. McPherson A
ttomey-at-Law c

9128 Quince Street ke 25 H 22 iy 'S4
New Orleans, Louisiana 70118

(504) 486-2022 (phone or fax)

August 19, 1994

Delanie DeWitt Painter
Federal Election Commission
999 E. Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 3998
David Duke for U.S. Senate

Dear Ms. Painter:

I understand that Mr. Allen is today sending you his
response to the Federal Election Commission’s letter, order and
subpoena dated July 12, 1994; however, I feel the necessity to
add my own comments to the Federal Election Commission’s “Factual
and Legal Analysis®", as follows:

I. EXCESSIVE CONTRIBUTIONS FROM INDIVIDUALS

Page one footnote 1 fails to mention that the reason there
was no general election was because the third candidate in the
race, Benny Baggert, withdrew two days before election day. If
he had stayed in there would have been a run-off between the
incumbent and Duke. Many of the contributors of more than one
thousand dollars did so under the belief that there was going to
be a run off and that they were contributing to the reasonable
anticipated run-off in the general election. If so they would
have been allowed tc contribute a total of $2,000. Also,
neither Mr. Allen nor myself realized that a husband and wife had
to both sign the check in order to get the benefit of a double
allowance.

The statement in footnote 2 about the Assistant Treasurer
being "too dumb to pick up the distinction...®" is incorrectly
attributed to the Committee. I am sure that this is Mr. Allen’s
own characterization of his conduct and not the committee’s. Mr.
Allen is not dumb. He may have been over his head in regards to
the intricacies of the federal election regulations but he is
good intentioned and worked hard to fully comply with all known
regulations. Accordingly, the concluding statement to paragraph
I, that the committee "knowingly accepted contributions in excess
of the contribution limitations..." is strongly contested. It
was not done knowingly.




n
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IXI. ANONYMOUS CONTRIBUTIONS OF CURRENCY

Everyone in the campaign knew about the limitation of $50
for cash contributions and everyone in the campaign saw to it
that this limitation was never exceeded. The statement on page 4
that “the Committee made 337 deposits of cash in excess of
$50...." 1is misleading. The significant fact is not stated.
That fact is that no one contribution exceeded $50. If twenty
people each contribute less that $50 the cumulative total would
be in excess of $50 but no one contribution was in excess of $50.
Therefore there is no violation revealed by a cumulative deposit
that was in excess of $50.

On page 5, last paragraph it 1s stated that *“there is no
showing that the Committee made any attempt to differentiate
between cash contributions below $50 and those of more than $50.*
Although this statement is technically true it is highly
misleading. It is misleading because no contribution in excess
of $50 was ever accepted; therefore there was no reason to
"differeentiate". Also, footnote 4 suggests that because
“notations on 11 of the deposit slips indicate that they consist
of contributions under $50, it is reasonable to conclude that the
remaining deposits may have included some contributions in excess
of $50." Actually, it is more reasonable to conclude that since
11 of the deposit slips actually note that they consist of
contributions under $50 then the remaining deposits did so also.
Violations are never presumed. Law presumes regularity. This
campaign did not accept any cash contribution in excess of $50.

III. TRANSFERS FROM CANDIDATE’'S NONFEDERAL ACCOUNT
CONTAINING POSSIBLE PROHIBITED FUNDS

. I know nothing about this matter, so will not comment upon
it except to note that Mr. Allen made a complete explanation of
this in previous communications to the FEC and its auditors.

IV. ITEMIZATIONS OF CONTRIBUTIONS FROM INDIVIDUALS

I know nothing about this matter, so will not comment upon
it except to state that I am sure Mr. Allen will completely
inform the FEC of exactly how this was handled, if he has not
already done so.

Sincerely,

ames A. McPherson

SWORN TC AND SUBSCRIBED BEFORE ME, NOTARY THIS 19th DAY OF
AUGUST, 1994
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vid Duke for U.S. Senate
28 Quince St. New Orieans, La :
Treasurer James McPherson (504) 486-2022 FErge, tive
Asst. Treasurer Paul Allen (504) 833-4419 > A TN
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August 19, 1994 by 5232
CERTIFIED NUMBER Z 046 375 118 __ ZeErl
~ Tahrs
Delanie DeWitt Painter © "2
Federal Election Commission = ¢ *
999 E. Street, N.W. )

Washington, D.C. 20463

RE: MUR 3998
David Duke for U.S. Senate Committee

This is in response to the FEC letter, order and subpoena dated July 12, 1994. An extension of
time to respond by August 19, 1994 was granted by Ms. Painter in telephone conversation of August
11, 1994.

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT

I was the candidate’s income tax accountant for many years prior to his running for office. When he
ran for the Senate and asked me to be his Asst. Treasurer, I accepted and phoned the FEC in
Washington for help. They sent me the "Campaign Guide for Congressional Candidates and
Committees”. 1 want to make it absolutely clear from here to the end of this letter, if it wasn’t in the
magazine style guide, I didn’t know about it. The detailed information sought here is in regards to
events that occurred more than four years ago and the "Campaign Guide for Congressional Candidates
and Committees" did not require the keeping of this information. A thorough and comprehensive audit
was conducted a few years ago by the highly trained and efficient auditors of the Federal Election
Commission. The information and documentation sought now, at this late date, by the FEC is contained
in that audit. The Campaign Committee no longer exists. There are no funds or personnel available to
re-extract the detailed information requested by this Order. The candidate is no longer involved in any
political activities. However, in the spirit of complete cooperation we would be willing to again make
all records availabie 10 your audiiors including shipping the records tc them for their continual
examination. Also, enclosed is a copy of a newspaper article appearing locally in the New Orleans
Times-Picayune on July 2, 1994 with a by line of the Associated Press in which your office is quoted
as saying that "no further action" in regards to seeking violations in this campaign. What happened to
cause you to change your mind? (article attached)

QUESTION 1 RE: Handling cash.

1) Cash receipts occurred in two ways, through the mail or in person.
a) Cash in the mail

None.
b) Cash in person
At rallies the campaign would:
(1) "pass the hat;"
(2) volunteers would sell campaign mesrchandise.
After the rally the cash from sales of merchandise and "the hat" would be counted, pooled, and




O

deposited. . .

2) No record was kept of the names of the volunteers who handled cash because:

1) the "Campaign Guide for Congressional Candidates and Committees” did not require us to
obtain or keep the names of volunteers who handled cash,

2) the was a true old fashioned "grass roots" campaign. Rallies were held around the state in
various cities, towns and rural communities. Most of the rallies came about through the action of a
supporter who telephoned the office and promised to have a crowd assembled at a particular town and
requested available dates. A date was agreed upon and the locals in that arca were responsible for
promoting the event and providing the volunteer workers to bring off the event. There was an
impromptu, spontaneous quality about the campaign that created a sense of community among people
who had felt left out of the political processes. The volunteers who handled the individual rallies,
including the handling of cash, were locals from the rally area and therefore different individuals at
each rally. At the really, the candidate appeared, gave a talk and the "hat was passed”. The "hat
passing” (usually a plastic bucket) was passed through the crowd by volunteers who came forward from
the crowd at the really and physically carried the buckets through the crowd. At the completion of the
rally the buckets were taken to the office in Metairie, Louisiana by who ever was going that way. The
candidate was usually going on to the next rally which was usually nowhere near the previous rally. At
the Metairie office, the money was counted and deposited in the campaign account. .

QUESTION 2 - RE: preventing cash contributions over $50

1) Contributors were instructed by the candidate that the most they could give in cash was $50 and that
any amount higher must be made by check at the tables set up for that purpose. Many of the rallies
were out-of-doors events held in a vacant lot or park where the crowd parked their cars and left a
sufficient clearing for the stand-up crowd to gather around the candid