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June 24, 1994 ?'re- sAR 3b!

Lawrence Noble, Esquire
Office of the General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, N. W.
Washington, D. C. 20463

Dear Mr. Noble:

Attached is a letter dated June 22, 1994, sent by C. B.Haines, Jr., our Director of Material Management to our
Connecticut suppliers. Also attached is Mr. Haines' letter ofthis date rescinding his previous communication. At this time wehave not received any contributions and any that are received will
be returned forthwith, as stated.

Sincerely,

Merle J.imith, Jr.
Division Counsel
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June 22, 1994

Attention: Chief Executive Officer

To Our Connecticut Supplers:

General Dynamics, Electric Boat Division considers continued nuclear e design and
construction vital to an assured fuurM industrial base, including our Connecticut based
network of suppliers. Efflors to obtain release of approWated funds for a third SEAWOLF
submarine are being actively pursued with our Washington based Congresion represen-
tatives.

As a key supporter of the SEAWOLF program, Congressman Geidenson from the 2nd Oifict
has been Instrumental from the strt in obtaining contracts for the first and second
SEAWOLF submarines. We have all been beeficiAries of his efforts. You are inWiWe to show

10 your aprcainand to elpress conine support for Congressman Geidenso byateg
a funraisingK reception on July 6 (5:30-7:30 p.m.) at the Groton Motor Inn, Groton, CT in
support of his reelection cr-ipagn.

Your support of Sam on July 6 wih a $100 per person donation would be sincerely appre-
ciated. Should you not be able to attend, you may send your check to:

,_e.o mn Reelection Comintee
c/o General Dynamics Corporation
Electric Boat Division
Neil D. Ruenzel
Director of Communications
75 Eastern Point Road
Groton, Connecticut 06340

See you on the 6th. Lers send Sam back to Congress.

CBH825
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June 24, 1994

Attention: Chief Executive OfFicer

To Our Connecticut Supliers:

By letter of June 22. 1994, you were invited to attend a fund-raising reception
for Sam Geidenson on July 6, 1994 at the Groton Motor Inn in Groton, Connecticut.
You were also encowrag to make Qins to the Gejdenson Reelection Committee
in care of General Dynamics Corporation, Electric Boat Division. We have since
been advised ta we may not accept contibutions on behalf of Mr. Gejdenson. We
also request that you not send any donations to the Gejdenson Reelection Committee
in care of General Dynamics. To the extent you have already submitted donations to
us, they will be returned to you.

We apologize for any inconvenien we may have caused.

C. B. Haines. Jr.



27 June 1994

Lawrence Noble, Esquire
Office of the General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
999 E Sbe N.W.
Wahipon, D.C. 20463

inu

o Mr. Noble:

is is to inform you that David W. DeBruin, Esq., of the law firm of
Jenner & Block is authorited to repreent . General Dynamics
Crpomtion in any and all .matters pen X before the Federal
Election Commission.

Very truly yours,

1006mi d*w Newsom

A,



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D C 30*

JULY 5, 1994

David W. DeBruin, Req.
Jenner & Block
601 13th Street, tW
12th Floor
Washington, DC 20005

RE: Pre-HUR 301

Dear Mr. DeBruin:

This is to acknowledge receipt on June 24, 1994 of theletter from your client, General Dynamics Corporation. You willbe notified as soon as the Federal Election Commission takes
action on your client's submission.

If you have any questions, please contact Joan Ncfnery at(202) 219-3400. For your Information, we have attached a briefdescription of the Commission's procedures for handling matters
such as this.

Sincerely,

Yenra t nfTaksar, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket

Enclosure
Procedures
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June 27, 1994 ~LC 0

Geral Counsel
Ofi e of e Gene Counsel
Federa Election Commimion
999 E Seet, N.W.

as ington D.C. 20463

Da Madam or Sir

PaunWt to SOcon 437(g) of ft Fedr e C 0.l L (e SMFEC
Law'). to kn for 1 .94 n i i ifafts eerEecton CommisM (ie "FECI). The 1 of thism l l bi u 22. 1984
fund raisig 1Werwwilm by C.B.Hmkaeeh. of General O wmdas-ftO IE.. e " BDivision of Groton Comeclb*A (geN immis tto Cwwuftw -coo-i

,Specific #*ly, t*W are Un ems oF1 coe Wh r rlsed by ti
solicitation and ~hri appear Io be in vlolon of FEC Low

(1) WWCxn n f b g" kv# ffdrals, sohciaion appear to ham been pr on Gew D M Corp.ltterhed and i sined by a G a employee, it would be
rltson~e to assume that sm ecoroane Woierdtu ccurred in Me
preparation of tis lete, cluing but not limled to te cost of th paper, labor,
computer time, photocopying and postage. You wil note that te copy of the
solicitation which is enclosed was also sent in a General Dynamics envelope
and was metered (U.S. Postage Me # 9003892) for purposes of postage;

(2) Coercion and an imvied Quid Pro Duo. The wording of the solici
letter, spedfically the lines "we have all been benefrciaie of his efforts. You
are invited to show your apprweciaon and to express you support ... by
attending a fund raising recep1tion," implies a "paybck for pest favorable
legislative activity. Additionally, given that this letter was sent to suppliers and
vendors doing busines with General Dynamics (a maor defense conrMating

Pdabyl Ig fo Cmmpm *4 - o 06 MM. VAX a.m Mblw"M CT OOI-ON



WSI t ... Congress 94Pfo 2

firm whose fundng Comes akwn t exclusivly htotefdrlgvemr)r
couM at a Wertain Iovel Ofa m twisting s invWood uo e to fa thrat of
reduced fut ure !C I nes.

(3) mo . ould be argued quitO easily that by requesting €o n sbe sent dWec&y to Neil Ruenzol, Director of Ccrvfinicuo of GeeaDynamics CoM., that Mos. Ruen ad Haie, Jr. inftwd to ,bunethese checks to incres the p of their a General ic doation,
an to cirmivent andlor, 1--v nem any donation made by the corporftI's
SOprWae Segregaed Furxd

The Munster for Congress - 94 cempain has broutW ts imu to the attention of theComnmesan because of an irpo harm this lOW has caused. A determehion by4the Conmission as to whether or not General Dynamics adw o C.B. Hain or NeilRuenl has violated FEC Law is rptl requested

It should be noted hywwr, tha as a remu* of Vie pres swroWaifa t-cdn General Dynamic ha asn itl a lett o the s gnm. of Canneaam
appe.s rcd its ofte to hold a fund raier. in spqt of ta fact, we belthe initial act was a bltn viwia of FEC Law by o or fmre Genral Dni,,

by fth miarage nt General • s may-ha'-d ci t our fmr- .P..

In orde to assist in your rmiw Of this matrw" have n close copie of tC> original solicitto and:t h enelope with which N wa maioed, weN as th
follw-up letter sent by General Dyna mics.

Very trul yors,

Thomas J. Diascro, Jr.
Campain Manager

Sworn to and notarized by:

Wy Ccamission Expires: 7/31/98
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JUne 24, 1964

Ationtion: Chief Exomitv Ofce

To Our Gonnoctic u &pBrse

By ienv of Juno 22. 1 94, yOu Wie iWled tO atnd a Aift
fb Sma GeiInon on Juy I 1N94 Iu a te GOt motor Inn Ii
You worem enoouraged to ake donatn ft ~ ~uo
in wae 4, %WtrlDn~ opoan lcrcBa Oki"
been &Wad ehl we may not e oontslborw on behalf of
abc roes Vas you no send In Ioa r tA Geidensom A.in e Of (3ener DynmbCII. To Msto w*h *o
u,. l l be m cu havio you.

We apoloe any &We we may have eaused

I..
*1
4

0 have sines
Gldlemsomm We
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June 22 I994

~C T0164 46

Attention: Chief Execut Offer

To Our CoNe u SuPple

aeeral Dynamics, Elecort OM DMsoon roanside m ccOnued nucear mane design and
onsr vital t an asured lt indwuN base. hkwc*g our Connecticut based

netwod of suppliers. Eets to olXai lee of deupdwd funs or a third SEAW
as jmhon we bein acgvl pwuud wfti our "WIon based Congessi repreen-tatilves.

As a lMy siiofwe of te SAWOLF pogrwm. Cwngmemn ideuse th rom te 2nd MOW
ha beeIn*am 00 SW In oWuNn con Ocs fr e Or and second
SEAWOLF snuln e Weha been ,be n ofhbn efb. Youuewbvdofto
your qI4 and M aIpeesnm ned o v Coli e n u sw o nw aw inm g
a funSnino r on Ju 6 (20.7: p.m4 at te Groinn &br Inn, Grobn, CT in
Sippot of me -eilago p In.L

Yow suppot of Sam on J,* 6 it a $i0 pw pssm dwagIn wosU be uinar el pr
dated. ShosM you not be e f tmiud *00you q eid rqwohicn:

GfleebdmAlPIOCI mem
06 Genera Donid Coq Won

5OC ft DkftU
Nel D. Ruenul
Myeow of COmmudo dons
75 Eastern PWRu
Grote onneU 06340

See you on the 6th. Lets send! Suni bwc Io Congress.

CBH825
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
ASH NCTO%, DC V%3

July 14, 1994

Thomas J. Diascro, Jr., Campaign Manager
Nunster for Congress '94
P.O. Box 696
Higganum, CT 06441-0696

RE: MUR 4005

Dear Mr. Diascro:

This letter acknowledges receipt on July 1, 1994, of
your complaint alleging possible violations of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). The
respondent(s) will be notified of this complaint within five

'0 days.

You will be notified as soon as the Federal Election
Commission takes final action on your complaint. Should you
receive any additional information in this matter, please
forward it to the Office of the General Counsel. Such
information must be sworn to in the same manner as the0 original complaint. We have numbered this matter RUR 4005.

0Please refer to this number in all future communications.
For your information, we have attached a brief description of

Vthe Commission's procedures for handling complaints.

Sincerely,

Mary L. Taksar, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket

Enclosure
Procedures



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D C 20 )

July 14, 1994

C.B. Haines, 3r., Director of Material Management
General Dynamics Corporation
3lectric Boat Division
75 Bastern Point Road
Groton, CT 06340-4989

RE: NUN 4005

Dear Mr. Haines:

The Federal Election Commission received a complaint
which indicates that you may have violated the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended (0the Act"). A
copy of the complaint is enclosed. we have numbered this
matter HUR 4005. Please refer to this number in all future
correspondence.

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

This matter will remain confidential in accordance withC2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(4)(8) and S 437g(a)(12)(A) unless you
notify the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to
be made public. If you intend to be represented by counsel
in this matter, please advise the Commission by completing
the enclosed form stating the name, address and telephone
number of such counsel, and authorizing such counsel to
receive any notifications and other communications from the
Commission.



C.S. Waines, Jr.
080 Cal Oyneaics Corporation

?eqe 2

If you have any questions, please contact Joan Nclnery
at(202) 219-3400. For your information, we have enclosed a
briet description of the Comission's procedures for handlingcomlaints.

Sincerely,

Mary L. Taksar, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket

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

N0

'0
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, )C 20%3

July 14, 1994

Reid & Riege, P.C., Registered Agent
General Dynamics Corporation
One State Street
Hartford, CT 06103

RE: HUR 4005

Dear Sir/Madam:

The Federal Election Commission received a complaint
which indicates that General Dynamics Corporation,
Electric Boat Division, may have violated the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). A
copy of the complaint is enclosed. We have numbered this
matter KRM 4005. Please refer to this number in all future
cor respondence.

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate"0 in writing that no action should be taken against you in this
"%0 matter. Please submit any factual or legal materials which

you believe are relevant to the Commission's analysis of thispmatter. Where appropriate, statements should be submitted
under oath. Your response, which should be addressed to the
General Counselis Office, must be submitted within IS days of
receipt of this letter. If no response is received within 15days, the Commission may take further action based on the

L0) available information.

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



a.td & Rieeq P.C.
O0beral Oynani©s corporation
0,44e 2

If you have any ques*tions, please contact Joan Ncsnery
at (202) 219-3400. For your information, we have enclosed a
brief description of the Commission's procedures for handling
Complaints.

Sincerely,

I.TA3VO

Mary L. Taksar, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket

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



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. O C 20463

JUly 14. 1994

Neil Ruenzel, Director of Communications
General Dynamics Corporation
75 eastern Point Road
Groton, CT 06340-4969

RE: MUR 4005

Dear Mr. Ruenzel:

The Federal election Commission received a complaint
which indicates that you may have violated the Federal
election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ('the Act"). A
copy of the complaint is enclosed. We have numbered this

-matter MUR 4005. Please refer to this number in all future
cor respondence.

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

matter. Please submit any factual or legal materials which
you believe are relevant to the Commission's analysis of this
matter. Where appropriate, statements should be submitted
under oath. Your response, which should be addressed to the

r' General Counsel's Office, must be submitted within 15 days of
receipt of this letter. If no response is received within 15
days, the Commission may take further action based on the
available information.

tn) This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. 5 437g(a)(4)(B) and S 437g(a)(12)(A) unless you

0notify the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to
be made public. If you intend to be represented by counsel
in this matter, please advise the Commission by completing
the enclosed form stating the name, address and telephone
number of such counsel, and authorizing such counsel to
receive any notifications and other communications from the
Commission.



Neil Ruenzel
General Dynamics Corporation
Fage 2

if you have any questions, please contact Joan Nctneryat (202) 219-3400. ror your information, we have enclosed abrief description of the Comission's procedures for handling
complaints.

Sincerely,

Mary L. Taksar, Attorney
Central enforcement Docket

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



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON OC 20 b

July 14, 1994

Sam Gejdenson Re-Election Committee
Patricia Tedisco Lagronga, Treasurer
P.O. box 1618
Hartford, CT 06103

RE: SUR 4005

Dear Ms. Lagrenga:

The Federal Election Commission received a complaint
which indicates that the Sam GeJdenson Re-Election Committee
(*Committee') and you, as treasurer, may have violated theFederal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the
Act"). A copy of the complaint is enclosed. We have
numbered this matter NUR 4005. Please refer to this number
in all future correspondence.

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate
in writing that no action should be taken against the
Committee and you, as treasurer, in this matter. Please
submit any factual or legal materials which you believe are
relevant to the Comission's analysis of this matter. Whereappropriate, statements should be submitted under oath. Yourresponse, which should be addressed to the General Counsel's
Office, must be submitted within 15 days of receipt of thisletter. If no response is received within 15 days, the
Commission may take further action based on the available
information.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. 5 437g(a)(4)(B) and 5 437g(a)(12)(A) unless younotify the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to
be made public. If you intend to be represented by counselin 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.



San Ge.denson Re-tlection Committee
PattiCla Nedisco Lagrega, Treasurer~Page 2

If you have any questions, please contact Joan RcEnery
at (202) 219-3400. ror your information, we have enclosed a
brief description of the Commissions procedures for handling
complaints.

Sincerely,

M" 9 Taa&a%

Mary L. Taksar, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket

enclosures
1. Complaint
2. Procedures
3. Designation of Counsel Statement
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July 21. 1994 ,, -

Via Facsioile and Hand Del i__y

General Counsel
Office of the General Counsel
Attn: Joan McEnery
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 4005 -- Request For An Extension Of Time

Dear General Counsel:

David DeBruin, a partner in the law firm of Jenner &Block, represents General Dynamics Corporation, Electric Boat
Division, in the above-referenced matter. A copy of General
Dynamics' Statement of Designation of Counsel, filed with the
Commission on June 27, 1994, is attached.

Mr. DeBruin has been working with General Dynamics to
investigate this matter since it arose initially, and General
Dynamics has retained Mr. DeBruin to represent it in this
proceeding. However, Mr. DeBruin currently is out of the office
and he is not due to return until August 3 -- the day General
Dynamics' demonstration that no further action should be taken
against it in this matter is due. Therefore, General Dynamics
respectfully requests that it be granted an additional 10 days
to submit its response, and that its response now be due on or
before August 12, 1994.

Thank you for your consideration.

S*4cerefyy1
Coitt .Sinder

enc.

cc: Edward C. Bruntrager, Esq.
E. Alan Klobasa, Esq.
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Lisaco Nobe, Etaquin
at the Oeard Cuswl

ft"AI M Recdon Commisdon
9993 8m N.W.
WuhiaUPua, D.C. 20463

Dee Mr. NobWo:

Tbis is t n arm you that David W. Dma, asq., of * lw arm of
Semer & Block is authodied to rqeat Geral DySmNAm

irn my lyd l a te

VerY truly Yours,

N



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINC TON. DC Aft)

.JU.LY 22, 1994

Scott A. Sinder, Req.
Jenner & Block
601 Thirteenth Street, U.N.
Twelfth Floor
Washington, D.C. 20005

General Dynamics Corporation

Dear Mr. Sinder:

This is in response to your letter dated July 21, 1994,
requesting an extension until August 12, 1994 to respond to the
complaint filed in the above-noted matter. After considering
the circumstances presented in your letter, the Office of the
General Counsel has granted the requested extension.
Accordingly, your response is due by the close of business on
August 12, 1994.

If you have any questions, please contact Joan McEnery at

(202) 219-3400.

Sincerely,

Mary L. Taksar, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket
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General Comwel
Offie of Geeral Counsel
Aft: JoanMeay
Nceral letin Commission
999 E Stret N.W.
W ,bw1nD.C. 20463

.".0400"Isf ION

SU -01

V July 1"4

Re: M 4005 - Request for an eesiom of time

You have reved carrespodence from David DeBruin e g his
aprnoe as wund for Genera Dynamics Crportion and 31-pi-esdaian

i of ie to respond to h FEC letter of 14 July 19K

I wSl be acigas cooaxmsd for General Dynamics Corporatio and wigl also
awysmw Wk. Halues and Mr. Rusenzde I AtdhIed are copie of these
91,0o1 of oof CounseL

dub Iespobe due on or before 12 August 1994.

If you hae any questins or coments , please CIO me at (203) 433-2700.

Very truly

Daniel 01 Hape, Jr.

Vie President & General Counsel

end.

cc EC. Bruntrager
David DeBruin
C.B. Haines, Jr.
N.D. Ruenzel
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WA oN3 0SLZ " .. .iel S. . .k, Jr.
',D'i)vision Vtce President i Geerllcuisel

ADDRVSS: renera Dynl tcs/Vectric oat ,Division

75 Eastern Point Road. Z, DS-10. Dept. 601

Groton,, CT 06340-4989

ELBlOU~i~ ( 203 ) 433-2700

The above-named individual is hereby designated as my

co-counsel*and is authori*ed to receive any notifications and other

comunications from the Commission and to act on my behalf

before the Commission.

10
: 22 Jail( 1994 . .

iviste Via ce stlit -f mm

RESPONDENT* S NAME: General Dynamics CorporationtOl

ADDRESS: Electric Boat Division

75 Eastern Point Road

Groton, CT 06340-4989

TELEPHONE: HOME( )

BUSINESS( 203 ) 433-8094

# Mr. Hapke is to serve as co-counsel with David DeBruin
of the Washington, D.C. office of Jenner & Block.



M9 3MUMR"OWor

KMR Of COWUR L, Daniel S. Hapke. Jr.

Vice President & General Counsel

oDDouuss General Dynamics/Electric Boat Division

75 Eastern Point Road, NZ 05-10, Dept. 601

Groton, CT 06340-4989

TSrLRPnROR t (_ 2C3 __) -k 2700 ....

The above-named individual is hereby designated as 3y

counsel and is authorised to receive any notifications and other

communications from the Commission and to act on my behalf

before the Commission.

27 JulU 1994Dote

IBSPONDENT93S NARS:

Signature Craig B. Haines, Jr.

Craig B. Halnes, Jr.

ADDRS S: General Dynmmics/Electric Boat Division

75 Eastern Point Road. KZ 05-10, Dept. 330

Groton, CT 06340-4989

TELEPHONE: HOME( )

BUSINESS( 203 ) 433-1564



405,

.b 4005 : , .,
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COUNS L: Daniel S. Napke, Jr.
Vice President &-General Counsel

General Ynabics/Electric Boat Division

75 Eastern Point Road, HZ D5-10, Dept. 601

Groton, CT 06340-4989

?ErxgpgONU ( 203 ) 433-2700

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.

N

ZN

27 July. 1994
Date Signature Neil D. Ruenzel

RKSPONDENT'S MAME: Neil D. Ruenzel

ADDRESS: General Dynamics/Electric Boat Division

75 Eastern Point Road, HZ D5-10, Dept. 605

Groton, CT 06340-4989

TELEPHONE: HOME( )

BUSINESS( 203 ) 433-8556



Daniel 8. Hal
Vice Preside
General Dynal
75 Eastern IN
Groton, CT 04

Dear Mr. Hap)

This is
requesting at
and Ruensel I
matter. Afte
letter, the C
requested ext
the close of

if you t
(202) 219-34C

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. 0 C Z3

August S, 1994

pk., Jr.
it and General Counsel
sics, Electric Boat Division
)int Road
5340-499

RE: RUR 4005
Craig a. Raines, Jr.
Neil D. Ruenzel

in response to your letter dated July 27, 19
extensLon until August 12, 1994 for Measrs.

:o respond to the complaint filed in the abov
er considering the circumstances presented in
)ffice of the General Counsel has granted the
ensions. Accordingly, your responses are du
business on August 12, 1994.

ave any questions, please contact Joan ncese
)0.

Sincerely,

Mary L. Taksar, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket

94,
Haines

*-noted
your

-by

ry at
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July 27, 1994

Joan McEnery
Office of the General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: WUM 4005 - M e J4 enson RO-Ilotion Committee

Dear Ms. McEnery:

This is to request an extension of time of ten days in
the above referenced Matter Under Review.

Our firm was recently retained to represent the
Respondents in this matter. We would appreciate the extension
to have adequate time to gather the necessary facts and
information to prepare a response.

The original response would have been due on August 2,
1994. With the extension, the response will be due on August
12, 1994.

If you have any questions or need additional information,
please contact one of the undersigned.

Very truly yours,

Rdf5 F Baer

Judith L. Corley
Counsel for Respondents

(21296-O11DA942060.O 3I
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August S, 1994

Robert P. Bauer, Esq.
Judith L. Corley, Esq.
Perkins Coie
607 Fourteenth Street, NW
Washington, DC 20005-2011

RE: MYl 4005
Sam Gejdenson
Sam GeJdenson Re-Election
Comittee and Patricia Lagrega,
as treasurer

Dear Mr. Bauer and Ms. Corley:

This is in response to your letter dated July 27, 1994,requesting an extension until August 12, 1994 to respond to thecomplaint filed in the above-noted matter. After coaeideringthe circumstances presented in your letter, the Office of the0) General Counsel has granted the requested extensions.Accordingly, your responses are due by the close of business onW) August 12, 1994.

If you have any questions, please contact Joan Rcanery at
(202) 219-3400.

Sincerely,

Mary L. Taksar, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket
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Via Rand Deli-ery

Office of the General Counsel
Attn: Joan McEnery
Federal Election Commission
999 B Street, N.W., Room 657
Washington, D.C. 20463
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Re: NUR 4005

Dear Ms. McEnery:

General Dynamics Corporation and two of its
employees, Neil D. Ruenzel and Craig B. Haines, Jr.,
(wrespondents') respectfully file this response to the
complaint in MUR 4005. As described in the enclosed
statements of Mr. Ruenzel and Mr. Haines and as further
explained below, General Dynamics and its employees have
acted at all times with a belief that they were complying
with the federal election laws, and in an attempt to
ensure -- through clarification of the original June 22
letter that is the subject of the complaint, and through
subsequent reimbursement to the corporation of the expenses
involved -- that the Act has not been violated. At the same
time, General Dynamics intends to amplify its efforts to
eliminate, through additional training of its executive and
administrative personnel, any confusion that may exist
concerning the extent to which the Federal Election Campaign
Act (wAct") allows corporate employees to use company
facilities in connection with personal volunteer political
activities.

For these and other reasons explained below,
respondents submit that the actions complained of either were

DAVID W. DcBRUIN
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not violations of the Act, or should not be deemed to be a
violation of the Act. S 11 C.F.R. § 114.5(h).V'

Facts

Neil D. Ruenzel is Director of Communications for
General Dynamics' Electric Boat Division. S= Exhibit 1
(statement of Mr. Ruenzel). He is a retired military officer
and former Director of Public Affairs for the United States
Coast Guard Academy. Mr. Ruenzel was aware of Representative
Sam Gejdenson's strong support for the company's submarine
programs, and wanted to assist Mr. Gejdenson's reelection
efforts. Immtediately before he left for a 10-day vacation,
Mr. Ruenzel requested Mr. Haines, Director of Materials
Acquisition at Electric Boat, to send a letter to other
Connecticut-based companies involved in the company's
submarine programs, inviting them to support Mr. Gejdenson at
a fundraising reception. Mr. Ruenzel's understanding of the
Act was that it was permissible for Mr. Haines to send such a
letter so long as he did so in his own name, the letter was
not on company letterhead, and the company did not collect
any contributions for the candidate. Before leaving on
vacation, however, Mr. Ruenzel did not communicate these
requirements that he believed to exist to Mr. Haines.

Mr. Haines was willing to help with the fundraiser,
but he had never sent a campaign-related letter before
and was not familiar with the requirements of the Act. gg
Exhibit 2 (statement of Mr. Haines). Mr. Haines asked his
staff to work with the Cozmmunications Department and prepare
the letter. While Mr. Ruenzel still was away, Mr. Haines

11 C.F.R. § 114.5(h) provides:

Accidental or inadvertent solicitation by
a corporation or labor organization, or
the separate segregated fund of either,
of persons apart from and beyond those
whom it is permitted to solicit will not
be deemed a violation, provided that such
corporation or labor organization or
separate segregated fund has used its
best efforts to comply with the limita-
tions regarding the persons it may
solicit and that the method of solicita-
tion is corrected forthwith after the
discovery of such erroneous solicitation.
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signed and sent the June 22 letter that is attached to the
complaint. Mr. Haines believed that the letter had been
approved by the Communications Department, and that it there-
fore complied with all federal election law requirements.
The costs associated with the letter -- approximately $600
for paper, photocopying and postage -- were charged to a
designated cost separation shop order, and were not charged
to any government contract.

On June 24, 1994, individuals in the General
Counsel's office at General Dynamics learned that Mr. Haines'
letter had been sent. The company immediately did three
things:

* First, within hours, the company retracted the
offer in the letter that contributions to Mr.
Gejdenson's campaign could be sent to Mr. Ruenzel
at Electric Boat. On June 24, Mr. Haines sent a
second letter, via both telecopy and regular mail,
to the same addressees as the original letter. See
Exhibit 3. This letter made clear that General
Dynamics would not accept any contributions on Mr.
GeJdenson's behalf, and would return any
contributions that already had been sent. Many
persons may have received (by fax) the June 24
letter kgore they received (by mail) the June 22
letter. As a result of the retraction, General
Dynamics received only two contributions for Mr.
Gejdenson, which the company returned immediately
to the contributors.

* Second, also on the morning of June 24, General
Dynamics telecopied a letter to FEC General Counsel
Lawrence Noble, informing him of these events and
including copies of Mr. Haines' June 22 and June 24
letters. See Exhibit 4. General Dynamics'
submission has been designated by the Commission
Pre-MUR 301.

Third, executive and administrative officers of
General Dynamics provided monies from their
personal funds to reimburse the company the
approximately $600 expended in connection with the
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June 22 letter. S= Exhibit 5 (statement of Donald
G. Norman); R also 11 C.F.R. S 114.9.P

In addition, as a result of this incident, General Dynamics
either already has adopted, or soon will put into place, new
internal controls and additional training of its executive
and administrative personnel to ensure compliance by the
company and its employees with the requirements of the Act.

Discusion

The Cocmmission's rules make clear that a corporate
employee may engage in volunteer political activity and,
in doing so, may make "occasional, isolated, or incidental
use" of corporate facilities. 11 C.F.R. S 114.9. The rules
also provide that an inadvertent solicitation by a
ccr oatUM "of persons apart from and beyond those whom it
is permitted to solicit" will not be deemed a violation,
provided that (1) the corporation has used its best efforts
to comply with the limitations regarding the persons it may
solicit, and (2) the method of solicitation is corrected
forthwith after the discovery of such erroneous solicitation.
11 C.F.R. 5 114.5 (h).

As a result of these provisions, respondents submit
that no violation occurred in this case and no further action
by the Commission is required. As described above, General
Dynamics immediately clarified the June 22 letter and also
brought it to the Commission's attention. S Pre-MR 301.
Only two days after the June 22 letter was mailed, the
company sent, both by telecopy and by regular mail, as full a
retraction of the letter as it believed was possible in the
circumstances. While the company in its retraction could not
urge the addressees no= to support Mr. Gejdenson, it made
very clear that General Dynamics would not facilitate the
making of any contributions. In addition, the company took
steps to ensure that the $600 in expenses involved was
reimbursed to the corporation, and it also is in the process
of implementing a company-wide training program to ensure

V General Dynamics believes that this amount covers all
non-incidental costs within the meaning of the Commission's
regulations. No corporate funds ever were used in connection
with the fundraiser.
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that the requirements of the Act are understood by all of its
executive and administrative personnel.2'

General Dynamics vigorously disputes the allegation
that the June 22 letter was coercive. While the letter
states that General Dynamics and the addressees share common
interests through the Seawolf submarine program, there is no
suggestion in the letter that any person would be penalized
in any way if he did not make a contribution. In addition,,
to the extent that the complainant complains of "irreparable
harm' caused by a perceived endorsement of Mr. Geidenson by
General Dynamics, the Commnission has held in Advisory Opinion
1984-23 that it is permissible for a corporation to endorse a
candidate and to publish that endorsement in press releases.

F' General Dynamics' Standards of Business Ethics and
Codut a handbook distributed to every employee, already

provides:

No company funds or other assets are to
be contributed or loaned, directly or
indirectly, to any political party or to
the campaign for or against any candidate
for political office if prohibited by
Federal, state, local, or foreign law.

* Where corporate political contribu-
tions are legal, such contributions
are to be made from funds allocated
for this purpose by the Board of
Directors only.

* The company encourages employees to
participate individually in politi-
cal activities with their own time
and resources.

SExhibit 6, at p. 11. General Dynamics did not provide
additional detail concerning the requirements of the Act in
this handbook because &. of the company's standards of
business ethics and conduct appear in the book, which is
intended to be a single, short, readable guide accessible to
all employees. However, the company intends to amplify and
clarify these restrictions with additional training of its
executive and administrative personnel and through new
corporate policies supplemental to the handbook.
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Thus, the principal alleged "harm* in this
necessarily impermissible.

case is not

As originally intended, however, the solicitation
in this case was meant to be personal, not corporate. To the
extent that Mr. Ruenzel and Mr. Haines may have caused an
impermissible co~rt solicitation to be made to persons
outside of the company's restricted class, that solicitation
was inadvertent; it was immnediately corrected by the
corporation to the extent permissible; the corporation has
been reimbursed the expenses involved; and the company has
attempted to guide its employees regarding the limitations of
the Act, which efforts will be amplified. In these
circumstances, respondents submit that it is appropriate for
the Commission to conclude that no further action be taken.

If you require any additional information, please
do not hesitate to contact us. Thank you for your considera-
tion.

Sincerely,

Daniel S. Hapke, Jr.
Vice President & General Counsel
General Dynamics Corporation,

Electric Boat Division

('~vid W.DeBruin
Jenner & Block



Before the Federal Election Commission

Re: NOR 4005

Declaration of Neil D. Ruensel

I, Neil D. Ruenzel, pursuant to 28 U.S.C. 5 1746,

hereby depose and say:

1. 1 am Director of Communications for General

Dynamics' Electric Boat Division in Groton, Connecticut. I

am a retired military officer and former Director of Public

Affairs for the United States Coast Guard Academy.

2. 1 was aware of Representative GeJdenson's

support for the company's submarine programs, and wanted to

assist his reelection efforts by helping to organize a

fundraiser. On June 14, 1994, the day before I began a ten
IO
%0 day vacation, I sent a note to Craig Haines, Director of

Materials Acquisition at Electric Boat, regarding a

fundraiser for Congressman San Gejdenson scheduled for July

6. I asked Mr. Haines to send a letter to the company's

Connecticut-based vendors seeking their support at the

fundraiser. Although I did not focus on any details at that

time, and did not include any such instructions with my

note, I assumed that Mr. Haines would send the letter in his

own name, that he would not use company letterhead, and that

the company would not be involved in any way in collecting

or forwarding contributions to Mr. Gejdenson. Whether or

not my understanding of the law was correct, I believed in

good faith that, if Mr. Haines' letter met these criteria,

it would be a permissible communication under the Federal

Election Campaign Act.



3. 1 asked Mr. Raines to send the letter, while I

was away because he had access to the list of individuals at

the other companies that have worked with General Dynamics in

connection with its submarine programs. In recent years,

General Dynamics and its vendors frequently have worked

together to support these programs before the United States

Congress. Again, I believed in good faith that a letter in

Mr. Haines* own name, not on company letterhead, which simply

invited individuals from these companies to support a fund-

raiser for Mr. Gejdensonr would not be improper under the

federal election laws.

4. Because I was leaving for vacation the next

day, and remained on vacation until June 27, I never had an

NO opportunity to discuss my request with Mr. Hanes, or to

NO discuss with him the manner in which I believed the letter

-n should be sent. I did not review a draft of Mr. Raines'

letter before it was sent. I since have learned, that my

staff did review a draft of the letter, which was on plain

paper. Had I reviewed the letter that Mr. Haines signed

before it went out, I would have realized that, at a minimum,

the letter should not have been sent on company letterhead,

and should not have stated that contributions could be sent

to Mr. Gejdenson's campaign in care of Electric Boat.

Although I should have given more careful instructions to Mr.

Haines, I never discussed with him the provision in his

letter that contributions could be sent to my attention at

Electric Boat; I was not even aware of that provision until I

returned from vacation.

-2-



5. The federal election laws are at times subtle

and complex, and r always have done my best to abide and to

have the company abide by them. I did not know or believe

that anything r did or requested in this case would violate

any provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act.

I declare under penalty of perjury that the

foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on August J, 1994.

Neil D. Ruenzel

I
II

-3-



Before the Federal Election Commission

Re: MR 4205

Decla ratiqn of Craig B...mies Jr.

I, Craig B. Raines, Jr., pursuant to 28 U.S.C. S

1746, hereby depose and say:

1. I am Director of Materials Acquisition at

General Dynamics' Electric Boat Division in Groton,

Connecticut.

2. On June 14, 1994, I received a note from Neil

Ruenzel, Director of Communications at Electric Boat. Mr.

Ruenzel asked me to send a letter to the company's

Connecticut-based vendors seeking their support at a

fundraiser for Congressman San Gejdenson scheduled for July

6.

3. I was willing to help with the fundraiser but

Tr had never sent a campaign-related letter before, and I was

not familiar with the requirements of the federal election
laws. I understood that Mr. Ruenzel was away, and I asked

01
my staff to work with the Communications Department and

prepare the letter.

4. While Mr. Ruenzel still was away, I signed and

sent the June 22 letter that is attached to the complaint

in this matter. I understood that the form of the letter

had been approved by the Communications Department, and I

believed therefore that it complied with all federal

election law requirements. I did not discuss the letter

with Mr. Ruenzel at any time.



5. The costs associated with the letter were

charged to a designated cost separation shop order, and

were not to my knowledge charged to any government contract.

6. I an not ordinarily involved in these matters,

and I was not aware that any aspect of my June 22 letter

was inconsistent with the requirements of the Federal

Election Campaign Act.

I declare under penalty of perjury that the

foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on August II , 1994.

-2-
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June 24, 1994

Attention: Chief Executive Officer

To Our Connecticut Suppliers:

By letter of June 22. 1994. you were invited to attend a fund-raising reception
for Sam Geidenson on July 6, 1994 at the Groton Motor inn in Groton, Connecticut
You were also encouraged to make donaton to the Geodenson Reelection Committee

N in care of General Dynamics Corporation, Electric Boat Division. We have since
been advised that we may not accept contribtions on behalf of Mr. Gejdenson. We
also request that you not send any donations to the Geidenson Reelection Committee
in care of General Dynamics. To the extent you have already submitted donations to
us, they will be returned to you.

We apologize for any inconvenience we may have caused.
'0 truly yours,

(0 4 yus
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June 24, 1994

Lawrence Noble, Esquire
Office of the General counsel
Federal Election Commission
999 z Street, N. W.
Washington, D. C. 20463

Dear Mr. Noble:

Attached is a letter dated June 22, 1994, sent by C. B.

Raines, Jr., our Director of Material Management to our

Connecticut suppliers. Also attached is Mr. Haines' letter of

this date rescinding his previous communication. At this time we

have not received any contributions and any that are received 
will

be returned forthwith, as st.ated.

Sincerely,

Merle J.smith, Jr.
Division Counsel

p



Before the Federal Election Commission

Rr. MI1BAM

Dedaration of Donald G. Norman

I, Donald G. Norman, pursuant to 28 U.S.C § 1746, hereby depose and

1. I am Vice President, Human Resources and Administration of

Geonal Dynamies Electric Boat Division in Groton, Connecticut.

2. On or about 4 August 1994, a group of executive and administra-

0"e pronnel of General Dynamics deposited with the company $600 that was
.vol1wtafRly provided from their personal funds to reimburse the company for
)A hatss had been incurred in connctiot with a letter sent by Craig B. Haines,

Jt. m June 22, 1994 regarding a fundraiser for oSam GejdenoSa
I dedam under penalty of pajury that the foreoin is true and rect.

cted on August 11, 1994.

Donald G. Norman
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xual harassment is also Contrary to company policy.

Sexual howaew is ddid by law as unwelcome
%xual advancM nUqWM for NMW 6iwon, or other
vtl~l or physical londuct of a l mne when:

4 , abmiSi to uich condo t i made, either explicitly or
implicitly, a term or eodtlimit att aividua's

Ssubmission to or rejection of such conduct by an
emplye is wred aa bos: for mploymen decisions
affecting the employ, or

* such conduct has the purpose or effect of unrueas y
interfdenn with aM individul's work peformanc or
cremig an intiida . hasile, or offensive working
enviromnent.

Information and Technology

Information and tchfo developed, owned, or
entrusted to the comnyq is to be carefully safeguarded
aainst unmbtized disclosure.

The need to uftgad applies tompy proprietary
and private informatiM lavenmet clausified
infork aionand F mWonwti"c oers or
Mqupliers may entrust us with for privae use.
Th eedb to safeguad als applies whether the
infomation is in written or electronic form or is simply
known to employees.

Inside Information

Individuals who poes meril inside information.
which hasno been disclosd mu Abstain from trading.
Materiel W If imto s Iafmmttm ha dw old he
Wy mnuu ta mo le I nvetor in determining whether
to buy', sl orb": iOW n SU MO ve bwlkdge Of

lareacqus~tofo divoeus. bndependent Increases

9
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r-Audom, and pecial distributions. In addgii(.
OR i*mstia mut ao be disclosed i

P -Q1d mod O nwCou ns ion ts ,,
W 11df6ru A i! M- to the GeneMa Coaunsl or Sermar

S copany poky is W comply witha ll law,, and
anmmds apply in coumnies in which we do busine.

* W,- USL law or cofmpay policy is more restrictive
*wCI I law or caom, t company and ix
vagisym to folow U.S. law and company policy

Slocalw or custon is more restrictive than t. S.
o cmpany policy, the company ad its employee%

SintofraoIcal law r CuMOm.

IhelueuiComi Phutices Act and other U.S. law%
j s AbRkd paymen of mrty money or anything of value

&oih o ni ui ero of his or h family.
9LuliealW party orat" officiaL or candidate for

IWOPPON offce for purposes of obtaining,
4,erthe irecingof business. Any violations or

~An s Vkol wen-mto be reporoed.

h~QW wher company lega Counsel has given
S in O, a M PMy polcky does allow certain

rim pa fnce of duties such as passny
.cuMI. pacing

m, d. securig qmdWpmis. or obtainingf4 police prueew. SW*h Payments we to be

It om policy not to cooperate in illegal foreign

Am Poil, 'sloerumm intlerests may be in conflict
~beimdago", Dynamics when the

Abo'bs a i i Jame i or is an official.
MVk* o l Mdi -ei p atic~ulary if

,-a s a supplie of goods and servics to
Omiero DYNMMics

10

Although %tch rnanements are not automatically

n,*hited they are not to be entre into without prior
.rien disclosure to and approval by the cognizant

e,,wanv offier and the COMorat Vice President and
(;r.nral (ounse.

politicl Contrbutlions

No company funds or other aruts we to be contributed
Iw m.ned. directly or Indimety.-o ay political patty or
61 the aimpalgi four aoaint y ciindidate for political
offi1ce if prohibted by FdaL. sew.. lucal, or foreign
law.

• Where corporte political contrbutions are legal, such
coniutom are lobe ma r funds allocated for
,his purpose by the Bowd of Diretr only.

* 1T company encourages ployees to participate
individually in political activities with their own time

PrIcIng, illng and Contr tlng

Prices for company products and services are to he fair.
rflecting the cda to design amd produce tm.
ccwm tive a t conditiou, and other relevant
hoiness factors.

Prie are to be car, aca. and preented so as to
he u i*de by the cusomer.

When selling to the Federal glovernment it is company
Phcy ME

m a to p l proc emen regulations and

comFn -e
* follow required coot accountin standards and observe

cost ullowduity principles

* observe the provisIo of the Thah in Negotiations
Act. the False Claim Act. and related company policy.

9 1 I 19926 ( 6



fl. Pulse chaim Act makes it URNlwfU; to preelit I(,
ipmamwot fa o dult claim. or to use

S or statee t o in Payment of a Claimj.

Me whb s ~ableCOniWY to coniwitor
~ P~II ums~,or'sa othrwise Im"proer.

is ao be allocaed to a governmnt contract.

Sifingof coststo inqigwOpra contracts I's

bv10ime tO CUatOie arC to RCCurately reflect the
re"u or servics miKte sales prce. and the tem.. ,r

ecived in excess of amounts billed arc to

.up st~ly refndd or credited.

PpM- US* of Suelnses Ethics Program

Amepts to use the Business Ethics Program to libel.
al.d.erk eroOdewise hrmI another individual through
f eaccmietfin nic s rmm or other

Abe ixlbstd is repisal or dhe threat of reprisal
ON00*10 mimplo eses a conoen abou the

uor IF' of Compay policy
im~gapCifledy di. Suamleis, of Business Ethicsi

"Chnepo W only violeats explicit company policy
Wuls e rious Feder mind state laws or reguations.

and TUtlng

Geea Dynamics' products ad services are io meet
lpop ids tlaitio. teat, and qua Clitetna.

Tomts a t be peformed and documented comletely

aed wey , r.uied

S9fety and Health

The company and individul employees are to
,ijaintain a %afe and heathfll wrk eivirMuIntaS and are
,) ctwnoy with all applkable Feda, state., and local

law' and regulatioms.

SOeuItY of GveWrn"M~t C ielfmid
laforMatlen

As employmm. 1cer for deaading government
,. iinieen IIK Wi t'5 eb whether

or n o naPlOYM po-sse I seuity clanc or
actually works with suhlaw nain

Employe who posses a scri clearance and who
am piopery audoried I* us speift i asfied
infomiation Sr to hede such iifnmton in compliance
with government procedures ad conimy policy.

* Such employee are not to seek accept, or retain any
clssirved materials for which they have no need or to
which they are not entitled.

Selling and Marketing

It is Company policy to unerstnd the requirements of
the custmer and to strive so saisy thme requirements.

* p are to be realistic regarding perfnmance.
coo. an schedue.

SContratal obtitoms are to be clearly defined.

* Information AMut GeeM Dynamics' products and
servicks is to be clear and aeme.

* The requirements of frouement Integrity ar Io
carefully followed.

If at any lime, it MbcM clea that the company or its
rpreebiv mu, eng unethial or illegal
activity to puse a contract, that business is not to he
P-swd fmoer.

13L~fr199£,, . f 0S6



a" -0 suewts
jnsme le.tl ne1n iOn dee90ination of award%.

~~alu'~m of mebalngactivities ame to he

WIim. svppis eqmipmln. constulting work. and
W- as o be prased from qualified supplicr%

boed op low cost a odwu re-iemn% (fo unfity.

i 1 oce. ad the ability to mee Ndwdute.

Its policy o emvcofg eablish. and maintain

* A icbl ...... at eglations, contractual

Mdcompay policy pertaining to the
of gonda and service are to be followed.

_ aep fr item W" me clmry promotIoal in nMaure.

mm uP6dcd.tivld in value and am - iked to evoke
-y ~d~lpr~all0 empsW am not to accept

g~b~en~itiI or anig elme of valu from

Salcilioui of amy itm regardless of value, is never

Jim Cr-
TlWmw woed ia to be repored in a timely and accurate

onamez -omv by COMPOny policy.

tre u and acal bours worked are to be

m sHom no wouw Si as vaction or sAck leave for

vut paY s recived. use to be ume and accurate.

RESPONSIBILITIES

Th Company

IV1 company has a responsibility to:

S 0 lnpient the Ethics Prolrm

* UpdMe and distlbUte the Standard of Businesis Ethich

and CoidUr t to all employm

ensure tlW training and puMblicity that all

n lM m waof Md WuifeWmn t Standards

M - continuins couns on Sadard and

spott conlmy pokia to all employees seeking

o maintn work conditions at al ocaion that support

- rapo Ml w,,r -w s, S,.,,dms

* enforce complian" wit th Standrd

Supirvlsors

All levels of supervision hMve a special re'sponsibility
(of the WOOleentatios of th Standad of Business
Ethics and Conduct and will be mesu in their
perfoance ac d to i effoM to:

* assure that ll current Ad ne employees under their
r~vso mevd urWda of Bumine Ethics

and Conduct and are cOunseled as to its meaning ind

, reiw the knowledge and undemaninS of the
St-dinds by epkyees nd tir supervision and
enuing d refmese program are provided as
necmmY

ste to all emp&yee in word and deed the need for
continuing comutslknent to de Stmndads

*e dmn strate thei ow11 - by conductingb
these and m 0 n1 tr d ment and the
activitie of aml ew ieunder hir supeision in
accodanse withthe Standard

15
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a k env that enc ges

1SMu a posw duly to sphold the twndard% aMd

ASIC si r less Of position have a

wag.rly their know and untdesmnding of

OW mdsm and suprigpolicies and

work a hatp * is conducive to

w pro coure of ait is ISMr

tfmWSa nd sort ilim or e theise

fellow e oy whe n it pea they may
lie iw dwitef viOlt these Standards

iltOns oft Standard to thos responsible

Is 6 1 1I

DISCIPLINE AND SANCTIONS

The company enforces the Standards of Business

Ethics and Conduct fairly and whout cltwve

accordint to ceny poicy and c e collective

barining a met. Provn violatims result in one or

more of to follown sanction:

" warning
* repiman (noted in personnel record)

tempoary suspension
*diac~g
• rmbs~ fbor os or dmae
* refera for criminaLor civil proscution

GETTING HELP

If you have quetions or concerns about the Standards

of bius Ethio mod CamAnd.

AA your sUlertn~ r.

If this does not work or is Impratical under the

AAk ysr kainji mwMsc Director or others
.ppla~d te help swebMt

* your omudoul n

*CompanY 84ual E mme Opportnity (EEO)
Office

• Emploe AMIStc Pram repmentive
SSafety md ealth otff

99i i t 5 6
4.:.'



PERKINS COE rrPEt

A LAW PARMhUSw INUDUN P80tSInAA.)M CXWoe '.
6O- Fm -TFF NTIr STR'rr NW., 6 WAStlINGTOS, D.C, 20005-2011

(202) 6 ,28-64. ) a F,,u, (202) 34-1690 I 15 IZ 25 Ma '904

August 12, 1994

Ms. Joan McEnery
Office of the General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
999 3 Street, N.W. ..- ,
Washington, DC 20463

Rot MUR 4005 - an Goejdenson Re-Blection
Committee

Dear Ms. McEnery:

This is the response of the San Gejdenson Re-Election
CImittee, Patricia Tedisco Lagrega, Treasurer ("the
C iitteem), to the notification that a complaint had been
filed against it. For the reasons set out below, the
Committee believes this complaint should be dismissed and no
action taken.

The complaint involves a fundraising event for
Congressman Gejdenson organized by employees of the General
Dynamics Corporation, Electric Boat Division ("General
Dynamics"). The complaint vas filed by the Runster for
Congress '94 Committee, the principal campaign committee of
the Republican candidate running against Congressman Gejdenson
in the 1994 general election. The complaint demonstrates a
serious lack of understanding about the federal campaign lays
and makes allegations with no basis in fact.

MR &UWMION8

The complaint makes three allegations, none of which make
out a violation of the federal campaign laws. Each of the
allegations are discussed in turn below.

1. Corporate Contribution

Complainant argues that because the solicitation letter
for the event was printed on General Dynamics letterhead and
was signed by a General Dynamics employee, an illegal
corporate expenditure was made. The complaint ignores
Commission regulations and Advisory Opinions that have found

(212% /11DA942220.0231

AN SI44 W1 * 1* %I\ N.l1'~I7 \p N U I * '11)1I10I*TMP'u 94 H\,~ )

SrR~~*1k1-k1 til\& Ri '"fi & Di %)t ii1ti. \NI')1 \FRl BAt



Hs. Joan Nonery
Aut 12, 1994
Page 2

such activities perfectly legal under the federal campaign
laws.

The Commission's regulations at 11 C.F.R. S 114.9(d)
allow employees (and shareholders) of a corporation to use
office space, telephones, and office furniture during and
after working hours to conduct volunteer activities on behalf
of a candidate for federal office without the corporation
being considered to have made a contribution. The activity
must be "occasional, isolated or incidental, and the employee
must reimburse the corporation for any increase in overhead or
operating expenses related to such use.'

Where the activity is more than "occasional, isolated or
incidental," the employee must also reimburse the corporation
for the usual and normal rental charge for such use within a
ccmAicially reasonable time. The regulations at 11 C.F.R.
S 100.7(a) (1) (iii) (B) set out a reasonable rate of
reimbursement for facilities, staff or other corporate
resources.

The regulations further provide that an employee may use
corporate resources to produce materials in connection with a
federal election, provided such use is, as above, reimbursed.
11 C.F.R. S 114.9(c). See also FEC Advisory Opinion 198S-26,
1 Fed. Election Camp. Fin. Guide (CC) 11 5840 (corporate
emloyees must reimburse the corporate for the fair market
value of preparation and distribution of a mailing to other
eMloyees about specific candidate and inviting them to a
political discussion group).

The Commission has consistently recognized that corporate
employees may volunteer to assist federal candidates using
corporate resources, including letterhead and facilities, so
long as appropriate reimbursements are made to the
corporation. The Commission, for example, found no violation

1The response addresses the situation of reimbursement by an employee

of the corporation since it is The Committee's understanding that employees
of General Dynamics reimbursed the corporation for the costs related to
this event. Presumably, however, the costs could also be reimbursed by a
corporation's separate segregated fund as a contribution in-kind to the
candidate, or by the candidate's committee itself, all without a corporate
contribution occurring.

1212U4WI0DA942=20.0"23) 6/12194
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eft a cor-poate employee allowed a candidate to use
a letterhead to solicit contributions to his campaign.

!be *ftoer reimbursed the corporation for one piece of
• ttused and envelopes; he also paid personally for postage;
th4 ivitation was prepared and distributed by the campaign on

Le of the letterhead. The Commission's Statement of
Reasons Concluded:

The private use of 'company letterhead' is an
incidental personal perquisite of an official
of a corporation .... Such use, properly
funded, is not the making of an impermissible
corporate.. expenditure.

N 13 U 3066, Statement of Reasons, Commissioner Josefiak
at 12. US AIM NUR 2271 (no violation where law firm partner

Smd copoate stationery to invite contributors to a
f ~ndirsing event for a candidate; preparation took less than
MW hour and he reimbursed the corporation $25 for letterhead,oA-e and secretarial assistance to prepare the letter);

2541 (no violation where Chairman of corporation paid
aon IFly for ad in connection with federal campaign; the

ms identified as an officer of the corporation and
0 hevoeportion was running simultaneous ad campaign an

t-eiis paid for by corporation); NUR 1261 (no
wielartim where corporate executive sent out solicitation for
a-aeWidate on corporate letterhead, signed by employee
id ied as an officer of the corporation; corporation was
rIbursed for stationery and postage). Compare NURs 1690 and
UM 1314 (prohibited contribution where substantial use of

) ootporate facilities, employees or equipment was W&
N reilumursed).

It is the Committee's understanding that employees of
General Dynamics have reimbursed the corporation for all
expenses related to the event in accordance with the
Comission's regulations as set out above. There was,
therefore, no illegal corporate expenditure made on behalf of
the Committee.

2. Coercion of Contributors

Complainant alleges that the text of the solicitation
letter "implies a 'payback' for past legislative activity" and
that the recipients of the letter were subjected to "a certain
level of arm twisting . . . due to a threat of reduced future

g21m-o1/DA"=22.023)8/29 W/12/94
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subcontract business-" Neither of these allegations is true,
nor do they substantiate any violation of the federal campaign
laws. Complainant, for apparent political purposes, has read
far more into the letter than can reasonable be taken away
from the actual text. The letter is simply not coercive.
A copy of the solicitation letter attached to the original
complaint speaks for itself.

The only possible allegation involving the federal
campaign laws would be, taken together with the allegations of
"bundling" discussed below, that the solicitation letter
sm1ehow involved "direction and control" over the
contributions. This clearly is not the case. First and
foremost, none of the contributions raised by the event were
delivered through a conduit, so the issue of "direction and
control" does not arise.

But, in any event, there would have been no direction and
control under the Commission's current regulations and
Advisory Opinions. The mere issuance of a solicitation cannot
be equated with direction and control. As the Commission
pointed out in Advisory Opinion 1980-46, direction and control
involves much more:

It appears that although the proposed mailing
contains a clear suggestion that the individual
receiving the communication make a contribution
to a specific candidate through NCPAC as an
intermediary, the individual contributor, not
NCPAC, makes the choice whether to make a
contribution to the specified candidate. The
fact that a potential contributor may decide
against making a contribution indicates lack of
control over the choice of the recipient
candidate by NCPAC. Nor does NCPAC have any
significant control over the time when the
contributions are forwarded to the candidates.
Moreover, it would appear that NCPAC would have
no control over the amount of the contribution
nor the intended recipient of the contribution,
since the request contemplates the receipt by
NCPAC of contributions in the form of personal
check drawn to the order of the candidate or
the candidate's principal campaign committee.

I212"i 01/DA94%02.03j I IV" 7,
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All of these same factors apply to within the original
solicitation letter in this case to produce the same result
that no direction or control of earmarked contributionsowred.

3. 3undling

Finally, the complaint makes a rather muddled argument
that the campaign laws were violated because the solicitation
letter, by asking that contributions be returned to an
employee of General Dynamics, "intended to 'bundle' these
checks. Of course, neither the Federal Election Campaign Act
nor the FEC's regulations use the terms "bundle" or
*bundling." Presumably, Complainant is attempting to make out
am allegation of earmarking under 11 C.F.R. S 110.6.
However, as discussed above, none of the checks were, in fact,
earmarked or *bundled."

Even if a General Dynamics employee (or the company's
PAC) Ma served as a conduit for the contributions, such
earmarking is not, if properly disclosed, illegal. Since,
however, the checks in this case were sent directly to the
Committee or given to a Committee representative at the event,
there was no need to disclose any conduit information under
the Commission' s regulations.

This complaint attempts to make much of an event that
was, in the Committee's understanding, conducted within the
requirements of the FEC's regulations and the federal campaign
laws. The Complainants allegations simply do not stand up to
a clear analysis under the federal campaign laws. The
Commission should dismiss the complaint.

(212W-MOO1DA942220-0231 
/29W12/94
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999 a Street, MW 5
Washington, D.C. 20463

FIRi URL CwI1L' S REPORT

R 4005/Pre-MU 301
DATE PRZ-NUR RECEIVED: 6/24/94
DATE COMPLAINT FILED: 7/1/94
DATE OF NOTIFICATION: 7/14/94
DATE ACTIVATED: 8/5/94
STAFF MEMBER: Frances B. Hagan

COMPLAINANT: Thomas J. Diascro, Jr.
Munster for Congress '94 Committee

RESPONDENTS: General Dynamics Corporation
Electric Boat Division

Neil Ruenzel
Craig B. Haines, Jr.
Sam Gejdenson Re-election Comittee
Patricia Tedisco Lagrega, Treasurer

RELEVANT STATUTES: 2 U.S.C. 5 441b(a)
2 U.S.C. S 441(c)
11 C.F.R. 55 110.6 and 114

IMTERNAL REPORTS CHECKE*D: Disclosure indexes

FEDERAL AGIMCIIS CHECKRD: none

. GAIUOF XA2WE

This matter was referred sua sponte by the General Dynamics

Corporation to the Office of General Counsel on June 24, 1994. It

is also the subject of a complaint filed on July 1, 1994, by

Thomas J. Diascro, Jr., on behalf of the the Munster for

Congress-94 Committee, principal campaign committee of the 1994

general election opponent of Congressman Sam Gejdenson (2nd

Congressional District/CT).

The matter involves a fundraising letter sent by a Director

of General Dynamics Electric Boat Division ("General Dynamics') to

the corporation's Connecticut suppliers in the nuclear submarine
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industry. The letter, signed by C.B. Haines, Jr., Director of

Materials Acquisition at General Dynamics' Electric Boat Division,

asserts that "nuclear submarine design and construction is vital

to an assured future industrial base, including our Connecticut

based network of suppliers" and that "efforts to obtain release of

appropriated funds for a third SZAWOL? submarine are being

actively pursued with our Washington based Congressional

representatives.* Congressman Gejdenson is then touted in the

letter as a "key supporter" of the SEAWOLr submarine program, and

Mr. Haines states: "[w)e have all been beneficiaries of his

efforts." The letter invites the vendors to "show your

appreciation and to express continued support . . . by attending a

fundraising reception . . . in support of his re-election

campaign" on July 6. 1994 at the Groton Rotor Inn. The letter

requested donations of $100, stating that if the suppliers could

not attend they could send their contribution checks for the

Gejdenson Re-election Committee ("the Gejdenson Committee' or "the

Committee") in care of General Dynamics Corporation Electric Boat

Division, addressed to Neil D. Ruenzel, Director of

Communications. We have received responses from the General

Dynamics Corporation and from the Gejdenson Committee.

Attachments A and B.

II. FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

A. Statement of the Law

Pursuant to Section 441b(a) of the Federal Election Campaign

Act of 1971, as amended (the "Act"), corporations are prohibited

from making contributions or expenditures from their general
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treasury funds in connection with any election of any candidate

for federal office. Section 441b(a) further prohibits any officer

or director of any corporation from consenting to any contribution

or expenditure by the corporation. The Act broadly defines a

contribution or expenditure by a corporation to cover "any direct

or indirect payment, distribution, loan, advance, deposit, or gift

of money, or any services, or anything of value" made to any

candidate, campaign committee, or political party or organization,

in connection with any federal election. 2 U.S.C. 5 441b(b)(2).

The Act provides specific exemptions from the definition of

contribution or expenditure, thereby setting forth permissible

bounds of corporate activity in connection with a federal

election. 2 U.S.C. 6 441b(b)(2). A corporation may make

V expenditures toward the establishment, administration, and

solicitation of contributions to a separate segregated fund to be

utilized for political purposes by the corporation. 2 U.S.C.Nr

C: S 441b(b)(2)(C) A corporation may also make partisan

Ln communications to its stockholders and executive or administrative

ON, personnel, and solicit contributions for its separate segregated

fund from such persons. 2 U.S.C. 55 441b(b)(2)(A) and (4)(8). A

corporation may also make two written solicitations for

contributions to its fund per year from its employees other than

its executive or administrative personnel, but these solicitations

must be sent by mail sent to their residences. 2 U.S.C.

$ 441b(b)(4)(B).

Although a corporation may suggest in a communication sent

to stockholders and executive or administrative personnel that
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they contribute to a particular candidate or committee, a

corporation may not step beyond "communication* to actually

collect contribution checks or otherwise *facilitate the making of

contributions to a particular candidate or political committee,

other than its separate segregated fund . . . . H.R. Doc No.

95-44 at 104 (Jan. 12, 1977)(3xplanation and Justification

accompanying 11 C.F.R. 5 114). See Advisory Opinions 1987-29,

1986-4, 1982-29 and 1982-2, and 1986-4, footnote 5.

A contributor may earmark his or her contribution to a

federal candidate through an intermediary or conduit. 2 U.S.C.

6 441a(a)(8). Corporations, however, are explicitly forbidden

from acting as conduits for candidates or their committees.

11 C.F.R. 5 ll0.6(b)(2)(ii). The Commission's regulations

specifically provide that if an intermediary exercises any

*direction or control' over the choice of the recipient candidate,

the entire amount of the contribution shall be considored a

contribution from the intermediary. See 11 C.F.R.

55 ll0.6(b)(2)(ii) and 110.6(d).1 Following Congress' broadly

expressed intent, corporations that exercise any direction and

control over contributions are responsible for those contributions

as well as the costs associated with the solicitation of them,

i.e., the contributions themselves are chargeable to the

1. The Commission's regulations governing earmarked
contributions are based on the House Report accompanying the 1974
amendments to the Act, which provides that "'if a person exercises
any direct or indirect control over the making of a contribution,
then such contribution shall count toward the limitation imposed
with respect to such person under'' the Act. 54 Fed. Re 34098
at 34107 (Aug. 17, 1989)(quoting H.R. Rep. No. 93--339--3d Cong.,
2d Sess. 16 (1974)(emphasis added)).
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corporation.

Under 11 C.P.R. 5 114.5(h), an accidental or inadvertent

solicitation by a corporation of persons apart from and beyond

those whom it is permitted to solicit will not be deemed a

violation, provided that such corporation has used its best

efforts to comply with the limitations regarding the persons it

may solicit and that the method of solicitation is corrected

forthwith after the discovery of such erroneous solicitation.

Commission regulations further exempt the occasional,

isolated or incidental use of a corporation's facilities for

individual volunteer activity in connection with a federal

election by stockholders and employees. 11 C.r.R. S 114.9(a).

Employees must reimburse the corporation for increased overhead or

operating costs. Id. An employee making more than occasional,

isolated, or incidental use of corporate facilities for individual

volunteer activity must reimburse the corporation within a

commercially reasonable time for the normal and usual rental

charge. 11 C.r.R. S 114.9(a)(2). Moreover, any person who uses

corporate facilities to create materials in connection with a

federal election must reimburse the corporation in a commercially

reasonable time for the normal and usual charge. 11 C.F.R.

S 114.9(c). Section 114.9(d) provides that persons, other than

stockholders and employees of a corporation, as specifically

mentioned in Section 114.9(a), may use corporate facilities such

as telephones or typewriters or office furniture for activity in

connection with an election, but they must reimburse the

corporation within a commercially reasonable time in the amount of
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the normal and usual rental charge for the use of the facilities.

11 C.F.R. 5 114.9(d).

Under 2 U.S.C. S 441c(a), it is unlavful for any government

contractor directly or indirectly to make any contribution of

money or other things of value, or to promise such contribution to

any political party, committee, or candidate for public office or

to any person for any political purpose or use. Additionally, a

federal contractor is prohibited from acting as a conduit, as

the Commission's regulation provide that any person prohibited

from making a contribution or expenditure in connection with an

election for Federal office shall be prohibited from acting as a

conduit for contributions earmarked to candidates or authorized

committees. II C.F.R. 5 1l0.6(b)(2)(8)(ii).

a. AL1 ctioes

The complainants allege that violations of the Act occurred

when a Director of General Dynamics Electric Boat Division sent a

fundraising letter to the corporation's Connecticut vendors on

behalf of the Sam Gejdenson Re-election Committee.

Complainants assert that it is reasonable to assume that the

corporation incurred expenses through the costs of paper, labor,

computer time, photocopying and postage because the fundraising

letter was printed on General Dynamics Corporation stationery and

signed by a corporate employee. Complainants further allege that

specific wording of the solicitation "implies a 'payback' for past

legislative activity" or the "threat of reduced future subcontract

business" if the corporation's suppliers failed to heed General

Dynamics' invitation to show support for the congressman by



attending the fundraising reception. See Complaint at 1. In

addition, the complaint states that General Dynamics intended to

bundle contributions to "increase the impact of their . . .

donation" to the Gejdenson campaign, and to circumvent and/or

complement any contributions made by its separate segregated fund.

Id. at 2.

C. Responses

In addition to filing this matter sua sponte, General

Dynamics responded to the complaint. General Dynamics replied

that Electric Boat's Communications Director Neil D. Ruenzel

initiated the fundraising letter and reception because of

Congressman Gejdenson's "strong support for the company's

submarine programs." Mr. Ruenxel stated that before departing for

a 10-day vacation he sent a note to C.B. Haines, Jr., Electric

Boat's Director of Materials Acquisition, asking him to send a

letter to the company's Connecticut-based vendors seeking their

support at the reception to be held July 6, 1994. Mr. Ruenzel

states that before he left for vacation, he requested that

Mr. Haines send the letter because Mr. Haines "had access to the

list" of suppliers for the General Dynamics' submarine programs.2

Mr. Ruenzel stated that he left no specific instructions, but

assumed the correspondence would not be on corporate letterhead

and that the corporation would not collect or forward the

contributions to the candidate. He stated that he believed in

2. Respondents did not provide a copy of the note Mr. Ruenzel
sent to Mr. Haines. Nor did they indicate whether it is still
available.



good faith that such a communication would be permissible under

the Act. Mr. Ruensel states that "[(in recent years, General

D ynmics and its vendors frequently have worked together to

support these programs before the United States Congress."

In his affidavit, Mr. Haines avers that he had never before

sent a campaign-related letter, that he was not familiar with

election laws, but that he was willing to help with the

fundraiser. He enlisted his own staff as well as the

Communications Department to prepare the letter. According to his

statement, Mr. Haines understood that the Communications

Department approved the letter, thus he believed it complied with

federal requirements. Mr. Haines declares that the costs

associated with the June 22, 1994, letter were charged to a

"designated cost separation shop order" rather than to a

government contract.

In their sua sponte submission and in their response to the

complaint, General Dynamics states that once the corporation's

legal department learned of the solicitation letter on June 24,

1994, it took immediate action to correct it. That same daye, the

company sent a second letter to the same addressees "via telecopy

and regular mail" advising that the corporation could not accept

contributions on behalf of Mr. Gejdenson, and that any such

contributions would be returned. Respondents state that as a

result of their efforts, they received only two contributions,

which were returned to donors. Also on June 24, General Dynamics

faxed a letter to the Commission's General Counsel explaining

these events, and generating Pre-NUR 301.



In addition, the corporation apparently is implementing a

company-wide training program for its executive and administrative

staff regarding the Act's requirements. General Dynamics is also

establishing new policies and controls to supplement the corporate

policy handbook.

Respondents also state that General Dynamic's executive and

administrative officers reimbursed the corporation approximately

$600 it assessed in connection with the initial solicitation.

Enclosed with the response is the signed statement from Donald G.

Norman, Vice President of General Dynamic's Electric Boat

Division, attesting to the corporation's receipt of the $600

'TT reimbursement. As to solicitation costs, the responses do not

disclose the number of persons solicited, but General Dynamics

NO valued the cost of paper, photocopying and postage for the initial

NO letter at $600. Bowever, this amount does not include the value
of the corporate mailing list or the costs of staff time necessary

Nr
to create, review and mail such a solicitation. Nor does it

consider the cost of material and staff time for the second

mailing and facsimile transmissions.

General Dynamics argues that no violation occurred and no

further action should be taken. Respondents base this argument on

the exemption at 11 C.F.R. 5 114.5(h), asserting that this

regulation applies because the solicitation was accidental and

inadvertent. They also state that the solicitation was originally

intended to be "personal," not corporate, and that once the

activity came to corporate counsel's attention, the corporation

acted in good faith to immediately clarify the solicitation and



bring its actions to the Commission's attention. They vigorously

dispute that the solicitation was coercive.

In their response, the Gejdenson Committee argues that the

solicitation represents individual volunteer activity consistent

with 11 C.F.R. 5 114.9. Describing the activity as merely a

solicitation letter on corporate letterhead signed by a General

Dynamics employee, GeJdenson counsel argues that no corporate

contribution occurred because General Dynamics employees

reimbursed the expenses.

The Committee also asserts that the text of the solicitation
IV

letter "is simply not coercive." Further, the Committee states

that the issue of bundling and direction and control by the

corporation over the contributions does not arise as *none of the

0O contributions raised by the event were delivered through a

"0 conduit.' The Committee states, 'Since, however, the checks in

this case were sent directly to the Committee or given to a

Committee representative at the event, there was no need to

disclose any conduit information under the Commission's

regulations." The Gejdenson Comittee calls on the Commission to

dismiss the complaint.
3

3. The Gejdenson Committee's response contains an extensive
discussion regarding the use of corporate letterhead, citing prior
enforcement matters. However, the complaint does not allege that
the use of corporate letterhead was itself a violation. Rather,
the complainants state that given that the solicitation was on
corporate letterhead, it would be reasonable to assume corporate
resources were used. In fact, this assumption turned out to be
accurate.
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D. AD&lySIS

i. 441b Violation

General Dynamic's solicitation of its submarine program

suppliers does not fall within any of the Act's exemptions from

Section 441b(a)'s broad prohibition on corporate contributions and

expenditures. The letter does not qualify as a solicitation of a

permissible class because those solicited were corporate vendors,

not stockholders, employees or personnel of the corporation. Nor

does it qualify as an inadvertent or accidental solicitation under

11 C.F.R. S 114.5(h) as General Dynamics contends. That provision

applies only where a corporation, having exercised *best efforts"

regarding a solicitation of its permissible class, accidentally or

inadvertently goes beyond that class and then takes iinediate

corrective action.4 In this instance, the solicitation

purposefully targeted corporate vendors alone, a group which

neither the corporation nor its separate segregated fund were

permitted to solicit under any circumstances. Although the

corporation attempted corrective action after discovering its

prohibited involvement in the solicitation, there is no evidence

that respondents exercised *best efforts" in the first place to

avoid soliciting outside the permissible class. Such efforts are

4. In transmitting 11 C.F.R. S 114.5(h) to Congress, the
Commission stated that it recognized that because of sales of
stock or turnover in employees or members, a corporation may
accidentally or inadvertently solicit an individual beyond its
permissible group. The Commission went on to state that if the
corporation has used its best efforts to maintain updated
information and if the error is corrected immediately, it would
not be deemed to be a violation. See Explanation and
Justification for Proposed Regulat ions, Jan. 12, 1977.
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required for Section 114.5(h) to apply. Rather than accidentally

reaching beyond its permissible class, General Dynamics' entire

solicitation was prohibited from the outset.

Contrary to assertions by counsel for the Gejdenson

Committee, the General Dynamics* solicitation in no way resembles

activity that qualifies for the volunteer exemption under

11 C.F.R. S 114.9. The General Dynamics fundraising effort was

initiated at the behest and direction of corporate managers,

carried out on company time using corporate staff, facilities, and

vendor lists. Moreover, the managers admit that certain costs of

the solicitation/mailing were charged directly to a General

Dynamics corporate account. "The plain intent of [11 C.F.R.

5 114.9(a)) . . . excludes from the scope of 'individual volunteer

10 activity' collective enterprises where the top executives of firms

0 direct their subordinates in fundraising projects . .. , use

resources of the corporation such as lists of vendors and

customers . .. , or attempt to ensure that the corporation is the

Ubeneficiary of the candidate's appreciation . . . ." See HU

0,1 1690, General Counsel's Report dated October 2, 1986. See also

MU 3540. Based on this analysis and the evidence provided, the

General Dynamics fundraising scheme is not individual volunteer

activity, but clearly represents a corporate effort to facilitate

the making of contributions to a particular candidate, and is

prohibited. Indeed, General Dynamics itself does not even argue

that the solicitation falls within the volunteer exemption.

Although the corporation does assert that Mr. Ruenrel's original

intent was that the solicitation be "personal" rather than
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corporate, General Dynamics acknowledges that the result was an

impermissible corporate solicitation. Attachment A, 6.

GeJdenson Committee counsel suggests, Attachment 8-2, IN 1,

that a corporate PAC or a candidatets committee could reimburse a

corporation for individual volunteer activity without incurring a

corporate contribution. Counsel blends and confuses regulatory

provisions 11 C.F.R. 55 114.9(a), 114.9(c) and 114.9(d). The

first deals with the occasional, isolated or incidental use of

corporate facilities for individual voluntary activity by

corporate employees and stockholders. The latter two concern the

use or rental of corporate facilities by persons (including

political committees) other than employees and stockholders to

produce materials or conduct other activities in connection with

an election. Section 114.9(a), unlike the other two provisions,

requires that the actual individual volunteer employee/stockholder

must reimburse the corporation for the use of corporate

facilities. Furthermore, Section 114.9(d), which provides for

committee reimbursement, is limited to use of facilities, and

would not extend to services provided by corporate employees. See

MURs 3540 and 2185.

With respect to the complainant's charge that the

Respondents acted as a conduit and may have exercised "direction

and control" over the contributions, it is clear that as a

corporation General Dynamics is strictly prohibited from acting as

a conduit at all. See 11 C.F.R. 5 110.6. Nevertheless, although

General Dynamics' solicitation of its vendors was a violation of

Section 441b, the corporation apparently took steps which
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prevented its receipt of the solicited contributions, except for

two which it indicates that it returned to the contributors upon

receipt. Thus, from the evidence at hand it does not appear that

the corporation acted as a conduit or exercised any direction and

control over any contributions given to the Gejdenson Committee.

In summary, General Dynamics used corporate resources for a

letter sent to its vendors which solicited contributions for Sam

Gejdenson, a clearly identified federal candidate. Thus, it

appears that General Dynamics violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a).

Section 441b(a) also imposes liability on corporate directors who

consent to corporate contributions. In this matter, Neil D.

Ruenzel and Craig B. Haines, Jr., both corporate Directors,

consented to this activity. Accordingly, it appears that they

each violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a).

ii. 441c Violation

It appears that General Dynamics is a government contractor.

The General Dynamics' letter to its vendors at issue in this

matter states that: *efforts to obtain release of appropriated

funds for a third SKAWOLF submarine are being actively pursued

with our Washington based Congressional representatives, and

Congressman Gejdenson is touted as a "key supporter" of the

SEAWOLF submarine program. It further states that "[we have all

been beneficiaries of his efforts," inviting the vendors to "show

your appreciation and to express continued support . . . by

attending a fundraising reception . . . in support of his

re-election campaign." In addition, in his affidavit Mr. Haines

indicates that the corporation has "government contracts."



Section 441c(a)(1) prohibits any person who enters into a

contract with the United States or any department or agency

thereof from directly or indirectly making any contribution of

money or anything of value to any political committee or candidate

for public office if payment for the performance from such

contract is to be made in whole or part from funds appropriated by

the Congress. 2 U.S.C. S 441c(a)(1). In this matter, General

Dynamics, an apparent federal contractor, used corporate resources

and solicited contributions from its vendors for a federal

candidate. Thus, it appears that General Dynamics violated

2 U.S.C. 5 441c(a)(1).

iii. Geldenson Committee

As to the Gejdenson Committee and its treasurer, they assert

that they believed the solicitation fell within the volunteer

exemption. As noted above, such exemption does not apply.

However, there is no evidence that the Committee authorized the

solicitation, or that they were aware that General Dynamics'

solicitation letter was undertaken by the corporation. Nor is

there evidence that the Committee was aware that General Dynamics

intended to facilitate the making of contributions to the

Committee. In addition, there is no evidence that the Committee,

its treasurer or any agent of the committee solicited the

contribution from General Dynamics, which would indicate a

violation of the prohibition on soliciting government contractors

set forth at 2 U.S.C. S 441c(a)(2). Thus, this Office recommends

that the Commission find no reason to believe that the Gejdenson

Committee and its treasurer Patricia Lagrega, violated 2 U.S.C.
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S 441b(a) or 2 U.8.C. I 441c(a)(2).

mz. wcm w .... zc a cmivL ?ua

5. General Dynamics' response states that corporate funds were
not used "in connection with the fundraiser.0 apparently referring
to the event held on July 6, 1994. Despite this assertion, the
source of funds for the event itself is not known. The G*Jdenson
Committee's 1994 October Quarterly Report covering 6/29/94 through
9/30/94 lists only one contributor identified as a General
Dynamics employee (notably with the 3lectric Boat Division). We
cannot identify the vendors solicited as they vould not appear as
General Dynamics employees. Noreover, if those vendors
contributed the amount requested by the solicitation ($100), their
contributions would likely be unitenised and no identification
would appear on the Committee's disclosure reports at all. We
note that General Dynamics' separate segregated fund contributed
$5,000 to the Committee during the 1993-94 election cycle.
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1. Merge Pre-RUt 301 Into RUR 400S, and hereinafter refer

to this matter as RUR 400S.

2. Find reason to believe that General Dynamics Corporation
violated 2 U.S.C. 9 441b(a) and 2 U.S.C. 5 441c(a)(1).

3. Find reason to believe that Neil D. Ruenxel and Craig B.
Haines, Jr. violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a).

4. Find no reason to believe that the San Gejdenson
Re-election Cmmittee and Patricia Lagrega, as
treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. 5 441b(a) or
2 U.S.C. S 441c(a)(2) and close the file as it relates
to these respondents.



S. 3nter io eoncillation with the follovlng 
respondents

prior to a finding of probable cause 
to believes

a) General Dynoica Corporation;b) Moll D* n. Isn

c) Craig D. Raises, Jr.

6. Approve the attached Factual and Legal 
Analysis and

Conciliation Agreeent, and the appropriate 
letters.

Lawrence R. Noble
General Counsel

DBU
BY: -- ' - -

Lodw G PrneV
Associate General Counsel

Attachments
A. General DnmSIcs Corporation response to complaint

a. Gejd.asoa Committee response to complaint

C. wactual and Wg1 Analysis
D. Propoeed Conciliation Agreement



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
AASHM%0C VW4~

TO: LRtlMUN ". NOL3
G0N3IAL COUNEL

FWOE: .ARJORII W. #IUNO/ US/su J. ROSS
COHIN 551ON SUCUTANT

DATt: l 1 RUARY 7, 1995

SUBJZCT: NUR 40O5/PRR-UR 301 - FIRST GEMRAL COUNSLIS
RJPORT DATED FBRUARY 1,
1995.

The above-captioned doeuent was circulated to the

Comission on Tbursday. Febru=-y 2& 1)95 at 11:00 a.m..

Objection(s) have been received from the

Citsitmett a) as lndtcated by

Cmisiser Aikens

ComiLssomer Slitot

Cosmissioaer lcDoaeld

Coumissioner NcGetry

Comissioner Potter

Commissione r Thomas

This matter vii be placed

for Tuesday, February 14, 1995

the anet() checked below:

~m m
II xl x

m ZXL~

on the meeting agenda

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

V7

'10
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I the Nattor of

emeral DyUemics Corporation
glectlc Soat DivisiongNell luenseel i

Craig *. aines, Jr.;
San Geldenson Re-electionComilttee z
Patricia Tedisco Lagrega,

Treasurer

ng* 4005 A31P33.4103t 301

CaRTzrichnoU

I. Marjorie W. 2mons, recording secretary for the

Federal glection Comission executive session on

February 25, 1995 do hereby certify that the Carission

decided by a vote of 5-1 to take the following actions

with respect to NU 4005 and Pre-Uaa 301:

1. Merge Pre-NUR 301 into NOR 400S, and
hereinafter refer to this matters as
BR 400S.

2. Find reason to believe that General
Dynamics Corporation violated 2 U.S.C.
S 441b(a) and 2 U.S.C. I 441c(a)(1).

3. Find reason to believe that Neil D.
Ruensel and Craig a. Haines, Jr.
violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a).

(continued)



0
?Veral lxection Commission
fertification: HIM 400S
?1sbruary 26, 199S

Page 2

4. Find no reason to believe that the
San Gejdenson Re-election Committee
and Patricia Lagrega, as treasurer*
violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) or
2 U.S.C. S 441c(a)(2) and close the
file as it relates to these respondents.

S. Enter into conciliation with the
following respondents prior to a
finding of probable cause to believe:

a) General Dynamics Corporation;
b) Neil D. Ruenael;
C) Craig B. Haines, Jr.

6. Approve the Factual and Leal Analysis,
conciliation agreement, and the
appropriate letters as re mmeme in
the General Counsels February 1, 19S
report

Commissioners Aikens, McDonald, RcGarry, Potter, and
Thomas voted affirmatively for the decision; Commissioner

Elliott dissented.

Attest:

Date ecMarjorie W mmionssoSecretary of the Commission



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGION. D XOb)

March 8, 1995

David V. DeBruin, Esquire
Jenner & Block
601 Thirteenth Street, N.W.
Twelfth Floor
Washington, D.C. 20005

RE: MUR 4005
General Dynamics Corporation
Craig B. Haines, Jr.
Neil D. Ruenzel

'0 Dear Ur. DeBruin:

19r On July 1, 1994, the Federal Election Commission notified
your clients, General Dynamics Corporation, Neil D. Ruenxel, and
Craig B. aines, Jr., of a complaint alleging violations of
certain sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended (Othe Act"). A copy of the complaint was forwarded to

0 your clients at that time.

11O Upon further review of the allegations contained in the
complaint, and information your clients supplied in connection
with Pre-NUR 301, the Commission, on February 28, 1995, found that
there is reason to believe General Dynamics Corporation violated
2 U.S.C. SS 441b(a) and 441c(a)(l), provisions of the Act. On the

0 same day, the Commission found reason to believe that Neil D.
Ruensel and Craig B. Haines, Jr., violated 2 U.S.C. 5 441b(a).
The Factual and Legal Analysis, which formed a basis for the

C% Commission's findings, is attached for your information. On
February 28, 1995, the Commission also determined to merge Pre-UR
301 into HUR 4005. Both matters will now be known as NUR 4005.

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 the Commission has approved.



David W. DeBruin, Zsquire
Page 2

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.

N. This matter will remain confidential in accordance with

2 U.S.C. 55 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.

If you have any questions, please contact Frances B. Hagan,

the staff member assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3400.

incerely,

Danny 1. McDonald

Chairman

Enclosures
Factual and Legal Analysis
Conciliation Agreement

cc: Daniel S. Hapkeo Jr., Esquire



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSIONI

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENTS: General Dynamics Corporation MUR 4005
Neil D. Ruenzel
Craig B. Haines, Jr.

This matter was generated sua sponte by the General Dynamics

Corporation to the Federal Election Commission ("the Commission")

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

complaint filed with the Federal Election Commission by Thomas J.

Diascro, Jr., on behalf of the Munster for Congres-94 Committee.

See 2 U.S.C. I 437g(a)(1).

A. Stateient of the Law

Pursuant to Section 441b(a) of the Federal Election Campaign

Act of 1971, as amended (the "Act"), corporations are prohibited

from making contributions or expenditures from their general

treasury funds in connection with any election of any candidate

for federal office. Section 441b(a) further prohibits any officer

or director of any corporation from consenting to any contribution

or expenditure by the corporation. The Act broadly defines a

contribution or expenditure by a corporation to cover "any direct

or indirect payment, distribution, loan, advance, deposit, or gift

of money, or any services, or anything of value" made to any

candidate, campaign committee, or political party or organization,

in connection with any federal election. 2 U.S.C. 5 441b(b)(2).

The Act provides specific exemptions from the definition of

contribution or expenditure, thereby setting forth permissible
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bound* of corporate activity in connection with a federal

election. 2 U.S.C. 5 441b(b)(2). A corporation may make

expenditures toward the establishment, administration, and

solicitation of contributions to a separate segregated fund to be

utilized for political purposes by the corporation. 2 d.S.C.

5 441b(b)(2)(C) A corporation may also sake partisan

communications to its stockholders and executive or administrative

personnel, and solicit contributions for its separate segregated

fund from such persons. 2 U.S.C. S 441b(b)(2)(A) and (4)(B). A

corporation may also make two written solicitations for

contributions to its fund per year from its employees other than

its executive or administrative personnel, but these solicitations

must be sent by mail sent to their residences. 2 U.S.C.

S 441b(b)(4)(B).

Although a corporation may suggest in a communication sent

to stockholders and executive or administrative personnel that

they contribute to a particular candidate or committee, a

corporation may not step beyond *communicationo to actually

collect contribution checks or otherwise "facilitate the making of

contributions to a particular candidate or political committee,

other than its separate segregated fund .... " H.R. Doc No.

95-44 at 104 (Jan. 12, 1977)(Explanation and Justification

accompanying 11 C.F.R. 5 114). See Advisory Opinions 1987-29,

1986-4, 1982-29 and 1982-2, and 1986-4, footnote 5.

A contributor may earmark his or her contribution to a

federal candidate through an intermediary or conduit. 2 u.S.C.

5 441a(a)(8). Corporations, however, are explicitly forbidden
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from acting as conduits for candidates or their committees.

11 C.F.R. 5 110.6(b)(2)(ii). The Commission's regulations

specifically provide that if an intermediary exercises any

"direction or control' over the choice of the recipient candidate,

the entire amount of the contribution shall be considered a

contribution from the intermediary. See 11 C.F.R.

$5 110.6(b)(2)(ii) and 110.6(d).1 Following Congress' broadly

expressed intent, corporations that exercise any direction and

control over contributions are responsible for those contributions

as well as the costs associated with the solicitation of them,

i.e., the contributions themselves are chargeable to the

corporation.

Under 11 C.F.R. 5 114.5(h), an accidental or inadvertent

solicitation by a corporation of persons apart from and beyond

those whom it is permitted to solicit will not be deemed a

violation, provided that such corporation has used its best

efforts to comply with the limitations regarding the persons it

may solicit and that the method of solicitation is corrected

forthwith after the discovery of such erroneous solicitation.

Commission regulations furthec exempt the occasional,

isolated or incidental use of a corporation's facilities for

individual volunteer activity in connection with a federal

1. The Commission's regulations governing earmarked
contributions are based on the House Report accompanying the 1974
amendments to the Act, which provides that "'if a person exercises
any direct or indirect control over the making of a contribution,
then such contribution shall count toward the limitation imposed
with respect to such person under'" the Act. 54 Fed. R 34098
at 34107 (Aug. 17, 1989)(quoting H.R. Rep. No. 93-139, 93d Cong.,
2d Sess. 16 (1974)(emphasis added)).
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election by stockholders and employees. 11 C.r.R. 1 114.9(a).

amployees must reimburse the corporation for increased overhead or

operating costs. Id. An employee making more than occasional.,

isolated, or incidental use of corporate facilities for individual

volunteer activity must reimburse the corporation within a

commercially reasonable time for the normal and usual rental

charge. 11 C.F.R. S 114.9(a)(2). Moreover, any person who uses

corporate facilities to create materials in connection with a

federal election must reimburse the corporation in a commercially

reasonable time for the normal and usual charge. 11 C.F.R.

§ 114.9(c). Section 114.9(d) provides that persons, other than

stockholders and employees of a corporation, as specifically

mentioned in Section 114.9(a), may use corporate facilities such

as telephones or typewriters or office furniture for activity in

connection with an election, but they must reimburse the

corporation within a commercially reasonable time in the amount of

the normal and usual rental charge for the use of the facilities.

11 C.F.R. 5 114.9(d).

Under 2 U.S.C. 5 441c(a), it is unlawful for any government

contractor directly or indirectly to make any contribution of

money or other things of value, or to promise such contribution to

any political party, committee, or candidate for public office or

to any person for any political purpose or use. Additionally, a

federal contractor is prohibited from acting as a conduit, as the

Commission's regulation provide that any person prohibited from

making a contribution or expenditure in connection with an

election for Federal office shall be prohibited from acting as a



conduit for contributions earmarked to candidates or authorised

committees. 11 C.F.R. I l0.6(b)(2)(E)(ii).

SB. Allegations

The complainants allege that violations of the Act occurred

when a Director of General Dynamics Electric Boat Division sent a

fundraising letter to the corporation's Connecticut vendors on

behalf of the Sam Gejdenson Re-election Committee.

Complainants assert that it is reasonable to assume that the

corporation incurred expenses through the costs of paper, labor,

computer time, photocopying and postage because the fundraising

letter was printed on General Dynamics Corporation stationery and

signed by a corporate employee. Complainants further allege that

specific wording of the solicitation "implies a 'payback* for past

legislative activity" or the "threat of reduced future subcontract

110 business" if the corporation's suppliers failed to heed General

IV)Dynamics' invitation to show support for the congressman by

attending the fundraising reception. See Complaint at 1. in

addition, the complaint states that General Dynamics intended to

bundle contributions to "increase the impact of their . . .

donation" to the Gejdenson campaign, and to circumvent and/or

complement any contributions made by its separate segregated fund.

Id. at 2.

C. Responses

In addition to filing this matter sua sponte, General

Dynamics responded to the complaint. General Dynamics replied

that Electric Boat's Communications Director Neil D. Ruenzel

initiated the fundraising letter and reception because of



dongressman GeJdenson's *strong support for the company's

submarine programs.* Mr. Ruenzel stated that before departing for

a 10-day vacation he sent a note to C.S. Haines, Jr., Electric

Soat's Director of Materials Acquisition, asking him to send a

letter to the company's Connecticut-based vendors seeking their

support at the reception to be held July 6. 1994. Mr. Ruenzel

states that before he left for vacation, he requested 
that

Mr. Haines send the letter because Mr. Haines "had access 
to the

list" of suppliers for the General Dynamics' submarine programs.

Mr. Ruenzel stated that he left no specific instructions, 
but

assumed the correspondence would not be on corporate letterhead

and that the corporation would not collect or forward 
the

contributions to the candidate. He stated that he believed in

good faith that such a communication would be permissible 
under

the Act. Mr. Ruenzel states that 6[1n recent years, General

Dynamics and its vendors frequently have worked together to

support these programs before the United States Congress."

In his affidavit, Mr. Haines avers that he had never before

sent a campaign-related letter, that he was not familiar with

election laws, but that he was willing to help with the

fundraiser. He enlisted his own staff as well as the

Communications Department to prepare the letter. According to his

statement, Mr. Haines understood that the Communications

Department approved the letter, thus he believed it complied 
with

federal requirements. Mr. Haines declares that the costs

associated with the June 22, 1994, letter were charged to a

"designated cost separation shop order" rather than to a
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government contract.

In their sua sponte subsission and 
in their response to the

complaint, General Dynamics states that once the corporation's

legal department learned of the solicitation 
letter on June 24,

1994. it took immediate action 
to correct it. That same day,

company sent a second 
letter to the same addressees 

"via telecopy

and regular mail" advising 
that the corporation 

could not accept

contributions on behalf 
of Nr. Gejdenson, and 

that any such

contributions would be 
returned. Respondents state that 

as a

result of their efforts, 
they received only two 

contributions.

Nwhich were returned to donors. Also on June 24, General Dynamics

faxed a letter to the Commission's General Counsel explaining

these events, and generating 
pre-MUR 301.

10 in addition, the corporation 
apparently is implementing 

a

1%0 company-wide training program 
for its executive and administrative

tstaff regarding the Act's requirements. 
General Dynamics is also

establishing new policies 
and controls to supplement 

the corporate

policy handbook.

Respondents also state 
that General Dynamic's 

executive and

administrative officers 
reimbursed the corporation 

approximately

$600 it assessed in connection 
with the initial solicitation.

Enclosed with the response 
is the signed statement 

from Donald G.

Norman, Vice President 
of General Dynamic's Electric 

Boat

Division, attesting to 
the corporation's receipt 

of the $600

reimbursement- As to solicitation costs, 
the responses do not

disclose the number of 
persons solicited, but 

General Dynamics

valued the cost of paper, 
photocopying and postage 

for the initial



letter at $600. However, this amount does not include the value

of the corporate mailing list or the costs of staff time necessary

to create, review and mail such a solicitation. Nor does it

consider the cost of material and staff time for the second

mailing and facsimile transmissions.

General Dynamics argues that no violation occurred and no

further action should be taken. Respondents base this argument on

the exemption at 11 C.F.R. 5 114.5(h), asserting that this

regulation applies because the solicitation was accidental and

inadvertent. They also state that the solicitation was originally

intended to be "personal," not corporate, and that once the

activity came to corporate counsel's attention, the corporation

acted in good faith to immediately clarify the solicitation and

bring its actions to the Commission's attention. They vigorously

dispute that the solicitation was coercive.

D. Analysia

i. 441b Violation

General Dynamic's solicitation of its submarine program

suppliers does not fall within any of the Act's exemptions from

Section 441b(a)fs broad prohibition on corporate contributions and

expenditures. The letter does not qualify as a solicitation of a

permissible class because those solicited were corporate vendors,

not stockholders, employees or personnel of the corporation. Nor

does it qualify as an inadvertent or accidental solicitation under

11 C.F.R. S 114.5(h) as General Dynamics contends. That provision

applies only where a corporation, having exercised "best efforts"

regarding a solicitation of its permissible class, accidentally or
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inadvertently goes beyond that class and then takes immediate

corrective action.2 In this instance, the solicitation

purposefully targeted corporate vendors alone, a group which

neither the corporation nor its separate segregated fund were

permitted to solicit under any circumstances. Although the

corporation attempted corrective action after discovering its

prohibited involvement in the solicitation, there is no evidence

that respondents exercised "best efforts" in the first place to

avoid soliciting outside the permissible class. Such efforts are

required for Section 114.5(h) to apply. Rather than accidentally

reaching beyond its permissible class, General Dynamics' entire

solicitation was prohibited from the outset.

Moreover, the General Dynamics' solicitation in no way

resembles activity that qualifies for the volunteer exemption-

under 11 C.F.R. 5 114.9. The General Dynamics fundraising effort

was initiated at the behest and direction of corporate managers,

carried out on company time using corporate staff, facilities, and

vendor lists. Moreover, the managers admit that certain costs of

the solicitation/mailing were charged directly to a General

Dynamics corporate account. "The plain intent of [I1 C.F.R.

5 114.9(a)) . . . excludes from the scope of 'individual volunteer

2. In transmitting 11 C.F.R. 5 114.5(h) to Congress, the

Commission stated that it recognized that because of sales of

stock or turnover in employees or members, a corporation may

accidentally or inadvertently solicit an individual beyond its

permissible group. The Commission went on to state that if the

corporation has used its best efforts to maintain updated

information and if the error is corrected immediately, it would

not be deemed to be a violation. See Explanation and

Justification for Proposed Regulations, Jan. 12, 1977.



activity' collective enterprises where the top executives of firms

direct their subordinates in fundraising projects . . , use

resources of the corporation such as lists of vendors and

customers . .. , or attempt to ensure that the corporation is the

beneficiary of the candidate's appreciation ... See UR

1690, General Counselos Report dated October 2, 1986. See also

RUE 3540. Based on this analysis and the evidence provided, the

General Dynanics fundraising scheme is not individual volunteer

activity, but clearly represents a corporate effort to facilitate

the making of contributions to a particular candidate, and is

prohibited.

With respect to the complainant's charge that the

Respondents acted as a conduit and may have exercised "direction

and control' over the contributions, it is clear that as a

corporation General Dynamics is strictly prohibited from acting as

a conduit at all. See 11 C.F.R. 5 110.6. Nevertheless, although

General Dynamics" solicitation of its vendors was a violation of

Section 441b, the corporation apparently took steps which

prevented its receipt of the solicited contributions, except for

two which it indicates that it returned to the contributors upon

receipt. Thus, from the evidence at hand it does not appear that

the corporation acted as a conduit or exercised any direction and

control over any contributions given to the Gejdenson Committee.

In summary, General Dynamics used corporate resources for a

letter sent to its vendors which solicited contributions for Sam

Gejdenson, a clearly identified federal candidate. Therefore,

there is reason to believe that General Dynamics violated 2 U.S.C.



S441b(a). Section 441b(a) also imposes liability on corporate

directors who consent to corporate contributions. in this mattec,

Nell D. Ruenzel and Craig B. Haines, Jr., both corporate

Directors, consented to this activity. Therefore, there is reason

to believe that Neil D. Ruenzel and Craig B. Haines, Jr. violated

2 U.s.C. S 441b(a).

i. 441c violation

It appears that General Dynamics is a government contractor.

The General Dynamics' letter to its vendors at issue in this

matter states that: 'efforts to obtain release of appropriated

funds for a third SEAWOLF submarine are being actively pursued

with our Washington based Congressional representatives,* and

Congressman Gejdenson is touted as a "key supporter" of the

SKAWOLF submarine program. It further states that 'lwe have all

been beneficiaries of his efforts," inviting the vendors to 'show

your appreciation and to express continued support . . . by

attending a fundraising reception . . . in support of his

re-election campaign." In addition, in his affidavit Mr. Haines

indicates that the corporation has "government contracts."

Section 441c(a)(1) prohibits any person who enters into a

contract with the United States or any department or agency

thereof from directly or indirectly making any contribution of

money or anything of value to any political committee or candidate

for public office if payment for the performance from such

contract is to be made in whole or part from funds appropriated by

the Congress. 2 U.S.C. S 441c(a)(1). In this matter, General

Dynamics, an apparent federal contractor, used corporate resources



end solicitOd contributions from its vendors for a federal

candidate. Therefore, there is reason to believe that General

DybAmics violated 2 U.S.C. S 441c(a)(1).



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D C 2014

March 8. 1995

lobert F. Bauer, asquire
perkins Coie
601 Fourteenth Street. N.W.
washington, D.C. 20005-2011

RE: MUR 4005
Sam Gejdenson Re-election Committee
Patricia Tedisco Lagrega, as treasurer

Dear Mr. Sauer:

0 On July 14, 1994, the Federal Election Commission notified
your clients of a complaint alleging violations of certain
s*ctions of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended.

On February 28, 1995, the Commission found, on the basis of
the information in the complaint, and information you provided,
that there is no reason to believe the Sam GeJdenson Re*-lection

10 Comittee and Patricia Tedisco Lagrega, as treasurer, violated
2 U.S.C. SS 441b(a) or 441c(a)(2). Accordingly, the Commisilon

*O closed its file in this matter as it pertains to your clients.

-n This mtter will become a part of the public record within

1%r 30 days after the file has been closed with respect to all other
respondents involved. The Commission reminds you that the
confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(4)(8) and

437g(a)(12)(A) remain in effect until the entire matter is closed.
The Commission will notify you when the entire file has been

0closed.

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

BY: Lois G. Lerner
Associate General Counsel
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Re: MUR 4005

Dear Ms. Hagan:

Thank you for taking the time to discuss this
matter with me yesterday. As we discussed, on behalf of
General Dynamics Corporation, Craig B. Haines, Jr., and Neil
D. Ruenzel, I formally request an extension of time to April
4, 1995 to respond to the Commission's letter of March 8,
1995 (which I received on March 13). I am scheduled to be
out of the office from March 24 until April 3, and do not
believe I can prepare a response to the Commission's letter
before I depart. As you know, I tried to contact you last
week to discuss this case; I am sorry that I did not make
this request for an extension of time sooner.

Thank you for your accommodation.

Sincerely,

David W. DeBruin

CC: Daniel S. Hapke, Jr., Esq.

DAVIo W. DEBRUIN



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. ) C 20*3

March 23. 1995

David W. Dearuin. 3squire
Jeer & Block
601 Thirteenth Street. N.w.
Twlfth Floor
Washington* D.C. 20005

RE: iltR 4005
General Dynamics Corporation
Neil D. Ruensel
Craig B. Haines, Jr.

Dear Hr. Denruin:

This is in response to your letter dated March 21, 1995,
which we received on March 22, 1995, requesting an extension until
Apr11 4, 1995 to respond to the Commission's reason to believe
f Inis and proposed conciliation agreement. After considering
the circumstances presented in your letter, the Office of the
General Counsel bas granted the requested extension. Accordingly,
your response is due by the close of business on April 4, 1995.

In addition, as we discussed by telephone march 20, 199S
this will confirm a scbeduled meeting with you on Thursday,
April 6. 1995 at 11 am. in our sixth floor offices to disiuss
czncillation in this matter.

If you have any questions, please contact ae at (202)
219-3400.

Sincerely,

Frances B. Haj'n
Paralegal Specialist
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Re: MM 4005
C Corporation
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GeneralDynamics submits that the folloving factors warrant special
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Office of the General Counsel
April 4, 1995
Page 2

CMnnications for General Dynamics* Electric
Boat Division (and a retired military officer
and former Director of Public Affairs for the
United States Coast Guard Academy). Mr.
Ruenzel intended that the solicitation would
involve only personal volunteer campaign
activity (with at most incidental and per-
missible use of corporate facilities); he
assumed that the solicitation would not be
made on company letterhead and that General
Dynamics would not be involved in any way in
collecting or forwarding contributions to Mr.
GeJdenson. S Response, Exhibit 1 at 2
(Declaration of Mr. Ruenzel). The Commission

*IT repeatedly has made clear that solicitations
"kC by corporate officials (even when clearly

identified with the corporation, such as
Z through the use of corporate letterhead) -- as

distinct from corporate fLnancjng of political
activity -- is permissible under the Act.
A, e.E,, MUR 3066 (Statement of Reasons of
Commissioner Thomas J. Josefiak) (reviewing

' Advisory Opinions and NURs). SeW also 11
C.F.R. * 114.9(a)(1) (corporate employee may
engage in volunteer political activity and,
in doing so, may make "occasional, isolated,
or incidental use" of corporate facilities);
11 C.F.R. § 114.9(a)(l)(iii) (activity that
does not exceed one hour per week or four
hours per month generally is considered as
"occasional, isolated, or incidental use" of
corporate facilities).

Because of the unusual fact that Mr. Ruenzel
was about to leave on a previously scheduled
vacation, Mr. Ruenzel requested that Mr.
Haines assist him with the solicitation.
Mr. Haines is the Director of Materials
Acquisition at Electric Boat, and is at the
same level as Mr. Ruenzel within the corporate
organization. Mr. Haines agreed to assist Mr.
Ruenzel with the solicitation. IS Response,
Exhibit 2 at 1 3 (Declaration of Mr. Haines).
However, Mr. Haines was not familiar with
campaign-related matters, and the letter he
ultimately sent did not include the pre-
cautions Mr. Ruenzel had assumed would be



Office of the General Counsel
April 4, 1995
Page 3

followed: thus, Kr. Haines' letter used
corporate letterhead, and stated that con-
tributions could be sent to the Gejdenson
Reelection Committee in care of Mr. Ruenzel
at Electric Boat.

General Dynamics' corporate office learned of
Mr. Haines' letter on June 24, two days after
it was sent. General Dynamics Jmmidiatly,
on that sane day (and in fact within hours),
caused a second letter to be sent (by fax and
by mail) to the same recipients, making clear
that General Dynamics would not accept any
contributions on behalf of Mr. Gejdenson.
&W Response, Exhibit 3. The letter went as
far as General Dynamics believed it could go
to distance the corporation from the solici-
tation (thus, the June 24 letter obviously
did not urge the recipients not to support
Mr. Gejdenson).

* On the same day, June 24, General Dynamics
voluntarily brought this matter to the
attention of Mr. Noble, before any complaint
was filed with the Comission. 6M Response,
Exhibit 4.

* As a result of the corporation's immediate
response in connection with the June 24
letter, it received only two contributions
for Mr. GeJdenson, which were returned to
the contributors.

0 All of the non-incidental costs associated
with the solicitation were reimbursed to the
corporation by executive and administrative
volunteers within a commercially reasonable
time. See Response, Exhibit 5. Thus, General
Dynamics was reimbursed for the costs of
paper, copying and postage. These costs had
been charged to a separate "shop order"
specifically to insure that they could be
separately identified and repaid, and to
insure that they would not be included in the
overhead expenses that are charged to the
government in connection with various federal
procurement contracts. The company was not



Office of the General Counsel
April 4, 1995Pe94

reimbursed for the use of the mailing list
because the list of Connecticut-based vendors
is not a trade secret and has little or no
intrinsic value.

General Dynamics had in place at the time of
this incident, and had promulgated to all of
its employees, a broad corporate directive
that: "No compgan funds or other assets are
to be contributed or loaned, directly or in-
directly, to any political party or to the
campaign for or against any candidate for
political office if prohibited by Federal,
state, local, or foreign law." Se Response,
Exhibit 6, page 11 (emphasis added). The
directive continues: "Where corporate
political contributions are legal, such
contributions are to be made from funds
allocated for this Durooe by the Board of
DLEr2tgM only." Id. (emphasis added). In
addition, following this incident, General
Dynamics already has implemented an election
law compliance program at both its Electric
Boat and Land Systems Divisions. This case
resulted largely from the fact that Mr.
Ruenxel, the Director of Communications at
Electric Boat (and the person most familiar
with election law compliance issues),
initiated this effort intending it to be
legitimate personal volunteer activity, but
then was unavailable to make sure that the
solicitation was n=t carried out in such a
way that it included a potential contribution
from the corporation itself.

As a result of these facts, General Dynamics
strongly submits that no violation of the Federal Election
Campaign Act occurred, as the Act has been interpreted in
previous Commission decisions. E, e.g., MUR 3066
(Statement of Reasons of Commissioner Thomas J. Josefiak)
(reviewing Advisory Opinions and MURs). Critically, the
corporation did not pay any non-incidental costs associated
with the solicitation, and the solicitation was not sent
pursuant to any corporate compulsion. See MUR 2271 (no
violation of the Act found even though law firm partner
sent solicitation on firm stationery and used secretarial
assistance; Office of General Counsel had recommended that



Office of the eneral Counsel
April 4, 1995
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violation be found based on use of secretarial help).
Rather, the solicitation in this case fairly may be charac-
terized as involving only personal volunteer campaign
activity and the perissible unsidanea use of corporate
facilities, with all non-incidental costs reimbursed to
the corporation. Baa, aL3 gL, UR 1261 (no violation found
even though corporate executive sent solicitation on
corporate letterhead, signed by employee identified as an
officer of the corporation); RUR 2271, mg=; MR 2541
(no violation found even though political advertisement
identified sponsor as an officer of the corporation); HUR
3066 (no violation found even though corporate employee
allowed candidate to use corporate letterhead to solicit
contributions to his campaign). In addition, General
Dynamics continues to assert that, under the language of
the Coinission's regulations, any improper solicitation by

'C the corporation vas inadvertent and imnediately corrected.
Se 11 C.F.R. 5 114.5(h).
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In the Ratter of

General Dynamics Corporation
) NU14005
)
)

GEMIA&L COUS3L'S RPORT

1. M&cOmND

Attached is a conciliation agreement signed by D.S. Hapke,
Jr., vice president and general counsel of General Dynamics

tlectric Boat Division. The attached agreement contains no
changes from the agreement approved by the Commission on June 6,
1995. Respondent did not submit a check for the civil penalty.

II. 3JK EC aM8US

1. Accept the attached conciliation agreement with General
Dynamics Corporation.

2. Close the file.

3. Approve the appropriate letter.

Date ~~/4ss~
Attachment
Conciliation Agreement

Staff Assigned: Frances B. Hagan

Lawrence N. Noble
General Counsel

BY:
Lois G.I erner
Associate General Counsel
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In the Matter of

General Dynamics Corporation. nun 4005

CERTX ICATION

1, Marjorie V. Zmuons, Secretary of the Federal Election

Comission, do hereby certify that on July 3, 1995, the
Commission decided by a vote of 6-0 to take the following

actions in NMM 4005:

1. Accept the conciliation agreement withGeneral Dynamics Corporation, as recommended
in the General Counsel's Report dated
June 27, 1995.

2. Close the file.

3. Approve the appropriate letter, asrecommended in the General Counsel, s Report
dated June 27, 199S.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, McDonald, McGerry, Potter,

and Thomas voted affirmatively for the decision.

Attest:

Date orle W. Emmons
Secre rary of the Commission

Received in the Secretariat: Wed., June 28, 1995 9:38 aa.Circulated to the Commission: Wed., June 28, 1995 11:00 a.m.Deadline for vote: Ron., July 03, 1995 4:00 p.m.

mwd

-Date



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C. 243

July 17. 19S

CgaiIPIaD SUIL
33 lmf RC!?RQETED

Mr. Thomas J. Diascro, Jr.
Munster for Congress '94
P.O. Box 696
Higganum, Connecticut 06441

RE: MR 4005

Dear Mr. Diascro:

-- This is in reference to the complaint you filed with the
Federal Election Commission on July 13, 1994, concerning the
General Dynamics Corporation Electric Boat Division, Neil Ruenzel,
C.B. Raines, Jr., and the Sam GeJdenson 4-election Committee,
Patricia Tedisco Lagrega, as treasurer.

The Commission found that there was reason to believe that
)0 General Dynamics Corporation violated 2 U.S.C. SS 441b(a) and

441c(a)(1), provisions of the Federal Election Capaign Act of'0 1971, as amended. The Commission also found reason to believe
that Neil D. Ruensel and Craig B. Baines, ir. violated 2 U.S.C.
S 441b(a), and conducted an investigation in thismatter. The
Commission also found no reason to believe that the Sam GeJdenson
Re-election Committee and Patricia Tedisco Lagrega, as treasurer,
violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) or 2 U.S.C. S 441c(a)(2). On July 3,
1995v a conciliation agreement signed by respondent General

10 Dynamics Corporation was accepted by the Commission. Accordingly,
the Commission closed the file in this matter on
July 3, 1995. A copy of this agreement is enclosed for your
information.

If you have any questions, please contact me at (202)
219-3400.

Sincerely,

Frances B. Hagan
Paralegal Specialist

Enclosure
Conciliation Agreement

Celehrating the Commission "! 2(th Annwverans

YESTERDAY TODAY AND TOMORROW
DEDICATED TO KEEPING THE PUBLIC INFORMED



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSI()N

July 13, 1995

Robert F. Bauer, Esquire
Perkins Coie
607 Fourteenth Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20005-2011

RE: MUR 4005
Sam Gejdenson Re-election Committee
Patricia Tedisco Lagrega, as treasurer

Dear Mr. Bauer:

This is to advise you that this matter is now closed. The
confidentiality provisions at 2 U.S.C. 5 437g(a)(12) no longer
apply and this matter is now public. In addition, although the
complete file must be placed on the public record within 30 days,
this could occur at any time following certification of the
Commission's vote. If you wish to submit any factual or legal
materials to appear on the public record, please do so as soon as
possible. While the file may be placed on the public record
before receiving your additional materials, any permissible
submissions will be added to the public record upon receipt.

If you have any questions, please contact me at (202)
219-3400.

Sincerely,

Frances B. Hagan-
Paralegal Specialist

LeO" the~c -~ "' -- '
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July ii, 1995
David W. DeBruin, Esquire
Jenner & Block
601 Thirteenth Street, N.W.
Twelfth Floor
Washington, D.C. 20005

RE: MUR 4005
General Dynamics Corporation

Dear Mr. DeBruin:

On July 3, 1995, the Federal Election Commission accepted
the signed conciliation agreement submitted on your client's
behalf in settlement of violations of 2 U.S.C. 5 441b(a), a
provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971. as amended
("the Act"), and 11 C.F.R. S 11S.2(a), a provision of the
Commission's Regulations. Accordingly, the file has been closed
in this matter.

The confidentiality provisions at 2 U.S.C. 5 437g(a)(12) no
longer apply and this matter is now public. In addition, although
the complete file must be placed on the public record within 30
days, this could occur at any time following certification of the
Commission's vote. If you vish to submit any factual or legal
materials to appear on the public record, please do so as soon as
possible. While the file may be placed on the public record
before receiving your additional materials, any permissible
submissions will be added to the public record upon receipt.

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. S 437g(a)(4)(B). The
enclosed conciliation agreement,-}iwever, will become a part of
the public record.

Enclosed you will find a copy of the fully executed
conciliation agreement for your files. Please note that the civil
penalty is due within 30 days of the conciliation agreement's
effective date. If you have any questions, please contact me at
(2C.2A 219-3400.

Sincerely,

Frances B. Hag&v
Paralegal Specialist

Enclosure
Conciliation Agreement
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In the Matter of ) ) MRl 4005 S ,+

General Dynamics Corporation ) R 4005

CONCLK U itms
This matter was initiated by the Federal Election Commission

(OCmussion9), pursuant to information ascertained in the normal

course of carrying out its Supervisory responsibilities. This
matter was also initiated (1) by a voluntary disclosure by General
Dynamics Corporation, and (2) by a signed, sworn, and notarised
complaint by Thomas J. Diascro, Jr., on behalf of the Munster for
Congress-94 Committee. The Commission found reason to believe
that General Dynamics Corporation ('Corporation* or tespondent')
violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) and 441c(a)(1).

NOW, TIRUIvo, 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 flevst a

it. The Commission has jurisdiction over the Respondents and
the subject matter of this proceeding, and this agreement has the
effect of an agreement entered pursuant to 2 U.S.C.

S 4379(a)(4)(A)(i).

I. Respondent has had a reasonable opportunity to demonstrate

that no action should be taken in this matter.

MII. Respondent enters voluntarily into this agreement with the

Commission.

IV. The pertinent facts in this matter are as follows:



1. General Dynamics Corporation is an incorporated entity and

a government contractor.

2. Hell D. Ruensel Is Director of Cowmnications of General

Dm&Sics Corporation Ilectrie boat Division in Groton,

Connect4cut. Mr. RunSel is not an officer of either General

Dynamics COrporation or of General Dynamics Electric Boat

Division. Be is not a member of General Dynanics Board of

Directors.

3. Craig B. Raines* Jr. is Director of Materials Acquisition

of General Dynamics Corporation Electric Boat Division.

Mr. Raines is not an officer of either General Dynamics

Corporation or of General DynaLcs Electric Boat Division. He Is

not a member of General Dynamics' board of Directors.

4. Pursuant to Section 441b(a) of the Federal Election

Campaign act of 1971, as amended (the "Act'), corporations are

prohibited from making contributions or expenditures from their

general treasury fuads in connection with any election of any

candidate for federal office. Section 441b(a) further prohibits

any officer or director of any corporation from consenting to any

contribution or expenditure by the corporation. The Act broadly

defines a contribution or expenditure by a corporation to cover

'any direct or indirect payment, distribution, loan, advance,

deposit, or gift of money, or any services, or anything of value'

made to any candidate, campaign committee, or political party or

organization, in connection with any federal election. 2 U.S.C.

S 441b(b)(2).

S. The Act provides specific exemptions from the definition



o contribution or expenditure, thereby setting forth pertissiblt

ou ds of corporate activity in connection with a federal
election. 2 U.S.C. S 441b(b)(2). For exomple, a corporation may
make partisan coimunLcations to its stockholders and executive or
adinistraktive personnel and their fmLlies as weil as make
non-partl san comunications to this same restricted class and to
its other eNployees and their families. 2 U.S.C. 55 441b(b)(2)(A)

and (4)(5).

6. Although a corporation may suggest in a comunication sent

to its restricted class that a contribution be made to a

0 particular candidate or committee, a corporation may not step
beyond "communication" to actually collect contribution checks or

otherwise *facilitate the making of contributions to a particular

candidate or political committee, other than its separate
segregated fund . . . .- .R. Doc No. 95-44 at 104 (jan. 12,
1977)(fxplanatlon and Justification accompanying 11 C.F.R. 5 114).
8" Advisory Opinions 1987-29, 1986-4, 1962-29 and 1982-2. See

C*also NUM 3S40.

t7. A contributor nay earmark his or her contribution to a
federal candidate through an intermediary or conduit. 2 U.s.C.

1 441a(a)(6). Corporations and federal contractors, however, are

explicitly forbidden from acting as conduits for candidates or

their committees. 11 C.P.R. S 1l0.6(b)(2)(ii).

8. Under 11 C.F.R. S 114.5(h), an accidental or inadvertent

solicitation by a corporation of persons apart from and beyond

those whom it is permitted to solicit will not be deemed a
violation, provided that such corporation has used its best



efforts to acmply with the limitations regarding the persons it

may solicit and that the method of solicitation is corrected

forthwith after the discovery of such erroneous solicitation.

9. Commission regulations further exempt the occasional,

isolated or incidental use of a corporation's facilities for

individual volunteer activity In connection with a federal

election by stockholders and emloyees. 11 C.P.R. 5 114.9(a).

Employees must reimburse the corporation for increased overhead or

operating costs. id. The *Individual volunteer activity'

exemption does not, however, extend to corporate or collective

undertakings where corporate executives direct their subordinates

in fundraising activity or use the resources of the corporation

1q, such as lists of vendors and customers. See rMs 3S40, 1690, and

2668.
'0 10. Under 2 U.S.C. S 441c(&), it is unlawful for any

government contractor directly or indirectly to make any

contribution of money or other things of value, or to promise such

contribution to any political party, comittee, or candidate for

Ln public office or to any persom for any political purpose or use.

11. On June 22, 1994, Respondent undertook a fundralsing

effort on behalf of Congressman San Geidenson, the incumbent

candidate for the 1994 U.S. Souse of Representatives in

Connecticut's 2nd Congressional District. At the behest of

Mr. Ruenxel, Mr. Haines enlisted his corporate staff and the

Communications Department staff to prepare and send solicitation

letters to all of General Dynamics' Blectric Boat Division's

Connecticut based suppliers involved in the company's submarine
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programs. This letter yes sent on June 22, 194. The leter,
signed by Mr. saines, invited the vendors to a fudcalsing
reception for the congressman to be held July 6, 1994 at an inn In
Groton, Connecticut. Zn the letter, Respondents touted
Congressman Geolenson for his support of General Dyaaics
submarine programs, solicited contributions of $100 per person to
support Congressman GeJdenson's re-election, and advised that
contribution checks could be sent to Hr. ltuensel's office address
at General Dynamics, Blectric boat Division.

12. Through press accounts, General Dynamics# corporate
headquarters office learned of the June 22 letter on June 24,
1994. Within hours of learning of the June 22 letter, General
Dynamics directed Mr. Baimes to immedltely send a second letter,
both by mail and facsimile transmission, to the sam list of
vendors. Hr. Daines did so that same day. The June 24 letter
advised the vendors that General Dynamics could not amoept
contributions on behalf of Congressman Goldesoe, and that any
contributions received at the corporate, offices vould be returned
to the contributor. Also on June 24, General Dynamics sent to tiC
General Counsel Lavrence R. Noble a copy of both Mr. vainest
original June 22 letter and the subsequent June 24 letter.

13. Certain costs of the initial fundraising letter --
approxinately $600 foc paper, photocopying and postage - were
charged to a corporate account and were reimbursed by personal
funds of General Dynamics,' executive and administrative staff.
This anount does not include any costs associated with staff time,
any value that may be attached to the sailing list, or any costs



associated with the June 24 communication.

V. 1. Respondent made corporate expenditures in connection

with a federal election in violation of 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a). he

Corporation was reimbursed for certain costs of the mailing, but

the Commission does not have evidence that all of the costs

related'to the mailing vere fully reimbursed. Furthermore, the

activity at issue does not fall within the individual volunteer

exemption found at 11 C.F.R. 5 114.9(a) because it involved a

collective enterprise of corporate employees, acting at the

direction of corporate managers.

2. Respondent General Dynamics Corporation, as a federal

government contractor, made expenditures to a candidate for public

office in violation of 11 C.F.3. 9 ll5.2(a); See 2 u.S.C.

" 441c(a)(1).

VI. in light of the foct that General Dynamlcs brought this

satter to the attention of the Federal Election Comission and

took iumediate and substantial steps to mitigate the violation,

and in the interests of expeditiously concluding this matter
Uwithout the expenditure of further public resources, the Federal

Slection Commission will accept, and Respondent. will pay, a civil

penalty to the Federal tlection Commission in the amount of eight

thousand five hundred dollars ($8,500), pursuant to 2 u.s.C.

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

VII. The Comission, on request of anyone filing a complaint

under 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(1) concerning the matters at issue herein

or on its own notion, may review compliance with this agreement.

If the Commission believes that this agreement or any requirement



thereof has boon violated# it may institute a civil action for

celiof in the United States District Court for the District of

Columbia.

VinI. This agreemnt shall becoame effective as of the dat*-Lthat

all parties hereto have executed same and the Commission has

approved the ontire agreement.

IX. Respondents shell have no more than 30 days from the date

this a4gresuent becomes effective to comply with and implement the

requireMent ContSined 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 statements promise, or agreement, either written or oral,

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

%0 contained in this written agreement shall be enforceable.

FOR THi CONM22SOt:

Lawrence 14. Noble
CGeneral Counsel

BY: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Lois G.e Date
Assoca eneral Counsel

FOR THK RK3PSDISTB:

Date
(Posltion)
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON, 0 C 20461

THIS IS TIE END) OF MJR #

DATE FIL D CNeRA .
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By Messenger

Frances B. Hagan
Paralegal Specialist
Office of the General Counsel
Federal Election Coimnission
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 4005

Dear Ms. Hagan:

Pursuant to the Conciliation Agreement executed
in this matter, enclosed is General Dynamics, check in the
amount of $8,500.00. Please let me know if you have any
questions.

Sincerely,

David W. DeBruin

cc: Edward C. Bruntrager, Esq.
Daniel S. Hapke, Jr., Esq.
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