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MURRAY FOR CONGRESS

P.O. Box
(245) 321-3014
July 23, 1994

Office of General Counsal

Federal Election Commissi

998 E Street, N.W. mmission M u R qo,q
Washington, DC 20463

Dear Sir:

| hereby call to your attention irregularities in the fund raising practices of
Congressman Jim Greenwood of the Eighth Congressional District of Pennsyivania,
the campaign committee Treasurer, Robert O. Baldi, Esq., and the Greenwood for
Congress Committee.

The “Report of Receipts and Disbursements” filed by the Greenwood for
Congress Committee for the period April 1 through June 30, 1994, lists eleven
contributions from eleven employees of the firm Tel-Save. Each of these employees
contributed the same amount, $1000, in the same form, money orders, on the same
date, April 29, 1994. The Chief Executive of Tel-Save is reported in the media as
stating that these contributions were given to “take care of the Congressman” so “he
can take care of us.”

Money orders are the same as cash, and, therefore, are subject to an amount
limit of $50.00 per individual contributor. The aforementioned Tel-Save contributions
exceed the limit permitted under the law and were accepted and retained in violation
of that law.

Additionally, these contributions appear to have been made in the employees’
names on behalf of someone else, virtually making them corporate contributions,
which are also in violation of the election code.

| hereby request that the Commission investigate these contributions, the
circumstances in which they were made, and fund raising practices of the Greenwood
for Congress Campaign Committee.

| have enciosed media reports relative to this matter as well as a copy of the
official “Report of Receipts and Disbursements” filed for the period mentioned above.
Your immediate attention to this matter is appreciated.

Notana: Seat Sincerely
Irene Jane Braun. Notary Pubic
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C 7. Net Operatng Expenditures
Total Operating Expenditures (vom Line 17)

(a)

(b)  Total Ofisets to Operating Expenditures (fom Line 14) ..................c...c..

9

() Net

Cash on Hand at Close of Reporting Period (rom Line 27) ...............................

subtract Line 7(b) from 7(a)) ................... & &llgsazﬂ [a) .09
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"' DETAILED 'SUMMARY ‘PAGE
of Receipts and Disbursements
(Page 2, FEC FORM J)

NAME OF comrx'rasun Full) Report Covering the Period
Greenwood for Congress C00255703 PFrom:04/01/94 To0:06/30/94

I. RECEIPTS This Period Year-To-Date
11. CONTRIBUTIONS (other than loans) FROM:
(a) Individuals/Persons Other Than Political Committees.
(i) It.‘i:.dl.....l............IO..........S 53230.00
GIL) FUNTCemIBEd o st lsle et o o o ¢ o o6, sters"s e ¢ §7s s sllalaiS 18610.00
(1ii) Total of contributions from individual.$ 71840.00
(b) Political Party Committees........ccceccccee.$ 0.00
(c) Other Political Committees(such as PACS).....$ 6500.00
(d) Th‘ candidate.................-...Q...l.....os o.oo
(@) TOTAL CONTRIBUTIONS . :.cctcecceccccscscccsscses$ 78340.00
12. TRANSFERS FROM OTHER AUTHORIZED COMMITTEES.....$ 0.00
13. LOANS.
(a) Made or Guaranteed by the Candidate..........$ 0.00
$
S
$
$

107048.50
0.00
7000.00
0.00
114048.50
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

(B)' ALY OCRErILDBRE - s s svas st csnsasss poadsasai it 0.00

(C)"TOPRLCIEDANS -, « odatbiceedals s v 5aieis e o o is s s s=oniTe 0.00

~ 14. OFFSETS TO OPERATING EXPENDITURES....ccccoosoee 0.00
15. OTHER RECEIPTS....cc0000 o o o dlpriiar 6 K

DDDODY DOLOLOLOLO

78340.00

This Period

0nl?. OPERATING EXPENDITURES .. cccccececocscscsnccscca 38125.29 55002.00
18. TRANSFERS TO OTHER AUTHORIZED COMMITTEES..:..... 0.00 0.00
0 19. LOAN REPAYMENTS
(a) Of Loans Made/Guaranteed by the Candidate.... 0.00 0.00
PO = (DO ALY OCH@E N LOANS o f6ia' o675 a'h' 670 5 55 5 4 o a-0"shebeialaratelelle 0.00 0.00
< (€) TOTAL LOAN REPAYMENTS.......cecouecencencacns 0.00 0.00
20. REFUNDS OF CONTRIBUTIONS
c (a) Individuals/Persons Not Political Committees. 0.00 0.00
(b) Political Party Committees........ccccoeveoees 0.00 0.00
" (c) Other Political Committees(such as PACS)..... 0.00 0.00
(d) TOTAL CONTRIBUTION REFUNDS......ccccceococcss 0.00 0.00
C-21. OTHER DISBURSEMENTS. . cceeceecoccooasoccsnoccanns S 0.00

55002 00
III. CASH SUMMARY

CASH ON HAND AT BEGINNING OF REPORTING PERIOD......... 90389.34
TOTAL RECEIPTS THIS PERIOD T 78340.00
SUBTOTAL. ccccveeeeaneccsns 168729.34




contributions from Individmn1 

NAME OF COMMITTEE(in rull)

Greenwood for Congress coo:ssvo:

Any information copied from such Reports and Statements may not bo
used by any person for the purposes of soliciting contributions or
commercial purposes, ‘other than using the name and address of any

committee to col&oit contributions froam such committee.

Full Name
Mailing Address

- " Name of Employer Date
Occupation

Robert O. Baldi
270 Iron Hill Road
Doylestown, PA 18901-

Receipt for [X]General

Baldi & c.pparulo & Willi 06/20/94
Attorney

Aggregate YTD > $250.00

$250. oo

Herbert Barness
975 Easton Road
warrington, PA 18976-

~

Recoipt for [X)General
-setty Barr

P.O. Box 396
<Point Pleasant, PA 18950-

Ogeceipt for [X]Primary

Barness Organization 04/18/94
Land Developer/Real Estat

Aggregate YTD > $1000.00
Osco Motors Corp 05/04/94

Executive

Aggregate YTD > $250.00 -

$1000.00

$250.00

~3969 Taylorville Road
Hashinqton Crossing, PA

Receipt for [X)Primary
_faaynond Battistini

723 washington Place
cDhowningtown, PA 19087~

Receipt for [X]Primary

Constance Beck

13 High Road

New Hope, PA 18938-

Receipt for [X]Primary

Harold Beck

13 High Road

New Hope, PA 18938~

Receipt for [X]Primary

CJ Barr & Assoc. 05/10/94
Insurance

$1000 00

ciirl!f!.-
Collection Officer

Aggregate YTD > $1000.00

$1000.00

$1000.00

05/10/94
Homemaker

Aggregate YTD > $1000.00
Harold Beck & Sons, Inc. 05/10/94

President

Aggregate YTD > $1000.00

$1000.00

$1000.00

$5500.00

i.;‘




iIII!AGB 2 Or

FOR LINE NUMBER 1. 11(;)(1)

- en = e e an av en o0 ‘-3';

‘copied from such Reports and statonents may not bo
used by any personifor the purposes of soliciting contributions or
commercial putpoccs, ‘other than using the name and address of any
committee to solicit contrxbutions from such committee.

Name of Employer

Mailing Address Occupation MH/DD/YY ;

Newton Beck Owner o4/1a/94 smo 00

3630 Route 202 Realtor

Doylestown, PA 18901- Newton BeeK ;gq
Rcal Estate fi

Receipt for [X)Primary Aggregate YTD > $100.00 8

Newton Beck OWNer 06/06/94 $100.00

3630 Route 202 'l\!‘ealtf_rN 8 K

Doylestown, PA 18901~ eWw To L

o Y ' Real Estute

Receipt for [X)General Aggregate YTD > $200.00 :
Martin Beeman Somebody Small Co., Inc. 06/28/94 $1000.00
97 Quaker Drive Oowner

Newtown, PA 18940~

Receipt for [X)General Aggregate YTD > $1000.00

——— - P D D S D . D - D D D D P D D G e D D D e e - . G D S e G e . - e

Kathleen Belsky Bell of Pa. 06/08/94 $250.00
~ 1220 East Cushmore Road Vice President ‘
Southampton, PA 18966-

Receipt for [X)General Aggregate YTD > $250.00

Barry Bennett Micro Control, Inc. 06/21/94 $1000.00
1482 River Road CEO

. New Hope, PA 18938~

Receipt for [X]General Aggregate YTD > $1000.00

Allen D. Black Fine, Kaplan and Black 06/17/94 $1000 00
42 River Road Lawyer

Box 313
Point Pleasant, PA 18950~

Receipt for [X)General Aggregate YTD > $1000.00

Frank C. Boas 06/06/94
23 0ld Windy Bush Road Retired

New Hope, PA 18938~

Receipt for (X)General Aggregate YTD > $200.00

oooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooo

ooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooo



imn 3 or
FOR LINE NUMBER 11(a) (i)

NAHB OF COMMITTEE(in rql
Greenwood for Congress. (

Any 1ntorna§(‘ 'copied ‘from such Reports and Statements may not be
used by ‘any’ on‘!or*tho ‘purposes of soliciting contributions or
conmercial” pnrposcl, other than using the name and address of any
committee to solicit contributions from such committee.

Full Name ; - ‘ Name of Bmployor Date Amount
Mailing Address N - Occupation MM/DD/YY

- e th wn an WGP G0 G G GD EF @D G GD W S G T B TO TR Th e eD - an enab

Daniel Borislow L o AEelaBave; . T O4AR0/04. - $1000.00

10 Riverstone Circle

22 Village Square

New Hope, PA 18938~

Receipt for [X]Primary : Aggregate YTD > $1000.00
william Brenner Brenner Realty 06/03/94 $100.00
1094 Second Street Pike Owner

Richboro, PA 18954-

Receipt for [X)General Aggregate YTD > $200.00

! Hillian Bristol Retired 05/20/94 $1000.090
465 Pineville Road

Newtown, PA 18940-

Receipt for [X])General Aggregate YTD > $1000.00

Harold Bush Bush Associates 06/08/94 $250.00 -

~ R.D. 1, 6424 Sawmill Road owner

New Hope, PA 18938~

Receipt for [X)General Aggregate YTD > $525.00
Joseph Busik Delaware Quarries, Inc. 04/20/94 $100.00
River Road Executive

. Lumberville, PA 18933~

Receipt for [X)Primary Aggregate YTD > $375.00

- e - . e e S D R s G D D S e G D DGR Eh GG S GD ED ) G G G S e D e

Robert Byers Byers Choice Ltd 05/10/94 $1000.00
P.O. Box 158 President
Chalfont, PA 18914-

Receipt for [X]}Primary Aggregate YTD > $1000.00

Gene Chaiken Almo Corporation
1141 Springmount Circle President
Bryn Mawr, PA 19010-

Receipt for [X]General

SUBTOTAL of Receipts This Page... I $3950. 00

TOTAL This Period...

..l.o...coo.'>
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FOR LINE NUMBER 11(a)(4)"

NAME OF COHHITTEE(in rull) 4
Greenwood for Congress cooassvo:

Any information coplied from such Reports and Statements may not be
used by any person for the purposes of soliciting contributions or

commercial purposes, other than using the name and address of any
committee to solicit contributions from such committee.

- e D D TS T D G D D R D GE D D Gn TP D D S GD D Gn ED SR D ED G GD D E» G YD GD aD en a» e

Full Name Name of Employer Date Amount |
Mailing Address Occupation

Christopher B. Chandor 06/21/94 $500.00
P.O. box 188 Attorney
Pineville, PA 18946~

Receipt for [X)General Aggregate YTD > $500.00

Robert Childs Childs Instant Homes, Inc 06/28/94 $500.00 =
31 Militia Hill Road Vice President
wWarrington, PA 18976~
~
Recoipt for (X)General Aggregate YTD >

ﬁpNeil Cohen 06/20/94 $200.00
" 7772 Worthington Mill Road

<-Newtown, PA 18940-

®OReceipt for (X)General $200.00

OMary Jayne Comey 06/17/94 $1000.00
+~465 Pineville Road Homemaker

Newtown, PA 18940-
e
__Receipt for (X)General Aggregate YTD > $1000.00

Jiznanuel DeMaio ~Pal-Save “ Q2994 $1000.00
73 Buckland Drive Operations Manager
c Neshanic station, NJ 08853-

Receipt for {X)Primary Aggregate YTD >

Bruce King Doman 06/20/94
R.D. 1 Box 405B Attorney

Rock Ridge Road

Upper Black Eddy, PA 18972-

Receipt for [X]General Aggregate YTD > $500.00

Edward Donnelly No Recorded Employer 06/08/94

191 Anselm Road No Recorded Occupation
Richboro, PA 18954-

Receipt for [X]General Aggregate YTD > $200.00

SUBTOTAL of Receipts This Page $3900.00

TOTAL This Period




Y

SED RECEX
Contributions from Individuals/Persons

NAME OF COMMITTEE(in Full)
Greenwood for Congress C00255703

Any information copied from such Reports and Statements may not be
used by any person for the purposes of soliciting contributions or
commercial purposes, other than using the name and address of any '
committee to solicit contributions from such committees.

Mailing Address
Marlene Epstein

1238 Wrightstown Road
Newtown, PA 18940~
Receipt for ([X]Primary
Ruth Pavley

216 Larch Circle
Doylestown, PA 18901-
Receipt for (X)Primary

" Elizabeth B. Felker

* PO Box 86, Gallows Hill Rd.

Durham, PA 18039~

Receipt for [X])General
Leonard Franckowiak
1225 Lindenhurst Road
“ Yardley, PA 19067-

Receipt for [X)Primary

F. Alexander Frank
Box 104
_Lunberville, PA 18933-

Receipt for [X)General

Richard F. Gerhart
356 Meadow Wood Lane
Souderton, PA 18964-

Receipt for [X])Primary

Racey Gilbert

3448 Progress Drive
Suite D

Bensalem, PA 19020-
Receipt for [X]General

Name of Employer
Occupation

05/04/94
No—Recordedoccupation
Of+ice Manager
Gene Epste N Bropenty
Aggregate YTD >Mn4mts200.00

$200.00

04/25/94
Homemaker

Aggregate YTD > $500.00

Fairmount Capitol Adviror 06/17/94
financial consultant

Aggregate YTD > $1000.00

$500.00

Congoleum Corp.

04/20/94
Senior V.P

Aggregate YTD > $300.00

No Recorded Employer
No Recorded Occupation

06/06/94

Aggregate YTD >

Delbar Products Inc
CEO

05/04/94
Aggregate YTD > $300.00

Gilbert Office, Ltd.
Owner

05/18/94

Aggregate YTD > $500.00




‘I'.LE 6 OF .

FOR LINE mu'iii"z(.) (1)

D RECEIPTS
Contributions tron Individuala/?.rsons

NAME OF COHHITTEB(in Full)
Greenwood for Congress C00255703

Any information copied from such Reports and Statements may not be .
used by any person for the purposes of soliciting contributions or *

commercial purposes, other than using the name and address of lny

committee to solicit contributions from such committee.

Full Name
Mailing Address

Hillary Glenn
PO Box 523
Bryn Athyn, PA 19009-

Receipt for (X)Primary

Name of Employer
Occupation

No Recorded Employer
No Recorded Occupation
HomcmaKer

05/10/94

Aggregate YTD > $300.00

Pennock Graham

Qatouche Farm

4805 Lehnemberg Road
<Kintnersville, PA 18930~

Recoipt for [X)General

rmA11co Greenwood
25 Twist Drive
<tHolland, PA 18966-

SRpeceipt for [X)Primary

\(hary Greenwood

~304 E. Windrose Drive
Richboro, PA 18954~

<r

__Receipt for [X)Primary

‘Iparlene Greller
6004 Pidcock Creek Road

oNew Hope, PA 18938-
Receipt for [X)General
Charles Grezlak

22 John Dyer Way
Doylestown, PA 18901~

Receipt for [X]General
Jean Marie Griffith
66 Watercrest Drive
Doylestown, PA 18901~

Receipt for [X]General

Amount

$300.00

First Buckingham Corp
Investment Banker

06/17/94

Aggregate YTD > $500. 00

$500.00

Retired 04/18/94

Aggregate YTD > $315.00

$40.00

Greenwood’s Ltd.
Owner

05/04/94

Aggregate YTD > $200.00
No Recorded Employer

No Recorded Occupation
ljomema Ker

05/20/94

Aggregate YTD > $250.00

Merck & Co. Inc.
Director, Government Affa

06/15/94
Aggregate YTD > $725.00
Homemaker 06/17/94

Aggregate YTD > $200.00

o

$200.00

$250.00

$250.00




‘I.llss 7 OF

FOR LINE NUMBER 1 11(.)(1)

NAME OF COMMITTEE(in Full) ‘rif
Greenwood for Congress €00255703

Any information copied from such Reports and Statements may not be
used by any person for the purposes of soliciting contributions or
commercial purposes, other than using the name and address of any
cornmittee to solicit contributions from such committee.

Full Name Name of Employer
Hailing Address Occupation

Robert G. Griffith Woods Schools 04/18/94 $500.00
66 Watercrest Drive President
Doylestown, PA 18901~

Receipt for ([X)Primary Aggregate YTD > $800.00

David Gross PeleBEva" - O/ ADLDA $1000.00
1509A Marcy Place Provisioning Manager 5
Philadelphia, PA 19115-

Receipt for (X)Primary Aggregate YTD >

~ John C. Haas  06/28/94 $500.00 -
330 N. Spring Mill Road Retired
villanova, PA 19085-

Receipt for [X)General Aggregate YTD > slooo 00

Martha Halverson 04/05/94 $300.00 ]
~ P.0O. Box 200 Homemaker
Park Avenue
Wycombe, PA 18980-
. Receipt for (X]}Primary Aggregate YTD > $600.00
Martha Halverson 05/04/94 $200.00
P.O. Box 200 Homemaker
~ Park Avenue
Wycombe, PA 18980-

Receipt for (X)Primary Aggregate YTD > $800.00

Mark Hankin Hankin Management Corp. 06/01/94
P.O. Box 26767 Builder/Developer
Elkins Park, PA 19117-

Receipt for ([X)General Aggregate YTD > $1000.00

Nancy Harris Harris Mfg Co 04/25/94 $200.00
726 Linton Hill Road Self-employed
Newtown, PA 18940-

Receipt for [X)Primary Aggregate YTD > $200.00

$3700.00
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' RECEIPTS W
FOR anx uuiiii"1(a)(1)

Contributions from Individuala/!crcons

NAME OF COMMITTEE(in Full)
Greenwood for Congress C00255703

Any information copied from such Reports and Statements may not be
used by any person for the purposes of soliciting contributions or
commercial purposes, other than using the name and address of any
committea to solicit contributions from such committee.
Full Name Name of Employer Date Anmount
Mailing Address Occupation
Nancy Harris Harris Mfg Co
726 Linton Hill Road Self-employed
Newtown, PA 18940-

06/20/94 $500.00

Receipt for ([X)General Aggregate YTD > $700.00

Stephen Harris Harris & Harrzs 04/22/94 $100.00
1760 Bristol Road, Box 160 Attorney

\Cyarrinqton. PA 18976-

- Receipt for (X)Primary Aggregate YTD > $100.00

antcphon Harris Harris & Harris 06/08/94 $500. oo %
1760 Bristol Road, Box 160 Attorney
<TWarrington, PA 18976-

©OReceipt for [X)General Aggregate YTD > $600.00 ‘ 3
pennis Holland Betz Laboratories 06/09/94 ‘
25 Bridle Wood Drive Pres., Water Management G

New Hope, PA 18938~

\

Receipt for [X)General Aggregate YTD > $500.00

uiﬁdward Howard CEO Workers Comp Manageme 06/01/94 $500.00
483 Pebble Hill Road

cDoylestown, PA 18901-

Receipt for [X)General Aggregate YTD > $775.00

Jason Januzelli Pel-8ave . 04/29/94 $1000.00
122 West First Avenue Customer Service Rep.
Conshohocken, PA 19428~

Receipt for [X)Primary Aggregate YTD > $1000.00

Mazie D. Kallapos State of New Jersey-DCA  05/06/94 $200.00 ©
933 Taylorsville Road Claims Person Vi
Washington Crossing, PA 18977

Receipt for [X)Primary Aggregate YTD > $200.00 1

ooooooooooooooooooooooooo

oooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooo
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SCHEDULE A ITEMISED RECEIPTS PAGE 9 OF G b ih
Contributions from Individuals/Persons FOR LINE NUMBER 11(a) (1) |

- s e - G el A

NAME OF COMMITTEE(in Full)
Greenwood for Congress C00255703

Any information copied from such Reports and Statements may not be
used by any person for the purposes of soliciting contributions or . |
commercial purposes, other than using the name and address of any
committee to solicit contributions from such committee.
Full Nare Name of Employer
Mailing Address Occupation

o

Kevin Kelly ‘Tel<Save - 04/29 $1000.00
22 FPitznewtontown Rd., Unit B8 Controller
Willow Grove, PA 19090-

Receipt for (X)Primary Aggregate YTD > $1000.00

Edward M. Kent 0ld Towne Real Estate 06/08/94 $200.00
183 Busleton Ave. Realtor -

Feasterville, PA 19053-

™ Receipt for (X)General Aggregate YTD > $200.00

- John Knoell John Knoell & Son 05/10/94 $1000.00
517 E. Butler Avenue President
Doylestown, PA 18901~

v‘
<O
O

Receipt for [X]Primary Aggregate YTD > $1000.00

C. David Krewson Self 06/22/94 '$250.00
119 Frost Lane Attorney ’ '
Newtown, PA 18940-

X
a7

4

B

Receipt for [X)General Aggregate YTD $250.00

Elizabeth Kruse 04/20/94 $500.00
6029 Stoney Hill Road Homemaker

New Hope, PA 18938-

9 2

Receipt for ([X]Primary Aggregate YTD $637.00

Dr. Howard Leister Sel® 06/17/94 $500.00
400 East Washington Street Doctor

Newtown, PA 18940-

Receipt for [X)General Aggregate YTD $500.00

Ferman Lex 05/23/94 $500.00
316 Thompson Mill Road Builder
New Hope, PA 18938-

Receipt for [X)General Aggregate YTD > $500.00

$3950.00
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SCHEDULE A

ITENIZED nncz:prs'
Contributions from Individuals/Persons

5‘,'

PAGE 10 ‘or :
FOR LINE NUMBER 1. 11(.)(1)

NAME OF COMMITTEE(in Full)

Greenwood for Congress C002353703

Any information copied from such Reports and Statements may not bc
used by any person for the purposes of soliciting contributions or .
commercial purposes, other than using the name and address of any

comnittee to solicit contributions from such counittoo.

Mailing Address

Nama of Bmployer
Occupation

un/nn/vv

James Logan
32 West Depot
Hellertown, PA 18055~

Receipt tor (X)Primary

wWalter Lonax
Box 24
Hilltown, PA 18927-

Receipt for ([X)General

Duane Love
1494 Clinton Drive
Yardley, PA 19067~

Receipt for [X)General

Duane Love
1494 Clinton Drive
Yardley, PA 19067~

Receipt for [X)General

Rita Lowe
2820 River Road
New Hope, PA 18938-

Receipt for [X)General

1006 Hemlock Lane
Huntingdon Valley, PA

Receipt for [X)Primary

Thomas MacCabe

426 Stump Road

PO Box 590

Montgomeryville, PA 18936-
Receipt for [X)General

rel-88Ve

Compliance Manager

-Aggregate YTD >

$1000.00

$1ooo 00 .

Lomax Health Services

06/28/94
Physician

Aggregate YTD > $500.00

$500.00

D. E. lLove Associates

05/13/94
President

Aggregate YTD >

$50.00

$50.00

D. E. lLove Associates

06/13/94
President

Aggregate YTD > $300.00

$250.00

No Recorded Employer 06/15/94

No chordjd Occupation

Aggregate YTD > $250.00

$250.00

Operations Manager

Aggregate YTD > $1000.00
McCabe Electric

06/03/94
CEO

Aggregate YTD > $200.00

$1000.00




PAGE 11° O! :
FOR LINE mﬁiﬁ"‘ua) (1)

NAME OF COMMITTEE(in ruu)
Greenwood for Canr.ss C00255703

Any intornation copied from such Reports and Statements may not be
used by any person for the purposes of soliciting contributions or
commercial purposes, other than using the name and address of any
comnittee to solicit contributions from such committees.

Full Name Name of Employer Date Amount .
Mailing Address Occupation |

Jacob Malta Malmark, Inc. 04/16/94 $500.00
223 N. Shady Retreat Road Executive
New Britain, PA 18901~

Receipt for [X]Prilary" Aggregate YTD > $500.00
Christine McCaffrey Knights Deli, Inc. 04/25/94
RD § 2, 113 Pondview Drive President
Washington Crossing, PA 18977

Receipt for (X)Primary Aggregate YTD > $100.00

~ Christine HcCattrey Knights Deli, Inc. 05/16/94 $1000.00
RD # 2, 113 Pondview Drive President

Washington Crossing, PA 18977

Receipt for {X)General Aggregate YTD > $1100.00

Carol HcCaughan 05/10/94 $1000.0
63 Woodcrest Lane Homemaker

Doylestown, PA 18901~

Receipt for [X)Primary Aggregate YTD > $1000.00
1 Gary McCulla ‘Tel=8ave i $1000.00
340 Pleasant Run Road Vice President of Marketi
~ Branchburg, NJ 08876~

Receipt for [X]Primary Aggregate YTD > $1000.00

Henry Miller Sarnott Research Conp.06/08/94 $500.00

2 Edgemere Drive
Yardgey, PA 19067- ManKeting mcanagch

Receipt for [X]General Aggregate YTD > $500.00

Bob Moore Betz Laboratories 06/17/94
197 Golf Club Drive Vice President

Langhorne, PA 19047-

Receipt for [X)General Aggregate YTD > $500.00
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SCHEDULR A " ITEMIZED RECEIPTS PAGE 12 OF _
Contributions from Individuals/Persons FOR LINE NUMBER

NAME OF COMMITTEE(in Full)

Gresnwood for Congress C00253703 :
Any information copied from such Reports and Statements may not be |
used by any person for the purposes of soliciting contributions or
commercial purposes, other than using the name and address ‘of ‘any
committee to solicit contributions from such committee. '

Full Name Name of Employer Date Amount
Mailing Address Occupation MM/DD/YY

Pete Morrison ‘ralwsave “04/29/9 -- 4 -E;;;;:;;
406 Franklin Street MIS Director I

Lansdale, PA 19446-

Receipt for [X)Primary Aggregate YTD > $1000.00
Bonnie J. O’Boyle No-Recorded-Empieyer 05/04/94 $500.00
325 Radcliffe Street ?§—a€;erdeé-0eeupation

O Bristol, PA 19007~ el

,_ 4 Wr'ten

- Receipt for [X])Primary Aggregate YTD > $600.00

~ Donald Parlee Self 05/10/94 $1000.00

< 75 Poxcroft Drive Physician k-
Doylestown, PA 18901- i

<O

" Receipt for [X)Primary Aggregate YTD > $1000.00

+y J. Patrick Prader Betz Entec 06/09/94 $5oo.oo§§
3230 Mill Road President :

Collegeville, PA 19426~

* Receipt for [X)General Aggregate YTD > $500.00

M Larry Rankin Betz Laboratories 06/08/94 $500.00
¢ 5333 Ash Road Manager

Box 105

Holicong, PA 18928-

Receipt for [X)General Aggregate YTD > $500.00

Larry Rankin Betz Laboratories 06/17/94 $500.00

5333 Ash Road Manager

Box 105

Holicong, PA 18928-

Receipt for [X])General Aggregate YTD > $1000.00

James Ricciuti No Recorded Employer 06/17/94 $250.00
3735 Concord Road No Recorded Occupation
Doylestown, PA 18901-

Receipt for [X)General Aggregate YTD > $250.00
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SCHEDULE A ITENIBED RECEIPTS
Contributions from Individuals/Persons
NAME OF COMMITTEE(in Full) :
Greenwood for Congress C002535703

Any information copied from such Reports and Statements may not be

used by any person:for the purposes of soliciting contributions or
commercial purposes, other than using the name and address of any
comnittee to solicit contributions from such committee.

Name of Employer Date Amount
Mailing Address Occupation

Handley Group, Inc. 04/18/94 $500.00
CEO

Robert Rodenbaugh
3760 Concorxd Road
Doylestown, PA 18901-

Receipt for [X)Primary Aggregate YTD > $500.00

William Rorer Self 04/25/94 $1000.00
Greenhill Road Consultant a4
Lumberville, PA 18933~

= Receipt for [X)Primary Aggregate YTD > $1000.00
~ Deron Ruby 1 Pel-Save | $1000.00
<r 202 Mohegan Street MIS Manager

New Britain, PA 189%901-

o)

O Receipt for ([(X]Primary Aggregate YTD > - $1000.00 7

r Steve Sandy Gimpel Corp. 05/11/94 13300&00
PO Box 79 President ; P .

<r Springtown, 18081~

C" Receipt for [X)General Aggregate YTD > $200.00

) Lawrence R. Scheetz Self 06/28/94 $250.00

¢o. 11 Avondale Drive Attorney

" Newtown, PA 18940-

Receipt for [X]General Aggregate YTD > $525.00
Ed Schenck 06/17/94 $500.00
R.D. 1 Retired

6630 Stump Road

Pipersville, PA 18947-

Receipt for [X])General Aggregate YTD > $500.00
Dr. Carl I. Simons Self 06/20/94 $1000.00
1088 Highland Doctor

Newtown, PA 18940-

Receipt for [X]General Aggregate YTD > $1500.00

SUBTOTAL of Receipts This Page......... B P > $4450.00
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SCHEDULE A )

ITENIZED RECEIPTS

Contributions from Individuals/Persons

PAGE 14 OF :
POR LINE NUMBER 1. n(a) m

NAME OF COMMITTEE(in Full)

Greenwood for Congress coo:ssvo:

Any information copiod from such Reports and Statements may not be
used by any person for the purposes of soliciting contributions or
commercial purposes, other than using the name and address of any
committee to solicit contributions from such committee.

Mailing Address

John W. Smithson
6 Penns Woods Drive
Pineville, PA 18946-

Receipt for [X)General

George F. Steel
109 Country View lLans

~yChalfont, PA 18914-

<" Receipt for [X]General

<z

Cathy Stevens

«~ 56 Sandywood Drive

€O

-85

<= Doylestown, PA

£

wn

a8

Doylestown, PA 18901-

Receipt for ([X)Primary

Cathy Stevens
56 Sandywood Drive
18901~

Receipt for ([X)General

Gordon Stott

756 Worthington Mill Road

Newtown, PA 18940-

Receipt for [X]General

Name of Employer
Occupation

Date
MM/DD/Y

Y

Amount

PMA Reinsurance Co.
CEO

Aggregate YTD >
Little Farm Estates

Ownerx

Aggregate YTD > $

06/22/94

$250.00

$250.00

06/28/94

1000.00

Homenmaker

Aggregate YTD >

04/27/94

540. 00 :, %

$1000.00 °

Homemaker

Aggregate YTD > S

Retired

Aggregate YTD >

06/13/94

1040.00

06/20/94

$250.00

$200.00

Michael Welsh
28 Fireside Lane
Levittown, PA 19055-

Receipt for [(X]Primary
Mark Worthington

6 Bridlewood Drive
New Hope, PA 18938-

Receipt for [X)General

SUBTOTAL of Recelpts This Page.....

M.W. Trailer
Manager

Aggregate YTD >

Worthington Associates
Builder/Developer

Aggregate YTD > $

© 0 8 0 0000000000 0000

05/04/94

$250.00

06/08/94

1000.00

.QO'.QQ..OQ>

$250.00

N
§€
T
V
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SCHEDULE A 5
COntrihutions from Individmals/?.rsons FOR LINE NUMBER 1 ll(a)(i)ﬁy

NAME or COMMITTEE(in Full)
Greenwood for cOngrcss C00255703

Any intoruation copied from such Reports and Statements may not be
used by any person for the purposes of soliciting contributions o
commercial purposes, other than using the name and address of any
committee to solicit contributions from such committee.

Name of Enployor Date Amount
Mailing Address Occupation MM/DD/YY
Stanley Worthington Retired 04/22/94 $200.00
81 Main Street
Fallsington, PA 19054-

Receipt for [X]Pri-aty Aggregate YTD > $200.00

SUBTOTAL of Recalpts This Paqe..................................> $200. 00'?

.o..oooooo.ooo...occ.o> 55323000




SCHEDULE B "I
Operating Expenditures

ITENIZED DISBURSEMENTS PAGE 1 OF s
FOR LINE NUMBER 17  *

NAME OF COMMITTEE(in Full)

Greenvood for Congress C00255703

Any information copied from such Reports and Statements may not be
used by any person for the purposes of soliciting contributions or
commercial purposes, other than using the name and address of any

conmittee to solicit contributions from such committee.

Full Name
Mailing Address

Ball Atlantic-PA
PO Box 8585
Philadelphia, PA

Bell Atlantic-PA
PO Box 8585
Philadelphia, PA

<Bell Atlantic-PA
_ PO Box 8585
Z philadelphia, PA

“Bell Atlantic-PA
PO Box 8585
Philadelphia, PA

Purpose of Disbursement Date

Anount

Phone bill 04/09/94

Disbursement for [X]Primary

$153.21

Phone bill 05/09/94

Disbursement for [X)Primary

$159.77

Deposit-2 phone lines 06/08/94

Disbursement for (X)General

Phone Bill 06/13/94

Disbursement for ([X]General

$850.00

$214.72

Q==
Continental Bank

‘Ogast Court Street

rwpoylestown, PA 18901~

—Continental Bank
East Court Street
C Doylestown, PA 18901~

Ucontinental Bank
C'\l-:tlst: Court Street
Doylestown, PA 18901-

Continental Bank
East Court Street
Doylestown, PA 18901-

FICA/Witholding 04/09/94

Disbursement for (X)Primary

$216.88

FICA/Withold 05/09/94

Disbursement for [X)Primary

$216.88

FICA/Witholding 06/08/94

Disbursement for [X]General

$721.93

Excess Items Charge 06/30/94

Disbursement for (X)General

$15.60 -

Continental Bank
East Court Street
Doylestown, PA 18901-

SUBTOTAL of Disbursements
TOTAL This Period

Analysis Charge 04/20/94

Disbursement for [X]General
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SCHEDULE B *  ITEMISED DISBURSEMENTS
Operating Expenditures _

NAME OF COMMITTEE(in Full)
Greenwood for Congress C00255703

Any information copied from such Reports and Statements may not be
used by any person for the purposes of soliciting contributions or
commercial purposes, other than using the name and address of any
committee to solicit contributions from such committee.

Anount
Mailing Address

Continental Bank Analysis Charge 05/20/94 $111.32
East Court Street
Doylestown, PA 18901- Disbursement for [X]General

Copy Magic Printing, etc. 04/09/94 $607.70
422 East Butler Avenue

Doylestown, PA 18901- Disbursement for [X)Primary

' Copy Magic Stationery/Envelopes 04/20/94 $151,55'f
~ 422 East Butler Avenue :

Doylestown, PA 18901- Disbursement for (X)Primary

" Credit Card Center i 05/09/94
- PO Box 385
Memphis, TN 38101- Disbursement for [X])Primary

Credit Card Center Interest Charge 05/09/94
PO Box 385

... Memphis, TN 38101- Disbursement for  (X)Primary

- Credit Card Center 06/01/94 $241.09
PO Box 385 .
Memphis, TN 38101- (X)General

Futuristic Dee Jays, Inc. C/West DJ 04/12/94 $125.00
~ 847 Bristol Pike

Bensalem, PA 19020~ Disbursement (X)Primary

Doylestown Inn Realtors Bkf. 06/06/94 $133.00’§
18 West State Street e
Doylestown, PA 18901~ Disbursement [X])General

Doylestown Store & L Rental fee 04/09/94
Jimm Stotz, Manager
390 North Broad

Doylestown, PA 18901~ Disbursement (X)Primary

SUBTOTAL of Disbursements This Page
TOTAL This Period......




SCHEDULE B ‘' ITEMIZED nxaaunszuxurs | oA
Operating Expenditures FOR LINE NUMBER 17

NAME OF COMMITTEE(in Full)
Greenwood for Congress coozss703

Any intornation copied from such Reports and Statements may not bc
used by any person for the purposes of soliciting contributions or
commercial purposes, other than using the name and address of any
comnittee to solicit contributions from such committee.

Full Name Purpose of Disbursement Date Amount é
Mailing Address NN/DQ/YY 3
Doylestown Store & L Rental fee 05/06/94 $40. 28;

Jimm Stotz, Manager
390 North Broad

Doylestown, PA 18901~ Disbursement for (X]Primary

Center Fox Chase Cancer Auction Ticket 06/29/94 $40.00

3

Disbursement for [X)}General

Center Fox Chase Cancer Auction Purchase 06/29/94 $1315.00

Disbursement for (X]General

Brad Fravel Salary 05/16/94 $630.00
98 Red Rose Drive

Levittown, PA 19056~ Disbursement for (X)General

Brad Fravel Reimbursement 05/18/94 $83.16 |
98 Red Rose Drive n
Levittown, PA 19056~ Disbursement for (X)General

Brad Pravel Reimbursement 06/20/94 $235.34 |

98 Red Rose Drive

Levittown, PA 19056- Disbursement for (X)]General

Brad Fravel Reimbursement 06/22/94 $200.00 .
98 Red Rose Drive

g
Levittown, PA 19056- Disbursement for [X)General .

James C. Greenwood Reimburse 05/09/94 $221.60
785 River Road
Erwinna, PA 18920- Disbursement for [X)Primary

Gail Hawraney Salary 04/02/94 $778.64
2 Avondale Drive

Newtown, PA 18940~ Disbursement for ([X]Primary

SUBTOTAL of Disbursements This Page....
MAL This Period.........

oooooooooooooooooooooooooo




SCHEDULE B ¢ ITEMIZED DISBURSEMENTS
Operating Expenditures

NAME OF COMMITTEE(in Pull)
Greenwood for Congress C00255703
Any information copied from such Reports and Statements may not be
used by any person for the purposes of soliciting contributions or
commercial purposes, other than using the name and address of any
committee to solicit contributions from such committee.

Mailing Address

Gail Hawraney 04/29/94 $778.64
2 Avondale Drive
Newtown, PA 18940- Disbursement for (X)Primary
Gail Hawraney Reimburse 05/02/94 $20.00 .
2 Avondale Drive 2
Newtown, PA 18940- Disbursement for [X)Primary
~. Gail Hawraney Salary 05/27/94 $778.64 |
2 Avondale Drive e
T’ Newtown, PA 18940- Disbursement for ([X)General x
~ Gail Hawraney Reimburse 06/17/94 $31.86
<« 2 Avondale Drive -
Newtown, PA 18940- Disbursement for (X)General
@ = e g 5 = - :.
Gail Hawvraney Salary 06/24/94 $77876§j”

O 2 Avondale Drive

- Newtown, PA 18940~ Disbursement for [X]General ¢

<+ Bucks County Headquarters, Inc Rent 04/02/94 szoo.oo’f
115 North Broad Street

< Doylestown, PA 18901~ Disbursement for ([X]Priwmary :

N Bucks County Headquarters, Inc Rent 05/02/94 $200.00

~. 115 North Broad Street

“" Doylestown, PA 18901- Disbursement for (X)Primary e
State Workmen’s Insurance Fund Workers Comp 05/09/94 $174.00f§

PA Dept. of Labor & Industry
1171 S. Cameron St., Room 103
Harrisburg, PA 17104- Disbursement for [X]Primary

Jordan P. Krauss Salary 04/27/94 $1667.00 .

----------------------------------------------------------------------- - b b e o a5 a9 :&53

SUBTOTAL of Disbursements This Page...cicecoveccesstccncoesas cee> $462057B%§
ToTALThis period.....!.O........ll..."l. ...... 0....0-......0..> h




SCHEDULE B ED DISBURSEMENTS slor._
T FOR LINE NUMBER 17

Operating Expenditures

NAME OF COMMITTEE(in Full)
Greenwood for Congress C00255703

Any information copied from such Reports and Statements may not be p:

<4l
i,

used by any person for the purposes of soliciting contributions or
commercial purposes, other than using the name and address of any
comnittee to solicit contributions from such committee.

Purpose of Disbursement Date

Mailing Address

Jordan P. Krauss 05/25/94 $1223.62

for [X])General

Robert Loughery 06/01/94 $658.58
1808 Braeburn Terrace

Lansdale, PA 19446- Disbursement for (X]General

- W S e S S D D D e D D G D D S D S D e Eh D - D D R P D D D D e S D D D G D D D e S G G G D D D D D D R S G D S D G D e S S

~ Robert Loughery Reimbursement 06/15/94 $100.00
" 1808 Braeburn Terrace

Lansdale, PA 19446~ Disbursement for [X])}General

" Bank Midlantic National 06/03/94
Metro Park Plaza PO Box 600
' Edison, NJ 08818- Disbursement for [X]}General

Of Bucks County Planned Parent Donation/Auction Purchase 06/05/94
721 New Rodgers Road

Bristol, PA 19020~ Disbursement for [X]General

Postmaster Stamps/Mailing 04/07/94
Doylestown Post Office

- 8 Atkinson Drive

Doylestown, PA 18901~ Disbursement for [(X)Primary

Postmaster 04/16/94
™ Doylestown Post Office

8 Atkinson Drive

Doylestown, PA 18901- Disbursement for (X)Primary

Postmaster PO Box Rent 04/18/94
Doylestown Post Office
8 Atkinson Drive

Doylestown, PA 18901~ Disbursement for [X]Primary

Postmaster Stamps/Mailing 05/06/94 $59.33
Doylestown Post Office
8 Atkinson Drive

Doylestown, PA 18901- Disbursement for ([X)Primary

SUBTOTAL of Disbursements This Page .. 2 w2 $4172.73
TOTAL This Period.....

.

£
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PAGE 6 0’*
Operating Bxpcndituros FOR LIN! NUHﬁEﬁ_TT
NAME OF COHHITTEB(in rull)

Greenwood for Congress coozss7o:
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SCHEDULE B R .

Any information copled from such Reports and statoncnts may not be
used by any person for the purposes of soliciting contributions or
commercial purposes, other than using the name and address of any
committee to solicit contributions from such committee.

Full Name Purpose of Disbursement Date Amount

Mailing Address MM/DD/YY

Postmaster Stamps 05/20/94 $59.16

Doylestown Post Office

8 Atkinson Drive

Doylestown, PA 18901- Disbursement for (X)General ;

Postmaster Stamps 06/06/94 $116.00 '

Doylestown Post Office .

8 Atkinson Drive

Doylestown, PA 18901- Disbursement for [X)General

Public Opinion Strat Poll 04/02/94 311500 oo

1033 N. Fairfax Street :

Suite 120

Alexandria, VA 22314- Disbursement for [X]}Primary

Citizens for Hark Schweiker Donation 04/05/94 $300.00
Disbursement for [X]Primary

Sir Speedy Printing Copies 05/13/94 $38.92

41 East State Street

Doylestown, PA 18901~ Disbursement for [X)General

Sir Speedy Printing Printing/Copies 06/20/94 $186. 17 |

41 East State Street

Doylostown, PA 18901- Disbursement for [X])General

Sonebody Small Co. Catering 05/06/94 $250.00

C/0 Bucks C. Community College 1

Swamp Road

Newtown, PA 18940- Disbursement for [X]Primary

Stack Sales Office Supplies 04/09/94 $146.91

PO Box 862

52 E. Oakland Avenue

Doylestown, PA 18901- Disbursement for [X]Primary

Stack Sales Office Supplies 05/09/94 $17.72

PO Box 862

52 E. Oakland Avenue

Doylestown, PA 18901~ Disbursement for [X]Primary

SUBTOTAL of Disbursements This Page......... Ceeeeteceseessnrnans > $12614. 88

TOTAL This period. L ) L] ® & ® & ® 0 0 0 0 v o & @ o o 2 ¢ 0 L] ® & 6 06 06 0 0 0% 0 0 0 00 e 0 0 >
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ITEMIZED DISBURSENMENTS

SCHEDULE B §

Operating Expenditures FOR LINE NUMBER 17
NAME OF COMMITTEE(in Full)

Greenwood for Congress C00255703

Any information copied from such Reports and Statements may not be
used by any person for the purposes of soliciting contributions or
commercial purposes, other than using the name and address of any
committee to solicit contributions from such committee.

Full Name Purpose of Disbursement Date Amount

Mailing Address MM/DD/YY

Santorum for US Senate Donation 05/02/94 $1000.00
Disbursement for (X)Primary

Pusateri, Ltd. Welch,Campbell, Printing/Hand-out 05/02/94 $6500.00

8133 Leesburg Pike, Suite 530 o

Vienna, VA 22182- Disbursement for ([X)Primary

SUBTOTAL of Disbursements This Page......... e W L R seesd $7500.00

TOTAL This Period.......cieetienencennnas PP RS b ity A AR St P8 $36511.77
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8y FRANK DEVLIN
Of The Morming Call

Danuel Borisiow. president of a Bucks County tele-
communications compan;. wanted to know how he could
make a contribution 10 his congressmag's re-election
campaign. “Is cash OK? he asked U.S. Rep James C.
Greenwood. R-8th District. “Absoiutelv not.” the con-
gressman answered.

That exchange — which took place April 14 at Green.

wood's Wasaington office. the congressman said vester-
dav — led t0 events that ended this week with the Green.

WwooC camrpaign returning contributions made by 11 mem-

vers of Bornislow's New Hope firm. Tel-Save Inc.

Instead of cash. the Tel-Save contributions were
made with money orders. But money orders, it turned

out, weren't OK. either.

Because mo orders can't be traced to person-
mmmum reasons — the Tel-

al checki _
Save con‘g'l‘bmions made Greenwood and his campaign

ireasurer. Robert O. Baldi. uncomfortable.

So the campaign sent them back to avoid “even a

suggestion of impropriety,” Bald! said.

In separate interviews vesterday, Greenwood and

| preas W IOGCU MY St Fa.

Page B10

|

et

'Greenwood, businessman
explain 11 money orders

phaticallv that the Tel Save funds were raised tndepen-
dently of the Greenwood campaign.

“Neither . nor anyone in my campaign ever solicited
(Borislow) or anvone else.” the congressman said.

“What Greenwood said about not soliciting

those funds is absolutely true,” said Borislow.
Questions were first raised about the Tel-Save cont:.
butions on Tuesda\ by Greenwood's cpponent in the No-

vember election. Democrat John Murrav said the series

peared orchestrated

Borislow talked about their April meeting and said em-

of §1.000 donations — all logged on April 28. according to
Greenwood's most recent campaign finance report — ap-

Please See MONEY Fage B6 »

MONEY

» Continued From Page B1

Murray aiso said accepting
groupings of contributions {rom
the same company or industry
would allow Greenwood to. in ef-

iy fect, skirt his pledge to take no
money from political action com-

mittees.

On Wednesday. Baldi reported
that he bad checked the campaign
records and learned for the first
time that the Tel-Save coatribu-
tions were made with money or
dess. That was odd. he said. be-
cause contributioas are usually
made with personal checks.

“When | saw 1] monev orders
all at the same time | said. ‘] don't
sn;zu. and Jim agreed.” Baldi

Baidi also announced that the
contributions would be sent back
to the individuals who made them.

In vesterday's interview. Bons.
low said he wanted to give to the
Greenwood campaign because he
»ds umpressed with how respon

(.

sive the treshman congressman
was to his concerns.

“He set up the meeting nght
away,” Bonslow said. “! must have
met with the guy a week after |

At the mesting, Borislow
saud. he complained that the Feder.
ai Comn:’umm?uom'h&mlsﬂon
was not doing enough to ect
his relatively small comgnm;'
which has about 20 vees,
from gants such umr.

Tel-Save buys long distance ser-
vice 8t high volume rates from
AT&T reselis it at discounts of
about 25 percent to companies that
are not big enough to get AT&T
disgoums on their own, Borislow
said.

m‘!‘l:;ve weeks ago. the companyv
se 8 complaint against AT&T
that was being heard by the FCC.
According to trade publications.
the settlement gave Tel-Save more
access to AT&T semnice.

Greegwood. who had been unfa-
miliar with Borisiow's compagny.
said be spent most of the 2¢-minute

xz\weugg Wl?} Bowlow()ust ving,
, X O i= 7.

to listen and learn. Afterward.
Greenwood's office sent a letter 1o
the FCC on behalf of Borislow

Borislow said he solicited
contributions for Greenwood from
a couple of top Tel-Save executives
How others ended up giving. he
said. he did not know'.

Asked for an opinion on whv all
11 Tel-Save contributors might
have chosen to donate to the cam-
paign with money orders. Bortslow
said. "We're naive.”

In his ousiness, Borslow said
money orders are the next best
thing to cash. We prefer money or
ders to checks. That's our prefer
ence.”

Greenwood said he told Boris-
low in Washingion that al} corts-
butions should be made with per-
sonal checks

Borislow disagreed. “If :hev

would have said that, we would
have done that,” he said ! pever
made a campaign contribution be
fore. ! didnt know *&a: :he con-
gressman would be jooking for a

{)}gr.«ﬂ?l 3 Qgck

"It certainly is a lesson tn lez-
ing how to do this the rex: iime.
Bonislow said.

"I I had been in the campaigr
office when [the money orders]
came in,"” Greenwood said vester
day in a telephone interview {ron
Washington, “I would have imme¢
diately sent them back."

Greenwood said campaigr r.
er Gall Hawraney. who ais
questions about the money oruers
p(riocessed them only after seeking
advice.

Greenwood said the cam-
paign worker called a lawver fror
the Republican National Comrut-
tee in Washington to make sure ac
cepting money orders was iegal.

A spokeswoman from the Feder
al Elections Commission confirmec
vesterday that money orders are
an acceptable way to make cam-
paign contributions.

But sending monev orders to a
campaign “1s unusual. ~ Green
wood saud.

Greenwood said his campaizn
3\':11 nu ionger aceep: money or-
aers




Probe

By JOSEPH McDERMOTY
Of The Moring Cell

Democratic coagressional candidate
Jobn P. Murray bas asked the Federal
Election Commiseion to investigate the
fund raising
James C. Creeuwood. R-8th District, over

contributions Green:

circumveonting fodere! lsw do
sations from b
insistier 0 Chstrmsn Trevor Pot

THE MOIINNS CALL, SATURBAY, ALY 1. wis B3

of Greenwood fund-raising

Opponent wants FEC to investigate contributions from Bucks company

“The aature of the contributions s vir
tually that of a corporation and therein
patently the law.” Murray wrote
“in view of this incident, { am requesting
that all mctice‘olmucunulnm
mittee be reviewed.”

o Sy s s compsos o
anyone can file a or

uest for investigation against a

gn. The as nuﬂbommcdm
writing. notarized and sworn to by the in:
dividua! making the complaint or re-
quest

The FEC must contact the
within five days of recetving the
umwuuunwm

sald
Pedoral law prohibits campaign contri:

butions by corporations. labor organiza-
tions or nationsl banks. it also prohibits

use of corporate funds to make contribu-
nom and (ndividuals are prohidited from
making contributions in someone else's
name

Gresnwood 8nd his campaign treasur
er. Robert . Baid), sarlier this week de-
nied that the contributions constituted
campaign law violations, but both said
the money will be returned to svoid the
appearance of impropriety.

mnmmwlh'

vmmwmwmmw
mmmm

w ma the execu
tive oﬂ\wr of Tel admit that money

was given for favors recetved and.or

. Murray said. referring to Ror

low’s comments in The Morning Call

y "To use the congressman’s
own words. government officials must
bend over backward to avoid the appear
ance that government is for sale hut it
serms thus government official leaned for
ward and took the money -

Borislow was quoted Wednesday as
saying “He's my congressman He takes
care of us, and we're supposed (o take
care of him

Borislow met with Greenwand April 14
to complain that the FCC was not doing
enough to protect his company from

Piasse See GREENWOOD Page B4 »




GREENWOOD
» Continued From Page 83
' lon© ‘ance giants like ATAT.

A & the mesting, Greenwood's
staff faxed a letter to the FCC if it

Tel-Save, a phone oervtcel reseller that
bI:ys “‘dhcoumw mpr:nte;‘(rom AT&T and

turn se
cnou.htoquahfyfonhedlwoum%c
ages, settled a complaint with the FCC
three weeks ago that allows it to pur-
chase more discount, high-volume phone
service from AT&T.

Both Greenwood and Borislow have
said the contnbutions were unsolicited
by the campaign. Borislow said he want-
ed to help Greenwood's campaign be-
cause he was impressed with how respon-
sive the congressman was to his con-

”llemwuntaconcmmnmda
public official open to scrutiny, | would
think some of these lines be ab-

" gard to

surd and defamatory,” said, re-
ferring to Murray's press E
“For the record, Mr. Greenwood has
mmmmmm&mmmm
only.cﬂonmtodunnbt?«oﬂnqm

ry (0 a foderal regulatory wlthre
ntpncticu

al nat Loughery said ‘The Im. did
nature,” ter
not mention the firm by name "
Greenwood's letter to FCC Chairman
Reed E. Hunt, dated June 1, asks for in-
formation on FCC resources to monitor
long-distance resales and whether the
needs more authority to take action
on the issue.
Loughery ulso denied allegations of a
“quid p7o quo’’ arrangement between the
company and the campaign in return for
the contributions.
“Neither party ever said this, nor is
there any reason 1o believe that either
continued. "“This

party would,” prac:
tice of the big lie, so common in the big
cﬂy union ics in which our opponent

has spent his entire adult lile. simply
doesa’t play in our district

ahoulduch of the contri-

|

r
!




g m—
Greenwood, |
Murray spar

over finances

IN

The Moming Calt

At deast 11 mombers of & New H coMmpany do
nated ll.uufh'h 0 LIS Rep um?’(mm.
Acrording to Burks County CONRTESMAN ' mnat

ampaign Nnance report

The report. filed kyat week. has proapted anoth
e bitter exchange hetwren Greenwond and Ll
cratic challenger Joha Murray over (tmn-m?‘;
wuch pubiicisey MN’» to shun contritastions rom
political action comen tteen

the G

h&nﬂﬁmﬁmni

they like me ~ the
e DL gumsa they lke me.the .

spent » total of 30 minutes taiking to (Boris-
low) ia my life." besaid. .




Greenwood axes
Tel-Save money

By FRANK DEVLIN mitiees
Of The Morrung Calt Ot Tueeday. Democrat Jobn Murray

Ls Rep James C Gresnwood of Bucks | Eleven people in obe single company
R .81k Dustrict, has decided to re

contributions tus campaign re 10 & candidate unless somebody schoo,
mvcdlruamtmploymlenHope them ou the way it should be Mur
telecommunications campany ray said. He aiso said accepting groupings
The contributions —- §1.000 sach from gmgnmmmmmm)

llmplogud‘hl&whc nnk:uod
wi ;wmu.m slection Greenwood objected streauously to the

wheo they showed up oo his most recent notion that his was in any way
campaign finance report involved M the bloc] contributions and
“We don't want even a suggestion of called the allegstions “insulting “
umpropriety.” Greeowood's tres. Nevertheless. the money is going back
. numkuhnodl‘l‘mm fag aieht Or w‘t“ughuh B that aavelopes ad
any suggestion we have dooe an Lo contributors were
thing inconsistent with the &m wmmm, for the mai] He .

gressman Greenwood has coshun said he knew “of no wrongdoing on the
contributions from political action com:

Placss Ser TEL-BAVE Page A »

THE MORNING CALL THURSDAY JULY 21. 1904 AS

Tel-Save funds going back, Greenwood decides

use money orders to make contn ‘| ve spent a total of 20 minutes
butions, Baldi said. “Wheo | saw 11 talking to this guy 1o my hife

~— has 0ot 7Rised  that was being considered by the
the mm mimmum that miuxnl Federal Communicstions

candidates to flie campaign sion mmmyhndw?hw money orders all at the same time.  Greenwood said
reports that AT&T was not giving Tel-Save | said. ‘[ don't Uike it.’ and Jim )

Gresawood. who Baldi said was an omnumly to buy ths s agreed * __Bonslow complained m.ar the
expecied 10 be 0o the floor of Con- detired The set- e L nal FCC's lax enforcement of certain
gress into the might. was unavail: uew nve Tol s-vc theservice. rithyas sldross uninl’";z laws wu;o%un :‘u éomp:u&,d
s Bl Grsmocs deckiod LAy o il ¢ v 00 gt S o

Tel-Save is & long distance 1o send the Back Tuesday | §9L8 10 accept movey orders tion- seeking letter 10 the FCC ask
services reseller The m'mthxw. rtm.d" 4 reporter’s pboce call the nnncym‘ : f 1t had enougt
buys at “’M-”I I._'m 4n inquiry Oa MV Greenwood said be :nu‘ﬂ to regulate the long dmgnre
fres that do bt g Il b gl ey o Hope once  DUsITY '
ales Dot use New Hope. once

t0 for discounts 06 found that sl! Tel-Save contribu- mumuwmon Green- “I didn t ask thus guy |Bonsiow!
own. 1i0ns came w0 the form of money ::zd-il..' 's:"opped lmlzu to raise money  Greonacod sud

Three weeks €omEIn orders office moaths ago to
settled 2 cuwah:to with AT&T d “] don't understand why people  3bout e FCC Tuesday

1 rve9ebr LS




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINCTON. D C M6}

AUGUST &, 1994

Daniel Borislow
Chief Executive Officer and Treasurer
Tel-Save, Inc.

1017 North York Road, Unit 1

Willow Grove, PA 19090

MUR 4019

Dear Mr. Borislow:
The Federal Election Commission received a complaint which
indicates that Tel-Save, Inc. and you, as Executive Officer and
Treasurer, 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 4019. Please refer
to this number in all future correspondence.

l

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate in
writing that no action should be taken against Tel-Save, Inc.
and you, as Executive Officer and Treasurer, in this matter. 8
Please submit any factual or legal materials which you believe i
are relevant to the Commission’s analysis of this matter. Where o
appropriate, statements should be submitted under ocath. Your
response, which should be addressed to the General Counsel’s
Office, must be submitted within 15 days of receipt of this
letter. If no response is received within 15 days, the
Commission may take further action based on the available
information.

-
[N
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This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(4)(B) and § 437g(a)(12)(A) unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the 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.
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Daniel Borislow

Chief Executive Officer and Treasurer
Tel-Save, Inc.

Page 2

If you have any questions, ple..e contact Joan McEnery at
(202) 219-3400. For your information, we have enclosed a briet
description of the Commission’s procedures for handling
complaints.

Sincerely,

QTqu% 3. Teho

Mary L. Taksar, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket

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




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON D C 2040)

AUGUST &4, 1994

Deron Ruby
202 Mohegan Street
New Britain, PA 18901

MUR 4019

Dear Mr. Ruby:

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 4019.
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 subait 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 15 days of receipt of
this letter. If no response is received within 15 days, the

Commission may take further action based on the available
information.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(4)(B) and § 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.




Deron Ruby
Page 2

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

Sincerely,

OYROMy 3. Tuho~

Mary L. Taksar, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket

Enclosures

1. Complaint

2. Procedures

3. Designation of Counsel Statement




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON DO 204613

AUGUST &4, 1994
Pete Morrison
406 Pranklin Street
rLansdale, PA 19446

MUR 4019

Dear Mr. Morrison:

The rederal 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 4019.
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 15 days of receipt of
this letter. 1If 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. § 437g(a)(4)(B) and § 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.




Pete Morrison
Page 2

I1f you have any questions, please contact Joan McEnery at
(202) 219-3400. For your information, we have enclosed a brief
description of the Commission’s procedures for handling
complaints.

Sincerely,

ey ¢. Tohoo-

Mary L. Taksar, Attorney
Central Enforceament Docket

Enclosures

1. Complaint

2. Procedures

3. Degsignation of Counsel Statement
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, DC 2068

Gary McCulla
340 Pleasant Run Road
Branchburg, NJ 08876

MUR 4019

Dear Mr. McCulla:

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 4019.
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 15 days of receipt of
this letter. 1If 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. § 437g(a)(4)(B) and § 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.




Gary McCulla
Page 2

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

Sincerely,

°“Vau0 3. Tohao~

Mary L. Taksar, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket

Enclosures

1. Complaint

2. Procedures

3. Designation of Counsel Statement
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D C 204061}

Greg
1006 Hemlock Lane
Huntington Valley, PA 19006

MUR 4019

Dear Mr. Luff:

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 4019.
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 subaitted under
oath. Your response, which should be addressed to the General
Counsel’s Office, must be submitted within 15 days of receipt of
this letter. If no response is received within 15 days, the

Commission may take further action based on the available
information.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(4)(B) and § 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.




Greg Luft
Page 2

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

Sincerely,

Mary L. Taksar, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket

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




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINCTON. DC 20463

AUGUST &, 1994
James Logan

32 West Depot
Hellertown, PA 18085

Dear Mr. Logan:

The Federal Election Commission received a complaint which
indicates that you may have violated the Pederal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). A copy of the
complaint is enclosed. We have numbered this matter MUR 4019.
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 15 days of receipt of
this letter. If no response is received within 15 days, the

Commission may take further action based on the available
information.

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




James Logan
Page 2

1f you have any questions, please contact Joan McEnery at
(202) 219-3400. Fror your information, we have enclosed a brief
description of the Commission’s procedures for handling

complaints.

Sincerely,

oy 3 Tupoo~

Mary L. Taksar, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket

Enclosures
1. Complaint
2. Procedures

3. Designation of Counsel Statement
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON D C 204p}

Kevin Kelly
22 ritznewtontown Road, Unit BS
Willow Grove, PA 19090

MUR 4019

Dear Mr. Kelly:

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 4019.
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 15 days of receipt of
this letter. If no response is received within 15 days, the
Commission may take further action based on the available
information.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(4)(B) and § 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.




Revin Kelly
Page 2

If you have any questions, please contact Joan McEnery at
(202) 219-3400. Por your information, we have enclosed a gri.t
description of the Commission’s procedures for handling
complaints.

Sincerely,

Mary L. Taksar, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket

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




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGCION. D C 20463

Jason Januzelli
122 West Pirst Avenue
Conshohocken, PA 19428

MUR 4019

Dear Mr. Januzelli:

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 4019,
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 subaitted within 15 days of receipt of
this letter. If no response is received within 15 days, the

Commission may take further action based on the available
information.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(4)(B) and § 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.




Jason Januselli
Page 2

I1f you have any questions, please contact Joan McEnery at
(202) 219-3400. Por your information, we have enclosed a brief
description of the Commission’s procedures for handling

complaints.

Sincerely,
LTV 3. T

Mary L. Taksar, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket

Enclosures

1. Complaint

2. Procedures

3. Designation of Counsel Statement
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pavid Gross

Philadelphia, PA 19115

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGCTON. D C 2040}

AUGUST &, 1994

1509A Marcy Place

MUR 4019

Dear Mr. Gross:
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 4019.
Please refer to this number in all future correspondence.

Under the Act, you have the opportumity 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, wvhich should be addressed to the General
Counsel’s Office, must be submitted within 15 days of receipt of
this letter. If no response is received within 15 days, the
Commission may take further action based on the available
information.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(4)(B) and § 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.
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David Gross
Page 2

If you have any questions, please contact Joan McEnery at
(202) 219-3400. For your information, we have enclosed a briet
description of the Commission’s procedures for handling
complaints.

Sincerely,

W"UMU& 3 TTAbii\

Mary L. Taksar, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket

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




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON D C 2040}
AUGUST 4, 1994

Emanuel DeMaio
73 Buckland Drive
Neshanic Station, NJ 08853

MUR 4019

Dear Mr. DeMaio:

The Federal Election Commission received a complaint which
indicates that you may have vioclated the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act®). A copy of the
complaint is enclosed. We have numbered this matter MUR 4019.
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, wvhich should be addressed to the General
Counsel’s Office, must be submitted within 15 days of receipt of
this letter. 1If 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. § 437g(a)(4)(B) and § 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.




Emanuel DeMaio
Page 2

If you have any gquestions, please contact Joan McEnery at
(202) 219-3400. Por your information, we have enclosed a brief
description of the Commission’s procedures for handling
complaints.

Sincerely,

TAOAY 3. QRAN;”\

Mary L. Taksar, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket

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

<
<r
=0
O

K
s

9 50 4




/

R4
:

<
<
e
O

2
]

4

il B

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON. D € 20461}

AUGUST &, 1994

Daniel Borislow

10 Riverstone Circle
22 Village Square
New Hope, PA 18938

MUR 4019

Dear Mr. Borislow:

The Federal Election Commission received a complaint which
indicates that you may have violated the rederal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). A copy of the
complaint is enclosed. We have numbered this matter NUR 4019.
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 15 daye of receipt of
this letter. If no response is received within 15 days, the
Commission may take further action based on the available
information.

This matter will remair confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(4)(B) and § 437g(a)(12)(A) unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the 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.




Daniel Borislow
Page 2

I1f you have any questions, please contact Joan McEnery at
(202) 219-3400. For your information, we have enclosed a brief
description of the Commission’s procedures for handling

complaints.

Sincerely,
q‘m‘b d.w

Mary L. Taksar, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket

Enclosures
1. Complaint
2. Procedures
3. Designation of Counsel Statement
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON. D C 2040}

AUGUST &4, 1994

The Honorable Jim Greenwood
785 River Road
Erwinna, PA 18920

MUR 4019

Dear Mr. Greenwood:

The Federal Election Commission received a complaint which
indicates that you may have viclated the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). A copy of the
complaint is enclosed. We have numbered this matter MUR 4019.
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 15 days of receipt of
this letter. If no response is received within 15 days, the
Commission may take further action based on the available
information.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(4)(B) and § 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
fore stating the name, address and telephone number of such
counsel, and authorizing such counsel to receive any
notifications and other communications from the Commission.




The Honorable Jim Greenwood
Page 2

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

Sincerely,

Yoy $ Tahoor

Mary L. Taksar, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket

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

cc:Representative Jim Greenwood




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D ¢ 2040}

AUGUST 4, 1994

Raymond Battistini
723 washington Place
pownington, PA 19087

MUR 4019

Dear Mr. Battistini:

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 4019.
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
Coungel’'s Office, must be submitted within 15 days of receipt of
this letter. If no response is received within 15 days, the

Commission may take further action based on the available
information.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(4)(B) and § 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.




Raymond Battistini
Page 2

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

Sincerely,

Mary L. Taksar, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket

Enclosures

1. Complaint

2. Procedures

3. Designation of Counsel Statement




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON. DC M6}

AUGUST 4, 1994

Robert O. Baldi, Esq., Treasurer
Greenwood for Congress

P.O. Box 2358

Doylestown, PA 18901

MUR 4019

Dear Mr. Baldi:

The Federal Election Commission received a complaint which
indicates that Greenwood for Congress (“"Committee”) and you, as
treasurer, 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 4019. 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
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 15 days of receipt of this letter. 1If 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. § 437g(a)(4)(B) and § 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.




Robert O. Baldi, Bsq., Treasurer
Greenwood for Congress
Page 2

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

Sincerely,

°"ky1, 3. Tohoon

Mary L. Taksar, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket

Enclosures

1. Complaint

2. Procedures

3. Designation of Counsel Statement




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGION DC XMob8

AUGUST &4, 1994

John P. Murray

Murray for Congress

P.O. 234

Washington Crossing, PA 18977

MUR 4019
Dear Mr. Murray:
This letter acknowledges receipt on July 29, 19994, 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 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
forwvard it to the Office of the General Counsel. Such
information must be sworn to in the same manner as the original

complaint. We have numbered this matter MUR 4019. Please refer
to this number in all future communications. For your
information, we have attached a brief description of the
Commission’s procedures for handling complaints.

Sincerely,
Mony 3. Tobso,

Mary L. Taksar, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket

Enclosure
Procedures
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NARE OF COUNSELt i Chertkof

ADDRESS:_Arnold & Porter

1200 New Bamps N.W,
Waghin D.C.

TELEPWONE: ( 202 ) _872-6700

The above-named individual ies heredy designated as ay
counsel and is authorized to receive any notifications and other

communications from the Commission and to act on ay behalt

before the Commission.
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NUR_4019
NANE OF COUNSEL: Geoffrey Aronow, Sonia Fois, Susan Chertkof

ADDRESS: Arnold & Porter

Nashington, D.C. 20036

TELEPHONEB:( 202 )_872-6700

The above-named individual is heredby designated as my

counsel and {s suthorized to receive any notifications and other

communications from the Commission and to act on ay behalt
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before the Comaission.
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SIATANEUT OF DESIQUATION OF COVNARL

NUR__4019

NAME OF COUNSEL: Geoffrey Aronow, Sania Fois.-Susan Chertkof

ADDRESS: Arpold & Porter
1200 New

Jaghington, D,C. 20036

TELEPNONS: ( 202 ) 872-6700

The above-named individusl ie heredy designated ss ay
counsel and is authorized to receive any notifications and other
comaunications £rom the Commiseion and to act on my behalf

before the Comalssion.

RESPONDENT'S NAME; .:]ason m ’J:nu"z.e,/ /‘
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NUR 4019

NANME OF COUNSBL: Gaoffray AXOnQw, Sonia Fois, Susan Chextkof

ADDRESS: Arnold & Porter

1200 New Hampshire Avenue, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20036

TELRPMONE: ( 202 ) B872-6700

The above-named individusl is heredy designated as ay
counsel and i{s authorized to receive any notifications and other
comaunications from the Conmission and to act on my behalt

before the Commission.
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NUR 4019

NANE OF COUNSEL: Geoffrey Aronow, Sonia Fois, Susan Chertkof
e

ADDRESS; Arnold & Porter

Mashingtan, D.C. 20036

TELEBPHONE:( 202 ) B872-6700

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

comaunications from the Commission and to act on ay bdehalf

before the Commaission.
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NAME OF COUNSEL:_Geoffrey Aronow, Sonia Pois, Susan Chertkof

ADDRESS : ld & Porter

1200 New Hampshire Avepue, N.W.
Washington, D.,C, 20036

TELRPHONB:( 202 ) 872-6700
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The above-named individual is heredy designated as ay
counsel and {s authorized to receive any notifications and other

communications from the Commission and tc act on my behslt

before the Comaission.
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NANE OF COUNSBL: Geoffrev Aranow, Sonia Yois, Susan Chertkof
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The above-named individual is heredby designated as my
counsel and is suthorized to receive any notifications and other

communications from the Commission and to act on ay behalt
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NANE OF COUNSEL:

ADDRESS:_Arnold & Portar

~Nashington, D.C. 20036

PELEPNONE: ( 202 ) 872-6700

The above-named individual is heredby designated as my
counsel and {s authorized to receive any notifications and other
communications from the Commission and to act on may behalft

before the Comajssion.
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NANE OF COUNSEL: Gagffray Aronow, Sonia Fois. Susan Chertkof
ADDRESS: Arpold & Porter

1200 New H v N,

Washington, D.C. 20036

TRELEPRONE:s( 202 ) 872-6700

The above-named individual is hereby designated as ay

counsel and is suthorized to receive any notifications and other

communications from the Comaission and to act on ay behalf

before the Comajssion.
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communications from the Commission and to act on ay behalf
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ARNOLD & PORTER
1300 NEW HANPENIAE aVENRUE, §. W.
PARR AVENVE YOWRR WASHINGTON, D. C. 20030

8 EABY BSTH STRERT (202) 872-0700
WEW YORK, NEW YORX 10082-38'9 ShLE: N

ma 760-5000 TELRCOMER: (30! §7R-0700

GEOPYREY P. ARONOW izt

SMRCY LING: (200) 072-0087

August 15, 1994

A YAX

Nary L. Taksar, BReaq.

Joan NoEnery, Beqg.

Pederal EBlection Commission
999 R Street, N.W.
washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 4019
Dear Ms. Taksar and Ns. NcEnexy:

As the Designation of Counsel forms you should
have received earlier by fax indicats, my firm has been
retained to represent Daniel no:um-. Imanuel Delaio,

Duvid Gross, Jason Jamizelli, Kevin Xelly, James !m
Greg Luff, Gary McCulla, Pete Nornson, Deron

Raymond Battistini in coanection v:lth the above-
captioned matter. I am writing to regusst an extension
of time to file a response to Mr. MwrTay’s ocomplaint.

I believe our response is pressitly 4ue next
Tuesday, August 23. I request an extension of time to
respond until Monday, Septeaber 19. This is a slightly
longer extension than may be ordimarily allowed;
howevar, there are two factors here that I believe
support this request. First, we are representing 11
individuals. It will take some substantial time to
determine the appropriate response or responses for that
many individuals and to work through the logistics of
production and approval of the response(s). Second, the
timing is such -- Mid-August -- that the task is
significantly complicated by pre-existing vacation
plans.

Ordinarily, I would have spoken with you about
this request before making it in writing. However,
eince I was unable to reach either of you today, under
the circumstances 1 wanted to make sure you had the
request at the earliast possible time. Please feel free
to call me Or my colleagues, Sonia Fois (872-3751) or




ARNOLD & PORTER
Mary L. Taksar, Bwq.
Joan McEnery, .
August 15, 1994
Page 2

susan Chertkof (728-2160), if you have any questions or
nead any further information.

Thank you for your consideration.

8incerely,




GREENWOOD for CONGRESS

18 East Court Street @ Doylestown, Pennsylvania 18901 @ (215) 230-9212

August 16, 1994
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Mary L. Taksar, Esquire
Generpl Counsel's Office
Pedéral Election Commission
999 ¥ Street, NW
Wasﬁfngton, DC 20463

1353K00V
L]

1'8%
N01103

Re: Greenwood for Congress
MUR 4019

Dear Ms. Taksar:

I have received your letter of August 4, 1994 along with the
enclosure. I would suggest to you that Mr. Murray's complaint is
unfounded, improper and politically motivated. I have personally
reviewed this matter and I am satisfied that there has been no
improper conduct on the part of any of the volunteers or workers of
Greenwood for Congress. Please accept this letter and its
enclosures as a response to your inquiry.

The complaint referenced in your letter was filed by a candidate
for Congress running against Congressman Greenwood. His allegation
to you is based on newspaper articles and is apparently an attempt
to generate a campaign issue. I am enclosing certain documents for
your review and consideration and will refer to them in the order
in which I have organized them.

The first document 1is the press release issued by Murray for
Congress dated July 22, 1994 which is obviously a campaign piece
lacking in substance for the reasons set forth in the written
statement issued by Greenwood for Congress dated July 22, 1994. A
copy of that statement is also enclosed.

In his complaint directed to your office, Mr. Murray makes
reference to our Committee's "report of receipts and
disbursements." He is correct when he points out that we have
fully and appropriately disclosed all of our contributions
including the individual contributions he now complains about.
Each of those employees contributed One Thousand Dollars
($1,000.00) to the campaign.

Paid for by Greenwood for Congress, Robert O. Baldi, Esq.. Treasurer




Mary L. Taksar, Esquire
August 16, 1994
Page Two

Mr. Murray's next paragraph states "money orders are the same as
cash, and therefore, are subject to an amount 1limit of Fifty
Dollars ($50.00) per individual contributor.” As you know, he is
legally incorrect. The bookkeeper who physically received the
contributions took it upon herself to call independent legal
counsel for an opinion as to whether or not money orders were
acceptable. Independent 1legal counsel advised her that money
orders were acceptable. I was not made aware of this situation
when the money orders first arrived and only became aware of this
issue when it became part of a press release. Nonetheless, I agree
with our bookkeeper and the advice of independent legal counsel.
11 CFR 110.4 (c) references "cash cecntributions" and specifically
refers to them as "currency of the United States, or of any foreign
country, which in the aggregate exceed $100.00." Mr. Murray is
incorrect as to the legal limit of the amount as well as the form.

In his next paragraph, Mr. Murray states that these contributions
"appear to have been made in the employee's name on behalf of
someone else, virtually making them corporate contributions which
are also in violation of the Election Code." 1 am enclosing with
this letter copies of eleven separate letters individually signed
by the contributors which our bookkeeper felt clearly confirmed the
individual nature of the contributions. 1 agree with her
assessment in that regard and believe that these letters refute Mr.
Murray's assessment for what he refers to as "an appearance of an
improper contribution made in violation of the Election Code."

For your further information I am providing with this letter a copy
of a thank you letter that goes out with all contributions. This
particular letter is dated August 8, 1994 and was generated at my
request as an example of the thank you letter that gets sent to all
contributors. After these contributions were received, these
individual thank you letters were sent to each individual
contributor. We do not keep a copy of every thank you letter we
send out but I have confirmed with the bookkeeper that our form
letter was sent to each of these individuals. It should be noted
that none of the individuals have ever suggested to us that these
contributions were anything but individual contributions made by
them in their own right.

Nonetheless, it should be further noted that Congressman Greenwood
has placed upon his campaign committee a self-imposed restriction
from taking PAC contributions. He 1s sincerely using all best
efforts to wunilaterally bring about change 1in the campaign
contribution law by imposing restrictions on his own Committee. I
suggest that the motive for the Complaint was really an attack on




Mary L. Taksar, Esquire
August 16, 1994
Page Three

this self-imposed rule. I suggest that Mr. Murray is really simply
trying to argue that Congressman Greenwood 1s effectively accepting
PAC money in some roundabout way.

When this was brought to my attention I immediately reviewed the
list of contributors and the contributions and concluded that the
receipt of the contributions as made was inconsistent with the
self-imposed restrictions Congressman Greenwood placed upon the
Committee. I have, therefore, already returned all the
contributions to each of the 1individual contributors. I am
enclosing copies of my letters all dated July 20, 1994 along with
the checks issued which are scelf-explanatory. (I have in my
possession post office mailing receipts for each letter sent dated
July 20, 1994 as proof of mailing.) Each individual has already
had their contribution returned to them. Our intent is to restrict
ourself over and beyond the requirements of the Election Code and
the Campaign Financing Law. Unfortunately, within the course of a
campaign, no matter how hard you try your opponent can still make
baseless accusations for media attention.

Very truly yours,

BALD BP ULO

Robert O. Baldi, Esquire

ROB:sh
Enclosures

I verify that the statements made herein are true and correct to
the best of my knowledge, information and belief and that false
statements herein are made subject t he penalties of 18 Pa.C.S.

1904 relating to unsworn falsifj to authiiigizz;/(
//////RBbert 0. Baifi,/ﬁsquire
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GREENWOOD for CONGRESS

S — g p— A
P.O. Box 2358 @ Duylestown, Pennaytvania 18901 B (215) 230-7556

July 23, 1994
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WRITTEN STATEMENT BY GRREENWOOD FOR CONGRESS

Earlier today our campaign received a copy of a letter
issued by our opponent asking the Federal Elections
Commission to review our campaign’s fund raising practices.
This request is apgorcntly based upon reports of a decision
taken by our campaign to voluntarily return eleven thousand
dollars in donations which we received from eleven employees
of a firm located in the esighth Congressional aistrict.

As ve have consistently maintained the highest standards and
practices in our campaign operations we welcome any
responsible review of them.

However this request was accompanied by a press release that
contains a series of baseless allegations: among which is

the charge that we knowingly accepted corporats :
contributions. For this reason we are issuing the following o
response. 1

First, the authenticity of each individual contribution was
supported by a signed letter from each of the individuals
making a donation, identifying the amounts to be
contributed.

95743684464

Next,the contributions were received in legal form, as
confirmed at the time by outside independent legal counsel.

Finally, each of the contributors received a personal thank
you note from the campaign thanking them for their
individual contributions.

These practices, which were instituted by our campaign, are
designed to insure, to the best of our abiliti, that
contributions we receive are from interested individuals in
their private capacity. It should be noted that at no time,
and with ample opportunity, did any of these individuals
declare that the contributions they made were not their own.

It should also be notad that our opponent made a far more
-« serious, slanderous and probably actionable charge that the
contributions were made to secure personal favors.

Paid for by Greenwood for Congress, Robert O. Baldi, Esq.. Treasurer
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tation and character of Jim Greenwood over 14 years
of public service to the people of Bucks County makes
nonsense of such a charge. Nevertheless, for e record, Mr.
Greenwood has spent no more than twenty minutes with the
presidaent of the ny in question. His only action en
bahalf of this individual was to draft a letter of inquiry
to a federal regulatory agency vwith regard to enforcement
practices of a general nature. The letter aid not mention
the fira by name. Further, prior to sending the letter, it
wvas reviewed by Congressional Comnittee staff expressly for
the purpose of their approval - a practice regularly used by
Mr. Greenwood to insure that no correspondence issued by his
office can be construed as an attempt to unduly influence
decisions made by any of the three branches of government. A
copy of this letter is attached.

- And yet, in his preas release, ocur opponent statsd “Both the
:::!rn.-.an and the Chief Bxecutive Officer of Tel-Save

t -that the money vas given for favors received and or

esed." No one has ever made such a statement except our
opponent. This lie was no doubt included in the press
release in hopes that it would be printed by the newspapers
in such a wvay as to lend it the credibility of responsible
journalism. Neither party ever said this, nor is there any
reason to believe that either party would.

This practice of the Big Lie, so common in the big cit
union politics in which our opponent has spent his entire
adult life, sinply doesn’t play in our district.

While it is correct that our campaign Adid determine to
return the contributions to these individuals, our decision
rests upon high standards we ourselves have imposed. This
should come as no suprise.

9574363844605

Since his election to Congress in 1992, Jia Greenwood has
turned away hundreds of thousands of dollars in potential
and perfectly legal campaign contributions. While his pledge
not too accept donations from Political Action Committees (
PACS ) has played a large part in this, he has turned down
money from the National Republican Party as well.

The seriousness of this commitment is easily evidenced by
the level of contributions raised by the Democrat candidate
for Congress in our neighboring district. Both Margerie
Margolis Mesvinsky and Jim Greenwood are both freshnmen
members of Congress. Both are on the same comnittee- Energy
and Commerce. Ms.Mesvinsky takes PAC contributions, Mr.
Greenwood does not. On July 15, 1994 she had raised nearly
$4oo,goo. Our campaign had only raised roughly $100,000 by
that date.

In the end, we decided to return the contributions as a
result of a recommendation by our campaign treasurer who
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the tion Congressman Greenwood has taken to shun FAC

contributions.*
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April 13th, 1994

Congressman James C. Greenwood
Congress of the United States
House of Representatives
wWashington, DC 20515-3808

Dear Congressman Greenwood:

Enclosed please find my contribution of § 1000.00 towards
your reelection campaign. I hope you continue in your efforts in
supporting the legislative issues which are so important to myself
and our community.

Sincerely Yours

ol Bode

Daniel M. Borislow
President

Tel-Save

22 Village Square
New Hope., PA 18938




April 13th, 1994

Congressman James C. Greenwood
Congress of the United States
House of Representatives
Washington, DC 20515-3808

Dear Congressman Greenwood:

Enclosed please find my contribution of § 1000.00 towards
your reelection campaign. I hope you continue in your efforts in
supporting the legislative issues which are so important to myself
and our community.

Sincerely Yours

Gary W. McCulla
V.P. Marketing
Tel-Save

22 Village SqQquare
New Hope, PA 18938




April 13th, 1994

Congressman James C. Greenwood
Congress of the United States
House of Representatives
washington, DC 20515-3808

Dear Congressman Greenwood:

Enclosed please find my contribution of § 1000.00 towards
your reelection campaign. I hope you continue in your efforts in
supporting the legislative issues which are so important to myself
and our community.

9

Operationhs
Tel-Save

22 Village Square
New Hope., PA 18938
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April 13th, 1994

Congressman Jameg C. Greenwood
Congress of the United States
House of Representatives
washington, DC 20515-3808

Dear Congressman Greenwood:

Enclosed please find my contribution of § 1000.00 towards
your reelection campaign. I hope you continue in your efforts in
supporting the legislative issues which are soc important to myself
and our community.

Sinc y Yours

David@ Gross
Provisioning Manager
Tel-Save

22 Village SqQquare
New Hope, PA 18938




April 13th, 1994

Congressman James C. Greenwood
Congress of the United States
House of Representatives
wWashington, DC 20515-3808

Dear Congressman Greenwood:

Enclosed please find my contribution of § 1000.00 towards
your reelection campaign. I hope you continue in your efforts in
supporting the legislative issues which are so important to myself
and our community.

Sincerely Yours

Emanuel

Director Operations
Tel-Save

22 village Square
New Hope., PA 189138




April 13th, 1994

Congressman James C. Greenwood
Congress of the United States
House of Representatives
wWashington, DC 20515-3808

Dear Congressman Greenwood:

Enclosed please find my contribution of § 1000.00 towards
your reelection campaign. I hope you continue in your efforts in
supporting the legislative issues which are so important to myself
and our community.

2

Sincerely Yours
/ o

Ray Battisfiini
Collectionpg| Manager
Tel-Save

New Hope., PA 18938
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April 13th, 1994

Congressman James C. Greenwood
Congress of the United States
House of Representatives
washington, DC 20515-3808

Dear Congressman Greenwood:

Enclosed please find my contribution of § 1000.00 towards
your reelection campaign. I hope you continue in your efforts in
supporting the legislative issues which are so important to myself
and our community.

Sincerely Yours

oy

Kevin Kelly
Controller
Tel-Save

22 Village Square
New Hope, PA 18938
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April 13th, 1994

Congressman James C. Greenwood
Congress of the United States
House of Representatives
Washington, DC 20515-3808

Dear Congressman Greenwood:

Enclosed please find my contribution of § 1000.00 towards
your reelection campaign. I hope you continue in your efforts in

supporting the legislative issues which are so important to myself
and our community.

Sincerely Yours

e

.

s Logan
ompliance Manager
Tel-Save
22 Village Square
New Hope, PA 18938
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April 13th, 1994

Congressman James C. Greenwood
Congress of the United States
House of Representatives
wWashington, DC 20515-3808

Dear Congressman Greenwood:

Enclosed please find my contribution of $§ 1000.00 towards
your reelection campaign. I hope you continue in your efforts in
supporting the legislative issues which are so important to myself
and our community.

ncerely Yours

(’t’,@ct?/"c

Jason Januzelli

Customer Seryice Representative
Tel-Save

22 Village Square

New Hope, PA 18938
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April 13th, 1994

Congressman James C. Greenwood
Ccongress of the United States
House of Representatives
wWashington, DC 20515-3808

Dear Congressman Greenwood:

Enclosed please find my contribution of § 1000.00 towards
your reelection campaign. I hope you continue in your efforts in
supporting the legislative issues which are so important to myselif
and our community.

Sincerely Yours

AT W

Pete Morrison

MIS Director
Tel-Save

22 Village Square
New Hope., PA 18938
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April 13th, 1994

Congressman James C. Greenwood
Congress of the United States
House of Representatives
Washington, DC 20515-3808

Dear Congressman Greenwood:

Enclosed please find my contribution of § 1000.00 towards
your reelection campaign. I hope you continue in your efforts in

supporting the legislative issues which are so important to myself
and our community.

Sincerely Yours

[ 8

"

Derron Ruby

MIS Manager
Tel-Save

22 Village Square
New Hope., PA 18938
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GREENWOOD for CONGRESS

P.O. Box 2358 B Doylestown. Pennsylvania 18901 B (215) 230-7856

August 8, 1994

NAME
Address
Address

Dear

Thank you for your recent contribution to my
campaign. I want you to know how much I appreciate
your support for my efforts to refora Congress.

My 1992 decision to refuse Political Action
Committee (PAC) money was tough, but I believe
people are tired of politicians who pay lip service
to reform yet fail to provide leadership to bring it
about. I wvant to provide that leadership, but it is
only possible because of the generosity and the
commitaent of people like you.

I plan an aggressive 1994 campaign against my
Democrat opponent, who has unfortunately not shown

much respect for the truth. I hope that I will see
you as I meet with people from throughout Bucks and
Montgomery Counties. Until then, please contact me
with any comments you may have on the issues or the

campaign.
Thank you again for your confidence.

Most sincerely,

Jim Greenwood

Paid for by Greenwood for Congress, Robert O. Baldi, Esq., Treasurer
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, DC 20463

AUGUST 24, 1994

Geoffrey F. Aronow, Bsq.
Arnold & Porter

1200 New Hampshire Avenue, N.W.
washington, D.C. 20036

RE: MUR 4019
Daniel Borislow, Emanuel DeMaio,
David Gross, Jason Januzelli,
Kevin Kelly, James Logan,
Greg Luff, Gary McCulla,
Pete Morrison, Deron Ruby and
Raymond Battistini

Dear Mr. Aronow:

This is in response to your letter dated August 15, 1994,
requesting an extension until September 19, 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 September 19, 1994.

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

Sincerely,

q‘OAa S Tohoon

Mary L. Taksar, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket
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NANE OF counsgy; Um Daadt ‘
Gatex, R & lsourd.

€18 Comectiot Amne, N¢
Yashdngton, IC 20008

ADDRESS:

TELBPRONS:( X2 ) 78-100

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

comaunications from the Comaission and to act on my behalf

3)

before the Comaission.

s/4/4

Signatuce

RESPONDENT'S NANE: _D_g\_ajt_,\ D_gflSkw

sooness: O Riverrtase Cocde
__ALM_JI:M g%
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1, Daniel Bogislow, buimg daly swvorn, state as follows:

1. 1 am Pregident of Tel-Seve, Inc, tn 8 corporation orgeniesd under the lawe of the St
of Pempaytvesin. | hold s mejority of ths shares of stock of @ corporstion.

2. I» Apil of 1994, Tul-Save lommed $1,000 sach 10 sloven empicyess of Tel-Buve,
inckuding myself, for the parposss of malring individusl enamfdutions of $1,000 o Cesterwosd S
Congress Commitss.

1. Esch individus] valwawrily chose t maks s contriimtion from his persoosl fimds and the
comtrbuiions were made by momsy ordens with eccompmylng cover lsthass sigaod by each
todividoal conteibutos.

4. B was @ mndestnding of each individus! et the losns would be supaid o the
companry, snd el of the losms, emcapt aun, wass ropaid W the company i July of 1994.

5. 1 had 00 ides Bt & corpaste Jomn 0 an emsployes could in sy way bs eomsidesed an
improper costribution fom e cwpornttion. [t is my prestics & Tel-Sxve © lowmn fimds ©
exployess fr pesossl puposss end | balisved thesa loms were proper pamasal losms ®
exployess just as clers T have muds in e past for pusonel resscms. At thds i, for csmple,
Tel-Save has cutstending lowss to soveral eployoes snd farmner employecs far perstual seascms.

6. Naoither 1 nor Tel-Save have cver proviowsly losned finds 1 axyoms for polisbel
porposes.

7. Neitwr I por Tel8ewe iendod © vislste say peovision of e Fedunl Hlestion
Campuign Ast or the Podesal Plection Commision segulations.

1 deciare under panally of parjury s the Swcgring is tree wd correct.
Brscaed thie | §_duy of Sopacacber 1994.
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Danisd Bosisiow







. .
% N

| ﬁ ﬁ o Qvls,u o1 =

=N

(¢ |’S“:j~,3° g ' $howod

5 —Du C"‘«w: \ ‘
2l

@D Meridian
'Bai(




GARY McCULLA
108 MILLTOWN ROAD 908 2191126
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September 19, 1994
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L.awrence M. Noble, Esq.
General Counsel

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

Re: MUR 4019, Tel-Save, Daniel Borislow.
Emanuel DeMaio, David Gross, Jason
Januzelli, Kevin Kelly, James Logan, Greg
Luff, Gary McCulla, Pete Morrison, Deron
Ruby, Raymond Battistini

Dear Mr. Noble:

This letter is submitted in response to the above-referenced complaint on behalf of Tel-
Save. Daniel Borisiow, Emanual DeMaio, David Gross, Jason Januzelli, Kevin Kelly, James
Logan, Greg Luff, Gary McCulla, Pete Morrison, Deron Ruby and Raymond Battistini. The
complaint. filed by John P. Murray, alleges that contributions made by the eleven named
individuals to Congressman Jim Greenwood were improperly made by money order and that they
appear to have been made in the employees' names on behalf of someone else. For the reasons set
forth below, this complaint is without merit and should be dismissed.

1. The complaint is incorrect in its assertion that the use of money orders is limited to $50
per individual contributor.

The complainant, although he is apparently a candidate for Federal office, mistakenly
believes that money orders are considered "cash" contributions and that cash contributions are
limited to $50. The complaint is incorrect on both counts. Under the Commission's regulations,
cash is defined as a contribution of "currency”. 11 C.F.R. § 110.4(c). Money orders are considered
"written instruments” as are checks. 11 C.F.R. § 104.8(c). See also 11 C.F.R. § 9034.2(b)Xdefining
"written instrument” as including "money orders" for purposes of matchable contributions).




MUR 4019
Page 2

The complaint is further incorrect in its assertion that cash contributions are limited to $50.
The limit on cash i1s $100 per person per election. 11 C.F.R. § 110.4(c). Thus. there is no merit
to this allegation.

2. The complaint is further incorrect that the contributions were made in the employees’
names on behalf of someone clsc.

The complainant provides no evidence in suppont of his allegation that these contributions
were not made by the individual Tel-Save employees. The contributions were voluntary individual
contributions from eleven Tel-Save employvees who believe that their occupations could be affected
by significant legislation before Congress affecting the telecommunications industry. As a resulit,
they decided to assist the fundraising efforts of their local member ot Congress who has held
positions favorable to their industry.

None of these individuals has previously contnbuted to candidates for Federal office and
none of them were familiar with the Federal election laws. The money orders were purchased in
order to expedite the making of the contributions. Each individual signed a letter forwarding the
contribution to the candidate. making clear that he intended to make a personal contribution to
Greenwood from his personal funds.

Unfortunately, because of their lack of previous political expenience and lack of knowledge
of the law. there was a technical problem with the manner in which the contributions were made.
Tel-Save through its President, Daniel Bonislow. has a history of loaning funds to employees for
personal reasons. For example. Tel-Save funds have been loaned to employees to embark on new
business ventures as well as to assist emplovees in home purchases and for other personal reasons.
At this time. Tel-Save has loans outstanding to several emplovees and former employees
amounting to thousands of dollars. Thus. in order to expedite the making of these contributions.
Tel-Save loaned the funds to each emplovee. See the attached Aftidavit of Daniel Borislow.
Neither Daniel Borislow. nor any of the other emplovees had any idea that there would even be a
question as to whether these contributions were made from personal funds of the employees. Each
emplovee intended to and. with one exception did. repay the loan to the company over two months
ago, well before any question was raised as to the circumstances surrounding the making of these
contributions."  Copies of their refund checks are attached to this response. Tel-Save has never
previously loaned funds to anvone for the purpose of making political contributions.

In addition. approximately one week after the loans to Tel-Save were repaid. the
Greenwood tor Congress Committee refunded the contrnibutions to all eleven individuals.

' One employvee. Ray Battistini. who lett the company shortly atter the contrnibution was made.

has not repaid the loan to the company as ot this time.
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Under the circumstances described above these loans should not be considered either a
corporate contribution, nor a contribution in the name of another. While the FEC regulations make
clear that loans to candidates or their committees are contributions. the regulations do not expressly
state that loans to individuals are contributions if the individuals contribute those funds to a
candidate. In light of the Tel-Save practice of making personal loans to employees. it is not
surprising that this question would not even occur to individuals who are not experienced
contributors.

Similarly. while the FECA prohibits making a contribution in the name of another, the FEC
regulations implementing this provision do not address the loan of funds to make a contribution.
These contributions were not "in the name of another” under 11 C.F.R. § 110.4(bX 1) because each
individual intended to and believed he was making the contribution from his own personal funds.
This is supported by the fact that the loans were3 repaid prior to the time that any questions were
raised regarding the contributions.” Moreover. the Commission’s examples of "contributions in the
name of another™ at 11 C.F.R. § 110.4(bxbX2) describe situations in which funds are given to
someone to make a contribution, not to situations in which funds are loaned and promptly repaid.
Thus, while the respondents have now been advised that neither Tel-Save nor they as individuals
should loan funds to anyone for the purpose of making contributions, rules in this regard are not
entirely clear.

Further, even if the Commuission concludes that a technical violation occurred, this matter
does not warrant further action for the following reasons. First, the individuals intended to make
the contributions from their own personal funds and fully believed that a loan from Tel-Save
(which each intended to repay) represented their own funds. Second. Tel-Save has a history of
loaning funds for personal uses to numerous current and former employees. including some of these
contributors. and this practice was well known to other Tel-Save emplovees. Third. the ioans were
repaid to Tel-Save prior to the time that any question was raised regarding these contributions, thus
indicating both that the contributions were truly from the individual contributors and that they
considered the Tel-Save funds as personal loans. Fourth, these individuals are not politically active
and were not familiar with the requirements of the law. When Mr. Bornislow discussed the
contributions with the representative of the Greenwood campaign. he was given no guidance as to
the rules. Finally. the Greenwood campaign refunded the individual contributions in July. nearly
two months ago. Thus. any inadvertent technical problem with the contributions was remedied
some time ago.

* Mr. Battistini's emplovment situation changed subsequent to the making of the contribution.
and. although he has not vet repaid Tel-Save. he considers the funds to be an outstanding personal
loan.
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For these reasons, the Commission should take no further action with regard to this matter.
Because the funds have been repaid and refunded, any inadvertent mistakes have been fully
corrected and remedied, and the individuals involved will seek advice prior to making any further
contributions to Federal candidates.

In the event that the Commission determines to take further action in this matter, the
respondents hereby request pre-probable cause conciliation.

If you have any questions, or if I can provide any additional information, please let me
know.

Sincerely.

e <™

Lyn Utrecht
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MUR: 1019

NAME OF COUNSEL: Lyn Utrecht
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818 Comectiat Averne, NW #1100
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Washington, OC 20006

M. imong 785

TELEPHONE: (22) 728-1010

The above-named individual/individuals is/are hereby designated as my

f‘;

counsel and is authorized to receive any notifications and other communications

A

from the Commission and to act on my behalf before the Commission.
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Date
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S

Tel-Save, Irc.

Daniel Borisiow, President
ADDRESS: 22 Village Saare
New Hope, PA 18938

RESPONDENT'S NAME:

@ 3 08

BUSINESS PHONE:




STATEMENT OF DESIGNATION OF COUNSEL

MUR: 09

NAME OF COUNSEL.: yn Wrecht
Oldsker, Ryan & Leonard

818 Qomectick Ave., NW #1100
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ADDRESS:
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Washington, OC 20006

ROI10313 TWN3034
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TELEPHONE: _ (XR) 781010

The above-named individual/individuals is/are hereby designated as my

Y

counsel and i1s authorized to receive any notifications and other communications

from the Commission and to act on my behaif before the Commission.
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STATEMENT OF DESIGNATION OF COUNSEL

MUR: o

NAME OF COUNSEL: e e

ADDRESS: Oldaker, Ryan & Leonard
818 Cowecticat Averne, NW #1100

03A13334

— Washingten, OC 20006
TELEPHONE: (22) 728-1010

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

from the Commission and 10 act on my behalf before the Commission.
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RESPONDENT'S NAME: Zmaarl DeMa: O
ADDRESS: M3 Bockland m(ue
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BUSINESS PHONE: @ RS — 5627508
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STATEMENT OF DESIGNATION OF COUNSEL
MUR: 4019

NAME OF COUNSEL: yn Uerecht

07 &5

TVY3IN3D 40 301440

ADDRESS: Qldaker, Ryan & Leonaxd

818 OComecticut e, NW #1100

135400,
NO!SSIMMO0)
G3A1393¥

RO1L0313 Tvdad3s

Washington, DC 20006

b6, Y 10 6

TELEPHONE: (202) 728-1010

The above-named individual/individuals is/are hereby designated as my
counsei and is authorized to receive any notifications and other communications

from the Commission and to act on my behalf before the Commission.

9 13-99 DL axn

Date Signature S—

RESPONDENT'S NAME: Daue by oif
ADDRESS: [S69 A Mercy
Chuld, PR, qus

BUSINESS PHONE: /5 22Y- £ 50




STATEMENT OF DESIGNATION OF COUNSEL

MUR: 019

NAME OF COUNSEL: Lyn (recht

ADDRESS: ___Quiker, Ryan & Lecrard
818 Comecticut Avane, NW #1100

Washington, OC 20006

TELEPHONE: —(22) 728-1010

The above-named individual/individuals is/are 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.

DaZ//{‘/ 74 e

Sign tur()
P T

RESPONDENT'S NAME: _~JA7ME> Log—m\/

A2 w Dal’?ot ST

//éé/.&/efa«/»\)l % /50

ADDRESS:

s - /
BUSINESS PHONE: 2/8 862~ /S




STATEMENT OF DESIGNATION OF COUNSEL
MUR: 419

NAME OF COUNSEL: Iyn Rrecht

ADDRESS: Oldaler, Ryan & Leonard
818 Comectio Averne, NW #1100
Washington, DC 20006

B.IWthE 085

TELEPHONE: (202) 728-1010

The above-named individuai/individuals is/are 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.

al 13]ay e 29‘_
Date ' Signature

RESPONDENT'S NAME: TOEPon) U RBY

ADDRESS: ad SeEckér  Cou g

leirorDd  CA  1R9GY

BUSINESS PHONE: AIS - FL- | SO
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STATEMENT OF DESIGNATION OF COUNSEL
MUR: 409

NAME OF COUNSEL: Lyn Utrecht
Oldekexr, Ryan & Leonard

ADDRESS: 818 Comectiax Averne, NK #1100
Washington, IC 20006

TELEPHONE: (RN

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

from the Comwmission and to act on my behalf before the Commission.

G- (3-9 e o

Date Signature

RESPONDENT'S NAME: I ETER. K . Moex,5 )
ADDRESS: ‘/fé FeankL .~ ST,
LASS D4 LE, LA 19976

BUSINESS PHONE: 215 -8562~-/1500&
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STATEMENT OF DESIGNATION OF COUNSEL

MUR: 4019

NAME OF COUNSEL:  yn Uredt

ADDRESS: Oldaler, Ryan & Leonard
818 Comectio Ave., NW #1100

washington, IC 20006

K. Wwme 028

TELEPHONE: (202) 728-1010

The above-named individual/individuals is/are 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.

0)//5[?‘! %M

Date Signatied U

RESPONDENT'S NAME: ’j—ZSGM m-. /\j:nU'zQ( (.'
ADDRESS: a2 w!®" Ave
C_Q Nnsho hocken P[A
(94> %
BUSINESS PHONE: (G1s) Sua- 1SEeD
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STATEMENT OF DESIGNATION OF COUNSEL

MUR: 4019

NAME OF COUNSEL: i Shxecte

818 Comectiat Ave., NW #1100

Washington, OC 20006

TELEPHONE: (202) 728-1010

The above-named individual/individuals is/are hereby designated as my
counsel and is authorized to receive any natifications and other communications

from the Commission and to act on my behalf before the Commission.

4/1 5/751

Date

RESPONDENT'S NAME: '}{CV\"") Z : h/ dé/
ADDRESS: 22 FEtrwekehssn @4 U4 B-3
(W Lo _Grove PA_ 19090

BUSINESS PHONE: 2/S -2 /2%
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STATEMENT OF DESIGNATION OF COUNSEL

MUR: 4019

NAME OF COUNSEL: Lyn Decte:

Oldaler, Ryan & Leonard
ADDRESS:

818 Qowectiout Averme, NW #1100
Washington, IC 20006

TELEPHONE: (202) 728-1010

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

from the Commission and to act on my behalf before the Commission.

7

RESPONDENT'S NAME: éc’ €0y Lu P
ADDRESS: oo  HNemigeke P
H UNTINE Jon \[lﬂ //24_ (o
(Fook

BUSINESS PHONE: 21T -323S5~ 5057)




STATEMENT OF DESIGNATION OF COUNSEL
MUR: 019

NAME OF COUNSEL: Lyn Qerecht

Oldeder, Ryan & Leonard
ADDRESS:

818 Comecticut Awerne, NW #1100
Washington, IC 20006

TELEPHONE: (202) 728-1010

The above-named individuai/individuals is/are 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.

Date ignature

RESPONDENT'S NAME: 2&\4\ DAt sty
ADDRESS: 7235 wasg.xcron Pl

Lushagnle, Pa” 19087

BUSINESS pHONE: /0 296~ §1 £/




FEDERAL ELECTION COMNISSIO?
999 E Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 204“ s "'ﬂ“‘
PIRST GENERAL COUNSEL'S REPORT

MUR 4019

DATE COMPLAINT FILED: 7/29/94

DATE OF NOTIFICATION: 8/4/94

DATE ACTIVATED: 10/26/94¢

STAFF MEMBER: Craig D. Reffner
Susan Mitchell

COMPLAINANT: John P. Murray

RESPONDENTS: The Honorable James Greenwood

Greenwood for Congress and
Robert O. Baldi, as treasurer
Tel-Save, Inc. and

Daniel Borislow, as President
Emanuel DeMaio

David Gross

Jason Januzelli

Kevin Kelly

James Logan

Greg Luff

Gary McCulla

Peter Morrison

Deron Ruby

Raymond Battistini

RELEVANT STATUTES: 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a)
2 U.S.C. § 441

INTERNAL REPORTS CHECKED: Disclosure Reports
Contributor Index

FEDERAL AGENCIES CHECKED: None

I. GENERATION OF MATTER

This matter was generated from a complaint by John P. Murray

who questions the contributions that eleven employees from

Tel-Save, Inc. ("Tel-Save") made to Congressman James Greenwood’s

re-election campaign in Pennsylvania’s 1994 Sixth Congressional
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District. Responses have been received. Attachments A-I.l

II. FACTUAL AND LEGAL AMALYSIS
A. ain

According to the complainant, a disclosure report filed with
the Commission by Greenwood for Congress and Robert O. Baldi, as
treasurer (collectively referred to as the "Committee"™), shows
that eleven employees from Tel-Save, identified above, each
contributed $1,000 to the Greenwood campaign on April 29, 1994.
The complainant suggests that the contributions "appear to have
been made in the employees’ names on behalf of someone else
virtually making thea corporate contributions.” The complainant
also alleges that each contribution was made in the form of a
money order, which, the complainant asserts is subject to a
limitation of $50, “"like cash."

B. Responses

In response to the complaint, the Committee’s treasurer
acknowledges receiving the contributions in question on April 28,
1994. Attachment A. Respondent also acknowledges that the
contributions were made in the form of money orders. He
maintains, however, that all of these contributions were refunded
on July 20, 1994. He further explains that he did not question
the contributions when they were originally received, but that he
later refunded them after the complainant issued a press release
asserting that the contributions were made separately by the

employees to avoid Congressman Greenwood'’s pledge against

1. Congressman Greenwood was re-elected in the 1994 election
with 66% of the vote. His opponent, John Murray, received 27% of
the vote.
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accepting contributions from political action committees. Lastly,

he challenges the allegation that contributions cannot be made by

money order, noting that a campaign worker contacted independent
legal counsel and received confirmation that money orders were
acceptable.

Counsel for Tel-Save and the eleven employees also
acknowledges that the contributions were made and similarly
challenges the allegation that they are impermissible because they
were made by money order. She notes that under the Commission’s
regulations, the limit for cash contributions is $100, not $50 as
the complainant maintains, and that in any event, money orders are
not considered cash, but “"written instruments.” Attachament B.

With regard to the allegation that these contributions were
made in the employees’ names, counsel acknowledges that Tel-Save
loaned $1,000 to each of the employees so that they could in turn
contribute to the Greenwood campaign. However, she asserts that
the employees contributed voluntarily and that Tel-Save has a
history of loaning money to its employees for personal purposes.
In an affidavit attached to the response, Tel-Save'’s President,
Daniel Borislow, states that it is a "practice at Tel-Save to loan
funds to employees for personal purposes and I believed these
loans were proper personal loans to employees just as others I
have made in the past for personal reasons.” 1d. (affidavit of
Borislow). According to counsel, Tel-Save has outstanding loans
to several current and former employees. Counsel also notes that,
with the exception of one employee, the loans have all been

refunded. Attached to this response are copies of checks from ten
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Tel-Save employees, dated between July 11 and July 15, 1994, all
made paysble to Tel-Save. Attachment B.

Counsel argues that under the circumstances, Tel-Save made
neither a corporate contribution nor a contribution in the name of
another. She posits that "while the [Commission’s] regulations
make clear that loans to candidates or their committees are
contributions, the regulations do not expressly state that loans
to individuals are contributions if the individuals contribute
those funds to a candidate." Id. She also asserts that "each
individual intended to and believed he was making the contribution
from his own personal funds" and, with the exception of one
employee, repaid the loans prior to the time that any questions
were raised. Counsel also states that the examples of
‘contributions in the name of another’ at 11 C.PF.R.

§ 110.4(b)(2) describe situations in which funds are given to
someone to make a contribution, not to situations in which funds
are loaned and promptly repaid.” Id. at 3 (emphasis in original).

Counsel also requests that, in the event the Commission
finds reason-to-believe that a violation occurred, the Commission
should, under the circumstances, take no further action. Counsel
points to a variety of factors, including the repayment of the
loans as well as the assertion that the individuals involved were
purportedly unfamiliar with the election process.2 Counsel

further requests, in the event the Commission decides to pursue

2. The Commission’s contributor index shows that between 1986
and the present none of the eleven Tel-Save employees made any
contributions in connection with a Federal election, except for
the contributions to the Greenwood campaign.
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this matter, to enter into pre-probable cause conciliation
negotiations.

C. Analysis

Under the Act, no person shall make contributions of
currency to a candidate or political committee which in the
aggregate exceed $100. 2 U.S.C. § 441g. The Commission’s
regulations permit contributions to be made by written instrument,
including checks and money orders. 11 C.P.R. § 104.8(c).
Pursuant to Section 110.4(c)(2) of the Commission’s regulations, a
candidate or committee receiving a cash contribution in excess of
$100 shall promptly return the amount over $100 to the
contributor.

Section 441f of the Act provides that "(n]jo person shall

make a contribution in the name of another or knowingly permit his

name to be used to effect such a contribution, and no person shall

knowingly accept a contribution made by one person in the name of
another person." Pursuant to 2 U.S.C. § 441b, it is unlawful for
any corporation to make a contribution or expenditure in
connection with a Federal election, or for any Federal candidate
or political committee to knowingly accept such a contribution.
It is also unlawful for any corporate officer or director to
consent to any such contribution or expenditure. Id.

In light of Section 441g’s prohibition against cash
contributions in excess of $100, the complainant’s assertion that
cash contributions cannot exceed $50 is simply wrong. Similarly,
the assertion that contributions cannot be made by money order is

incorrect. However, the allegation that these contributions were
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improperly made by Tel-Save in the names of its employees cannot
be 80 easily dismissed. 1Indeed, these contributions are all the
same amount, $1,000, were all made on the same date, April 13,
1994, and all came from eleven employees at the same company,
Tel-Save. In addition, each contribution was made in the form of
a money order and accompanied by the same transmittal letter,
which showed that each contributor was employed by Tel-Save.
These are the exact type of factors that evidence a coordinated
effort to circumvent the Act’s prohibitions and limitations.
Counsel does not deny that Tel-Save gave its employses money
so that they could make these contributions. Instead, she
maintains that the Commission’s regulations "do not make clear
that loans to individuals are contributions if the individuals
contribute those funds to a candidate." Attachment B at 3.
However, the Commission’s regulations expressly describe a

contribution in the name of another as "(gliving money or anything

of value, all or part of which was provided to the contributor by

another person (the true contributor) without disclosing the
source of money or the thing of value to the recipient candidate
or committee at the time the contribution is made.” 11 C.P.R.

§ 110.4(b)(2)(i). In the matter at hand, Tel-Save provided funds
to eleven of its employees who in turn made contributions in their
names to the Greenwood campaign. Not only is this type of

activity expressly described in the Commission’s regulations, but
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it i3 the exact type of activity that Section 441f was intended to
ptohibit.3
Likewise, Counsel’s distinction that Tel-Save did not give
money to its employees, but rather loaned it to them is of little
value in the matter at hand. The Commission has consistently held
that individuals may not make contributions from refundable
corporate drawing accounts under the rationale that such funds are
the corporation’s because the employee is obligated to repay the
corporation for any money used. See AOs 1990-4, 1985-12 and
1982-11 (funds from non-refundable drawing account are permissible
because the funds are a draw on the employee’s salary). 1In the
matter at hand, the Tel-Save employees used corporate funds that
they were obligated to repay in much the same manner as an
employee who uses a refundable corporate drawing account. The
only difference here is that the money Tel-Save provided was first

used to purchase money orders before being given to the Greenwood

canpaign.‘

3. Moreover, even though Respondents assert that all but one of
the employees repaid Tel-Save for the loans, they provided copies
of the front side of the employees’ purported repayment checks
only, thus making it difficult to substantiate counsel’s assertion
of repayment. The record is also silent as to how and why eleven
employees all decided to secure "loans” from Tel-Save in the same
amount on the same date and for the same purpose of making
contributions to the same candidate.

4. Moreover, Respondents provided no documents evidencing the
loans in question or, for that matter, any other "personal" loans
that Tel-Save has a "practice" of making to its employees.
Indeed, Respondents’ attempt to characterize the contribution
advances here as loans is strikingly similar to the situation
addressed in Federal Election Comm’n. v. Larry Williams,
CV-93-6321-ER(BX) (C.D.Cal. Jan. 31, 1995). 1In that case, the
defendant argued that he did not texlburse his employees who
bought tickets to a fundraiser, but rather pre-purchased their
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rurthermore, the available information does not support
counsel’s assertion that these contributions resulted in a
"technical violation" of the Act. 1Indeed, a series of news
articles concerning the contributions disclosed that Daniel
Borislow met with Congressman Greenwood before the contributions
in question were made and, during that meeting, he purportedly
asked how he could make a contribution to the Greenwood campaign.

The Morning Call, July 22, 1994, Section B at 1. The articles

further disclosed that Mr. Borislow purportedly acknowledged that
the contributions were raised independently of the Greenwocd
campaign and, in his affidavit, he acknowledges loaning Tel-Save
funds to himself and the other employees so that they could make
the contributions. In fact, one of the news articles reported
that when he was asked about why eleven employees all contributed
to the Greenwood campaign he purportedly said: "[Greenwood is] =y
congressman. He takes care of us, and we’re supposed to take care

of him." The Morning Call, July 23, 1994, Section B at 3.

D. Conclusion

In conclusion, it appears that eleven individuals at
Tel-Save permitted their names to be used to make contributions to
the Greenwood campaign. In addition, the available evidence shows
that one of these individuals, Mr. Borislow, approved the use of

Tel-Save'’s funds for these contributions in his capacity as the

(Pootnote 4 continued from previous page)

tickets to the event for possible resale in the event they could
not attend. The court in Williams, however, rejected the
defendant’s characterization of the transaction as anything other
than a contribution reimbursement scheme carried out in knowing
and willful violation of the Act.




President of Tel-Save. Moroover, it appears that Mr. Borislow was
involved in raising these contributions and, given the fact that
these contributions were all made on the same date, in the same
amounts and in the same manner, i.e., through money orders, he may
have orchestrated the making of these contributions to knowingly
and wilfully violate the Act’s prohibition against corporate
contributions and contributions made in the name of another.

In an effort to resolve this matter in an expeditious
manner, this Office recommends that the Commission accept
Respondents’ request to enter into conciliation negotiations prior
to a finding of probable cause to believe. These Respondents, who
are represented by the same counsel, have essentially acknowledged
that they permitted their names to be used to make a contribution
using corporate funds. In addition, a review of the Commission’s
contributor indices from 1987 to the present shows that these are
the only Tel-Save employees who made contributions to Federal
candidates or political committees and that the contributions at
issue here are the only contributions these particular employees
made. Although further investigation may confirm that Congressman
Greenwood and the Committee were involved in the transactions in
question and/or show that other employees knowingly and wilfully
violated the Act, we believe that this matter is situated for

quick resolution without the need for an extensive investigation.5

5. As noted above, the available information shows that

Mr. Borislow apparently met with Congressman Greenwood before the
contributions at issue in this matter were made. However, since
it is unclear whether their communications, if they in fact
occurred, concerned the making of contributions, we are not making
any reason-to-believe findings against Congressman Greenwood or
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Attached for the Commission’s approval are 2 conciliation

agreements. The agreement for Tel-Save and Daniel Borislow

Based upon the above discussion, this Office recommends that
the Commission reject Respondents’ request to take no further

action and instead find reason to believe that Tel-Save, Inc., and

(Footnote 5 continued from previous page)

Greenwood for Congress and its treasurer at this time. 1In the
event that additional information concerning the involvement of
either Congressman Greenwood or an agent of his campaign comes to
light during conciliation negotiations, we will report to the
Commission with appropriate recommendations.
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Daniel Borislow, as an officer of Tel-Save, each knowingly and

wilfully violated 2 U.S.C. §§ 441f and 441b and that Emanuel

DeMaio, David Gross, Jason Januzelli, Kevin Kelly, James Logan,

Greg Luff, Gary McCulla, Peter Morrison, Deron Ruby and Raymond

pattistini, each violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f. 1In addition, we

recommend that the Commission accept Respondents’ request to enter

into conciliation negotiations prior to a finding of probable

cause to believe. Lastly, we recommend that the Commission take

no action at this time with respect to Congressman James Greenwood

and Greenwood for Congress and Robert O. Baldi, as treasurer.

III. RECOMNENDATIONS

1.

Reject the request of Tel-Save, Inc., Daniel Borislow,
Emanuel DeMaio, David Gross, Jason Januzelli, Kevin
Kelly, James Logan, Greg Luff, Gary McCulla, Peter
Morrison, Deron Ruby and Raymond Battistini to take no
further action.

Pind reason to believe that Tel-Save, Inc., and Daniel
Borislow each knowingly and wilfully violated 2 U.S.C.
§§ 441b and 441f.

Find reason to believe that Emanuel DeMaio, David Gross,
Jason Januzelli, Kevin Kelly, James Logan, Greg Luff,
Gary McCulla, Peter Morrison, Deron Ruby and Raymond
Battistini each violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f.

Enter into pre-probable cause conciliation with
Tel-Save, Inc., Daniel Borislow, Emanuel DeMaio, David
Gross, Jason Januzelli, Kevin Kelly, James Logan, Greg
Luff, Gary McCulla, Peter Morrison, Deron Ruby and
Raymond Battistini.

Take no action at this time with regard to the Honorable
James Greenwood and Greenwood for Congress and Robert O.
Baldi, as treasurer.




6. Approve the attached Factual and Legal Analyses (2) and
Conciliation Agreements (2) and the appropriate letter.

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

4/0/96
o s

Lo . /Lerner
Associate General Ccunsel

Attachments

A.
B.
C.
D.
E.

F.

Response from Greenwood for Congress

Response from Tel-Save, Inc., et al.

Factual and Legal Analysis for Tel-Save and Daniel Borislow
Sample Pactual and Legal Analysis for Tel-Save Employees
Proposed Conciliation Agreement for Tel-Save and Daniel
Borislow

Sample Proposed Conciliation Agreement for Tel-Save Employees




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINCTON DC 2001

LAWRENCE M. NOBLE
GENERAL COUNSEL

MARJORIE W. EMMONS/LISA R. DAVIS 7 7] ()
COMMISSION SECRETARY :

APRIL 12, 1995

MUR 4019 - PIRST GEWNERAL COUMSEL'S REPORT DATED
APRIL 6, 1995
The above-captioned document was circulated to the

Commission on FRIDAY, APRIL 7, 1995 at 12:00 p-m.

Objection(s) have been received froa the
Commissioner(s) as indicated by the name(s) checked below:

Commissioner Aikens XXX

Commissioner Elliott

XXX
Commissioner AcDonald XXX
XXX

Commissioner McGarcy

Comaissioner Potter

Commissioner Thomas

This matter will be placed on the meeting agenda
for TUESDAY, APRIL 18' 1995

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




BEFORE THE PFEDERAL ELECTION CONNISSION

In the Matter of
NUR 4019
The Honorable James Greenwood;
Greenwood for Congress and
Robert O. Baldi, as treasurer;
Tel-Save, Inc. and
Daniel Borislow, as President;
Emanuel DeMaio;
pavid Gross;
Jason Januszelli;
Kevin Kelly;
James Logan;
Greg Luff;
Gary McCulla;
Peter Morrison;
Deron Ruby;
Raymond Battistini

O Nyl N N P N P P w wP wh b P w T

CERTIFICATION

1, Marjorie W. Emmons, recording secretary for the
rederal Election Commission executive session on April 18,
1995, do hereby certify that the Commission decided by a
vote of 5-1 to take the following actions in MUR 4019:

1. Reject the request of Tel-Save, Inc.,
Daniel Borislow, Emanuel DeMaio, David
Gross, Jason Januselli, Kevin Kelly,
James Logan, Greg Luff, Gary McCulla,
Peter Morrison, Deron Ruby and Raymond
Battistini to take no further action.

Find reason to believe that Tel-Save, Inc.,
and Daniel Borislow each knowingly and
willfully violated 2 U.S.C. §§ 441b and
441¢€.

(continued)




Pederal Election Commission
Certification for MUR 4019
April 18, 1995

rind reason to believe that Emanuel DeMaio,
David Gross, Jason Januzelli, Kevin Kelly,
James Logan, Greg Luff, Gary McCulla,

Peter Morrison, Deron Ruby and Raymond
Battistini each violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f,.

Enter into pre-probable cause conciliation
with Tel-Save, Inc., Daniel Borislow,

Emanuel DeMaio, David Gross, Jason Januszelli,
Kevin Kelly, James Logan, Greg Luff, Gary
McCulla, Peter Morrison, Deron Ruby, and
Raymond Battistini.

Take no action at this time with regard to
the Honorable James Greenwood and Greenwood
for Congress and Robert O. Baldi, as
treasurer.

Approve the Factual and Legal Analyses (2),
Conciliation Agreements (2), and the
appropriate letters as recommended in the
General Counsel’s April 6, 1995 report.
Commissioners Elliott, McDonald, McGarry, Potter, and
Thomas voted affirmatively for the decision. Commissioner

Aikens dissented.

Attest:

H-20- 95 .
Date ‘[ Marjorie W. Emmons
ecretary of the Commission
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, DC 2046} April 24, 1995

Lyn Utrecht, Esq.

Oldaker, Ryan & Leonard

818 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.
Suite 1100

washington, DC 20006

MUR 4019

Tel-Save, Inc., and
pDaniel Borislow, President
Raymond Battistini
Emanuel DeMaio
David Gross

Jason Januzelli
Kevin Kelly

James Logan

Greg Luff

Gary McCulla

Peter Morrison
Deron Ruby

Dear Ms. Utrecht:

On April 18, 1995, the Federal Election Commission rejected
your request to take no further action in the above-captioned
matter and, instead, found that there is reason to believe that
your clients, Tel-Save, Inc., and Daniel Borislow, each knowingly
and willfully violated 2 U.S.C. §§ 441b and 441f, pr.vigions of
the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act").
Also, on April 18, 1995, the Commission found that there is reason
to believe that your clients, Emanuel DeMaio, David Gross, Jason
Januzelli, Kevin Kelly, James Logan, Greg Luff, Gary McCulla,
Peter Morrison, Deron Ruby, and Raymond Battistini, each violated
2 U.S.C. § 441f. The Factual and Legal Analyses, which formed a
basis for the Commission’s findings, are attached for your
information.

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




Lyn Utrecht, Esq.
Page 2

In order to expedite the resolution of this matter, the
Commission has decided to accept your clients’ request 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 are the conciliation
agreements that the Commission has approved in settlement of this
matter.

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 agreements, please sign and
return the agreements, along with the civil penalties, to the
Commission. 1In light of the fact that conciliation negotiations,
prior to a finding of probable cause to believe, are limited to a
maximum of 30 days, you should respond to this notification as
soon as possible.

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

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

I1f you have any questions, please contact Craig D. Reffner,
the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3400.

Sincerely,

Chairmgn

Enclosures
Factual and Legal Analyses (11)
Conciliation Agreements (11)




PEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
PACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS
MUR: 4019

RESPONDENTS: Tel-Save, Inc., and
Daniel Borislow

I. GENERATION OF NMATTER

This matter was generated by a complaint filed with the
Federal Election Commission (the “"Commission") by John P. Murray.
See 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(1). Mr. Murray questions the contributions
that Daniel Borislow and ten other employees from Tel-Save, Inc.
("Tel-Save"™) made to Congressman James Greenwood's re-election
campaign in Pennsylvania’s 1994 Eighth Congressional District.
Counsel for Tel-Save and Mr. Borislow responded to the complaint.

II. PACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

A. Complaint

According to the complainant, a disclosure report filed with
the Commission by Congressman Greenwood’s authorized campaign
committee, Greenwood for Congress, shows that Mr. Borislow and ten
other employees from Tel-Save each contributed $1,000 to the
Greenwood campaign on April 29, 1994. The other employees
include: Emanuel DeMaio, David Gross, Jason Januzelli, Kevin
Kelly, James Logan, Greg Luff, Gary McCulla, Peter Morrison, Deron
Ruby and Raymond Battistini. The complainant suggests that all
the contributions "appear to have been made in the employees’

names on behalf of someone else virtually making them corporate

contributions."” The complainant also alleges that each

contribution was made in the form of a money order, which, the
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complainant asserts is subject to a limitation of $50, “like
cash.”

B. Response

Counsel for Tel-Save and Mr. Borislow acknowledges that the

contributions were made and challenges the allegation that they

are impermissible because they were made by money order. She
notes that under the Commission’s requlations, the limit for cash
contributions is $100, not $50 as the complainant maintains, and
that in any event, money orders are not considered cash, but
"written instruments."

With regard to the allegation that these contributions were
made in the employees’ names, counsel acknowledges that Tel-Save
loaned $1,000 to each of the eleven employees so that they could
in turn contribute to the Greenwood campaign. However, she
asserts that the employees contributed voluntarily and that
Tel-Save has a history of loaning money to its employees for
personal purposes. In an affidavit, Tel-Save’s President, Daniel
Borislow, states that it is a "practice at Tel-Save to loan funds
to employees for personal purposes and I believed these loans were
proper personal loans to employees just as others I have made in
the past for personal reasons." According to counsel, Tel-Save
has outstanding loans to several current and former employees.
Counsel alsc notes that, with the exception of one employee, the
loans have all been refunded. Counsel provided copies of checks
from ten Tel-Save employees, dated between July 11 and July 15,

1994, all made payable to Tel-Save.




Counsel argues that under the circumstances, Tel-Save made
neither a corporate contribution nor a contribution in the name of
another. She posits that "while the [Commission’s]) regulations
make clear that loans to candidates or their committees are
contributions, the regulations do not expressly state that loans
to individuals are contributions if the individuals contribute
those funds to a candidate.” She also asserts that Mr. Borislow
as well as the other employees each "intended to and believed
[they were) making the contribution from [their) own personal
funds" and, with the exception of cone employee, repaid the loans
prior to the time that any questions were raised. Counsel also
states that the examples of "contributions in the name of another
at 11 C.P.R. § 110.4(b)(2) describe situations in which funds are
given to someone to make a contribution, not to situations in

which funds are loaned and promptly repaid.”

C. Analysis
Under the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended

(the "Act™), no person shall make contributions of currency to a
candidate or political committee which in the aggregate exceed
$100. 2 U.S.C. § 441g. See also 11 C.F.R. § 110.4(c). The
Commission’s regulations permit contributions to be made by
written instrument, including checks and money orders.
11 C.F.R. § 104.8(c).

Section 441f of the Act provides that "[n)o person shall
make a contribution in the name of another or knowingly permit his

name to be used to effect such a contribution." Pursuant to
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2 U.S.C. § 441b, it is unlawful for any corporation to make a
contribution or expenditure in connection with a Federal election.
In light of Section 441g’s prohibition against cash

contributions in excess of $100, the complainant’'s assertion that
cash contributions cannot exceed $50 is simply wrong. Similarly,
the assertion that contributions cannot be made by money order is
incorrect. However, the allegation that these contributions were
improperly made by Tel-Save in the names of its employees cannot
be so easily dismissed. 1Indeed, these contributions are all the
same amount, $1,000, were all made on the same date, April 13,
1994, and all came from eleven employees at the same company,
Tel-Save. In addition, each contribution was made in the form of

a money order and accompanied by the same transmittal letter,

which showed that each contributor was employed by Tel-Save.

These are the exact type of factors that evidence a coordinated
effort to circumvent the Act’s prohibitions and limitations.
Counsel does not deny that Tel-Save gave its employees money
so that they could make these contributions. 1Instead, she
maintains that the Commission’s regulations "do not make clear
that loans to individuals are contributions if the individuals
contribute those funds to a candidate."™ However, the Commission’s
regulations expressly describe a contribution in the name of
another as "[g)iving money or anything of value, all or part of
which was provided to the contributor by another person (the true
contributor) without disclosing the source of money or the thing
of value to the recipient candidate or committee at the time the

contribution is made.” 11 C.F.R. § 110.4(b)(2)(1i). In the matter
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at hand, Tel-Save provided funds to Mr. Borislow and ten other
employees who in turn made contributions in their names to the
Greenwood campaign. Not only is this type of activity expressly
described in the Commission’s regulations, but it is the exact
type of activity that Section 441f was intended to prohibit.
Likewise, Counsel’s distinction that Tel-Save did not give
money to its employees, but rather loaned it to them is of little
value in the matter at hand. The Commission has consistently held
that individuals may not make contributions from refundable
corporate drawing accounts under the rationale that such funds are
the corporation’s because the employee is obligated to repay the
corporation for any money used. See Advisory Opinions 1990-4,
1985-12 and 1982-11 (funds from non-refundable drawing account are
permissible because the funds are a draw on the employee’s
salary). In the matter at hand, the Tel-Save employees used
corporate funds that they were obligated to repay in much the same
manner as an employee who uses a refundable corporate drawing
account. The only difference here is that the money Tel-Save
provided was first used to purchase money orders before being

given to the Greenwood ca-paign.1

1. Moreover, no documentation has been provided evidencing the
loans in question or, for that matter, any other "personal" loans
that Tel-Save has a "practice" of making to its employees.
Likewise, even though counsel asserts that all but one of the
employees repaid Tel-Save for the loans, she provided copies of
the front side of the employees’ purported repayment checks only,
thus making it difficult to substantiate the assertion of
repayment. Finally, the record is silent as to how and why eleven
employees all decided to secure "loans" from Tel-Save in the same
amount on the same date and for the same purpose of making
contributions to the same candidate.




As noted above, the Act provides that no person shall make a
contribution in the name of another or knowingly permit his name
to be used to effect such a contribution. By permitting his name

to be used by Tel-Save to make a contribution to the Greenwood

campaign, Daniel Borislow violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f. Likewisge, by

using Mr. Borislow’s name to make a contribution to the Greenwood
campaign, Tel-Save, Inc., violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f.

The Act also provides that it is unlawful for any
corporation to make a contribution or expenditure in connection
with a Federal election and further prohibits any corporate
officer or director from consenting to any such contribution or
expenditure. By providing corporate funds to employees for the
purpose of making contributions in connection with a Federal
election Tel-Save, Inc., violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b. 1In addition,
in his affidavit, Daniel Borislow states that he is the President
of Tel-Save and that he provided Tel-Save funds to himself and ten
other employees funds from Tel-Save for the purpose of making
contributions to the Greenwood campaign. By loaning corporate
funds to himself and ten other Tel-Save employees for the purpose
of making contributions to the Greenwood campaign, Mr. Borislow
consented to the making of a corporate contribution in violation
of 2 U.S.C. § 441b.

Furthermore, the available information does not support
counsel’s assertion that these contributions resulted in a
"technical violation"™ of the Act. 1Indeed, a series of news
articles concerning the contributions disclosed that Daniel

Borislow met with Congressman Greenwood before the contributions
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in question were made and, during that meeting, he purportedly

asked how he could make a contribution to the Greenwood campaign.

The Morning Call, July 22, 1994, Section B at 1. The articles

further disclosed that Mr. Borislow purportedly acknowledged that
the contributions were raised independently of the Greenwood

campaign and,

in his affidavit, he acknowledges loaning Tel-Save
funds to himself and the other employees so that they could make
the contributions. 1In fact, one of the news articles reported

that when he was asked about why eleven employees all contributed
to the Greenwood campaign he purportedly said: "[Greenwood is] my

o congressman. He takes care of us, and we'’re supposed to take care

BT of him." The Morning Call, July 23, 1994, Section B at 3.

In short, it appears that Mr. Borislow was involved in

raising these contributions. Given the fact that these

contributions were all made on the same date, in the same amounts

and in the same manner, i.e., through money orders, he may have

orchestrated the making of these contributions to knowingly and

willfully violate the Act’s prohibition against corporate

9 50

contributions and contributions made in the name of another.

Therefore, there is reason to believe that Tel-Save, Inc.,
and Daniel Borislow each knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C.

§§ 441b and 441f.
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FEDERAL ELECTION CONMISSION
PACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

MUR: 4019

RESPONDENT: Raymond Battistini

I. GENERATION OF NATTER

This matter was generated by a complaint filed with the

Pederal Election Commission (the "Commission”™) by John P. Murray.

See 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(1). Mr. Murray questions the contributions
that Raymond Battistini and ten other employees from Tel-Save,
Inc. ("Tel-Save®) made to Congressman James Greenwood’s

re-election campaign in Pennsylvania’s 1994 Eighth Congressional

) District. Counsel for Mr. Battistini has responded to the

= complaint.

0 II. PFACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

= A. Complaint

£ According to the complainant, a disclosure report filed with
:T the Commission by the Greenwood for Congress Committee and

W Robert O. Baldi, as treasurer (collectively referred to as the

o "Committee”), shows that Mr. Battistini and ten other employees

from Tel-Save each contributed $1,000 to the Greenwood campaign on

April 29, 1994. The complainant suggests that the contributions

"appear to have been made in the employees’ names on behalf of

someone else virtually making them corporate contributions."™ The
complainant also alleges that each contribution was made in the

form of a money order, which, the complainant asserts is subject

to a limitation of $50, "like cash."



8. Response

Counsel for Mr. Battistini acknowledges that he made a
contribution and challenges the allegation that it was
impermissible because he made it by money order. She notes that
under the Commission’s regulations, the limit for cash
contributions is $§100, not $50 as the complainant maintains, and
that in any event, money orders are not considered cash, but
“written instruments.”

With regard to the allegation that Mr. Battistini permitted
Tel-Save to use his name toc make a contribution, counsel
acknowledges that Tel-Save loaned Mr. Battistini $1,000 so that he
could in turn contribute to the Greenwood campaign. However, she

asserts that he contributed voluntarily and that Tel-Save has a

history of loaning money to its employees for personal purposes.

In an affidavit attached to the response, Tel-Save’s President,
Daniel Borislow, states that it is a "practice at Tel-Save to loan
funds to employees for personal purposes and I believed these
loans were proper personal loans to employees just as others I
have made in the past for personal reasons."™ According to
counsel, Tel-Save has outstanding loans to several current and
former employees. Counsel also notes that, Mr. Battistini repaid
Tel-Save for his loan and she included a copy of Mr. Battistini'’s
check, dated July 11 1994, made payable to Tel-Save.

Counsel argues that under the circumstances, Mr. Battistini
did not permit Tel-Save to use his name to make a contribution to
the Greenwood campaign. She posits that "while the [Commission’s)

regulations make clear that loans to candidates or their
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committees are contributions, the regulations do not expressly
state that loans to individuals are contributions if the
individuals contribute those funds to a candidate." She also
asserts that Mr. Battistini "intended to and believed he was
making the contribution from his own personal funds" and that he
repaid the loans prior to the time that any questions were raised.
Counsel also states that the examples of "contributions in the
name of another at 11 C.P.R. § 110.4(b)(2) describe situations in
which funds are given to someone to make a contribution, not to
situations in which funds are loaned and promptly repaid.”®

C. Analysis

Under the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended
(the "Act"), no person shall make contributions of currency to a
candidate or political committee which in the aggregate exceed
$100. 2 U.S.C. § 441g. See also 11 C.F.R. § 110.4(c). The
Commission’s regulations permit contributions to be made by
written instrument, including checks and money orders. 11 C.F.R.
§ 104.8(c). Section 441f of the Act provides that "(n]o person
shall make a contribution in the name of another or knowingly
permit his name to be used to effect such a contribution.”

In light of Section 441g’'s prohibition against cash
contributions in excess of $100, the complainant’s assertion that
cash contributions cannot exceed $50 is simply wrong. Similarly,
the assertion that contributions cannot be made by money order is
incorrect. However, the allegation that Mr. Battistini improperly
permitted Tel-Save to use his name to make a contribution cannot

be so easily dismissed. 1Indeed, Mr. Battistini’s contribution and




5

<
O
O
5]

95N 4

bl SR Rt |ttt Ll Ly e e s
b e pecRthis g Al hiakil s, i

T
the contributions from the other Tel-Save employees were all the
same amount, $1,000, and were all made on the same date, April 13,
1994. 1In addition, each contribution was made in the form of a
money order and accompanied by the same transmittal letter, which
showed that each contributor was employed by Tel-Save. These are
the exact type of factors that evidence a coordinated effort to
circumvent the Act’s prohibitions and limitations.

Counsel does not deny that Tel-Save gave Mr. Battistini
money so that he could make this contribution. Instead, she
maintains that the Commission’s regulations "do not make clear
that loans to individuals are contributions if the individuals
contribute those funds to a candidate."™ However, the Commission’s
regulations expressly describe a contribution in the name of
another as "[gliving money or anything of value, all or part of
which was provided to the contributor by another person (the true
contributor) without disclosing the source of money or the thing
of value to the recipient candidate or committee at the time the
contribution is made.”™ 11 C.F.R. § 110.4(b)(2)(i). 1In the matter
at hand, Tel-Save provided funds to Mr. Battistini who in turn
made a contribution in his name to the Greenwood campaign. Not
only is this type of activity expressly described in the
Commission’s regulations, but it is the exact type of activity
that Section 441f was intended to prohibit.

Likewise, Counsel’s distinction that Tel-Save did not give
money to Mr. Battistini, but rather loaned it to him is of little
value in the matter at hand. The Commission has consistently held

that individuals may not make contributions from refundable
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corporate drawing accounts under the rationale that such funds are
the corporation’s because the employee is obligated to repay the
corporation for any money used. See Advisory Opinions 1990-4,
1985-12 and 1982-11 (funds from non-refundable drawing account are
permissible because the funds are a draw on the employee’s
salary). In the matter at hand, Mr. Battistini used corporate
funds that he was obligated to repay in much the same manner as an
employee who uses a refundable corporate drawing account. The
only difference here is that the money Tel-Save provided

Mr. Battistini was first used to purchase a money order before
being given to the Greenwood canpaign.1

Therefore, there is reason to believe Raymond Battistini

violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f.

1. Moreover, no documentation has been provided evidencing the
loan to Mr. Battistini or, for that matter, any other "personal"”
loans that Tel-Save has a "practice" of making to its employees.
Likewise, even though counsel asserts that Mr. Battistini repaid
Tel-Save for his loan, she provided copies of the front side of
his purported repayment checks only, thus making it difficult to
substantiate the assertion of repayment. Finally, the record is
silent as to how and why Mr. Battistini and ten other employees
all decided to secure "loans" from Tel-Save in the same amount on
the same date and for the same purpose of making contributions to
the same candidate.
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PEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS
MUR: 4019
RESPONDENT: Emanuel DeMaio

I. GENERATION OF NATTER

This matter was generated by a complaint filed with the
Federal Election Commission (the "Commission™) by John P. Murray.
See 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(1l). MNr. Murray questions the contributions
that Emanuel DeMaio and ten other employees from Tel-Save, Inc.
("Tel-Save") made to Congressman James Greenwood’s re-election
campaign in Pennsylvania’s 1994 Eighth Congressional District.
Counsel for Mr. DeMaio has responded to the complaint.

II. PACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

A. Complaint

According to the complainant, a disclosure report filed with
the Commission by the Greenwood for Congress Committee and
Robert O. Baldi, as treasurer (collectively referred to as the
"Committee"”), shows that Mr. DeMaio and ten other employees from
Tel-Save each contributed $1,000 to the Greenwood campaign on
April 29, 1994. The complainant suggests that the contributions
"appear to have been made in the employees’ names on behalf of
someone else virtually making them corporate contributions."” The
complainant also alleges that each contribution was made in the
form of a money order, which, the complainant asserts is subject

to a limitation of $50, "like cash."”




B. Response
Counsel for Mr. DeMaio acknowledges that he made a

contribution and challenges the allegation that it was
impermissible because he made it by money order. She notes that
under the Commission’s regulations, the limit for cash
contributions is $100, not $50 as the complainant maintains, and
that in any event, money orders are not considered cash, but
*"written instruments.”

With regard to the allegation that Mr. DeMaio permitted
Tel-Save to use his name to make a contribution, counsel
acknowledges that Tel-Save loaned Mr. DeMaio $1,000 so that he
could in turn contribute to the Greenwood campaign. However, she
asserts that he contributed voluntarily and that Tel-Save has a

history of loaning money to its employees for personal purposes.

In an affidavit attached to the response, Tel-Save'’'s President,

Daniel Borislow, states that it is a "practice at Tel-Save to loan
funds to employees for personal purposes and I believed these
loans were proper personal loans to employees just as others 1I
have made in the past for personal reasons.” According to
counsel, Tel-Save has outstanding loans to several current and
former employees. Counsel also notes that, Mr. DeMaio repaid
Tel-Save for his loan and she included a copy of Mr. DeMaio’s
check, dated July 11 1994, made payable to Tel-Save.

Counsel argues that under the circumstances, Mr. DeMaio did
not permit Tel-Save to use his name to make a contribution to the
Greenwood campaign. She posits that "while the [Commission’s]

regulations make clear that loans to candidates or their




committees are contributions, the regulations do not expressly
state that loans to individuals are contributions if the
individuals contribute those funds to a candidate."™ She also
asserts that Mr. DeMaio "intended to and believed he was making
the contribution from his own personal funds" and that he repaid
the loans prior to the time that any questions were raised.
Counsel also states that the examples of "contributions in the
name of another at 11 C.P.R. § 110.4(b)(2) describe situations in
which funds are given to someone to make a contribution, not to
situations in which funds are loaned and promptly repaid.”

C. Analysis

Under the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended
(the "Act"), no person shall make contributions of currency to a
candidate or political committee which in the aggregate exceed
$100. 2 U.S.C. § 441g. See also 11 C.F.R. § 110.4(c). The
Commission’s regulations permit contributions to be made by
written instrument, including checks and money orders. 11 C.P.R.
§ 104.8(c). Section 441f of the Act provides that "(n]o person
shall make a contribution in the name of another or knowingly
permit his name to be used to effect such a contribution.*®

In light of Section 441g’s prohibition against cash
contributions in excess of $100, the complainant’s assertion that
cash contributions cannot exceed $50 is simply wrong. Similarly,

the assertion that contributions cannot be made by money order is

incorrect. However, the allegation that Mr. DeMaio improperly

permitted Tel-Save to use his name to make a contribution cannot

be so easily dismissed. 1Indeed, Mr. DeMaio’s contribution and the




contributions from the other Tel-Save employees were all the same
amount, $1,000, and were all made on the same date, April 13,
1994. 1In addition, each contribution was made in the form of a
money order and accompanied by the same transmittal letter, which
showed that each contributor was employed by Tel-Save. These are
the exact type of factors that evidence a coordinated effort to
circumvent the Act’s prohibitions and limitations.

Counsel does not deny that Tel-Save gave Mr. DeMaio money so
that he could make this contribution. 1Instead, she maintains that
the Commission’s regulations "do not make clear that loans to
individuals are contributions if the individuals contribute those
funds to a candidate." However, the Commission’s regulations
expressly describe a contribution in the name of another as
"lgliving money or anything of value, all or part of which was

provided to the contributor by another person (the true

contributor) without disclosing the source of money or the thing

of value to the recipient candidate or committee at the time the
contribution is made." 11 C.F.R. § 110.4(b)(2)(i). 1In the matter
at hand, Tel-Save provided funds to Mr. DeMaio who in turn made a
contribution in his name to the Greenwood campaign. Not only is
this type of activity expressly described in the Commission’s
regulations, but it is the exact type of activity that Section
441f was intended to prohibit.

Likewise, Counsel’s distinction that Tel-Save did not give
money to Mr. DeMaio, but rather loaned it to him is of little
value in the matter at hand. The Commission has consistently held

that individuals may not make contributions from refundable




<
0
O
N3

5 0 4

9

R

corporate drawing accounts under the rationale that such funds are
the corporation’s because the employee is obligated to repay the
corporation for any money used. See Advisory Opinions 1990-4,
1985-12 and 1982-11 (funds from non-refundable drawing account are
permissible because the funds are a draw on the employee’s
salary). 1In the matter at hand, Mr. DeMaio used corporate funds
that he was obligated to repay in much the same manner as an
employee who uses a refundable corporate drawing account. The
only difference here is that the money Tel-Save provided

Mr. DeMaio was first used to purchase a money order before being
given to the Greenwood ca-paign.l

Therefore, there is reason to believe Emanuel DeMaio

violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f.

1. Moreover, no documentation has been provided evidencing the
loan to Mr. DeMaio or, for that matter, any other "personal” loans
that Tel-Save has a "practice” of making to its employees.
Likewise, even though counsel asserts that Mr. DeMaio repaid
Tel-Save for his loan, she provided copies of the front side of
his purported repayment checks only, thus making it difficult to
substantiate the assertion of repayment. Finally, the record is
silent as to how and why Mr. DeMaio and ten other employees all
decided to secure "loans” from Tel-Save in the same amount on the
same date and for the same purpose of making contributions to the
same candidate.




FEDERAL ELECTION CONMMISSION
FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS
MUR: 4019
RESPONDENT: David Gross

I. GENERATION OF MATTER

This matter was generated by a complaint filed with the

Pederal Election Commission (the "Commission”) by John P. Murray.

See 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(1l). Mr. Murray questions the contributions
that David Gross and ten other employees from Tel-Save, Inc.
("Tel-Save") made to Congressman James Greenwood’s re-election
campaign in Pennsylvania’s 1994 Eighth Congressional District.
Counsel for Mr. Gross has responded to the complaint.

I1I. PACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

A. Complaint

According to the complainant, a disclosure report filed with
the Commission by the Greenwood for Congress Committee and
Robert O. Baldi, as treasurer (collectively referred to as
"Committee"), shows that Mr. Gross and ten other employees
Tel-Save each contributed $1,000 to the Greenwood campaign on
April 29, 1994. The complainant suggests that the contributions
"appear to have been made in the employees’ names on behalf of
someone else virtually making them corporate contributions.” The
complainant also alleges that each contribution was made in the
form of a money order, which, the complainant asserts is subject

to a limitation of $50, "like cash."




B. Response

Counsel for Mr. Gross acknowledges that he made a
contribution and challenges the allegation that it was
impermissible because he made it by money order. She notes that
under the Commission’s regulations, the limit for cash
contributions is $100, not $50 as the complainant maintains, and
that in any event, money orders are not considered cash, but
*"written instruments."”

With regard to the allegation that Mr. Gross permitted
Tel-Save to use his name to make a contribution, counsel
acknowledges that Tel-Save loaned Mr. Gross $1,000 so that he
could in turn contribute to the Greenwood campaign. However, she
asserts that he contributed voluntarily and that Tel-Save has a
history of loaning money to its employees for personal purposes.
In an affidavit attached to the response, Tel-Save’s President,
Daniel Borislow, states that it is a "practice at Tel-Save to loan
funds to employees for personal purposes and I believed these

loans were proper personal loans to employees just as others I

have made in the past for personal reasons."™ According to

counsel, Tel-Save has outstanding loans to several current and
former employees. Counsel also notes that, Mr. Gross repaid
Tel-Save for his loan and she included a copy of Mr. Gross'’s
check, dated July 11 1994, made payable to Tel-Save.

Counsel argues that under the circumstances, Mr. Gross did
not permit Tel-Save to use his name to make a contribution to the
Greenwood campaign. She posits that "while the (Commission’s]

requlations make clear that loans to candidates or their




committees are contributions, the regulations do not expressly

state that loans to individuals are contributiong if the

individuals contribute those funds to a candidate." She also
asserts that Mr. Gross "intended to and believed he was making the

contribution from his own personal funds" and that he repaid the

loans prior to the time that any questions were raised. Counsel
also states that the examples of "contributions in the name of
another at 11 C.P.R. § 110.4(b)(2) describe situations in which
funds are given to someone to make a contribution, not to

situations in which funds are loaned and promptly repaid.”

C. Analysis
Under the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended

(the "Act®), no person shall make contributions of currency to a
candidate or political committee which in the aggregate exceed
$100. 2 U.S.C. § 441g. See also 11 C.P.R. § 110.4(c). The

Commission’s regulations permit contributions to be made by

written instrument, including checks and money orders. 11 C.F.R.
§ 104.8(c). Section 441f of the Act provides that "[n]o person

shall make a contribution in the name of another or knowingly
permit his name to be used to effect such a contribution."”

In light of Section 441g’s prohibition against cash

contributions in excess of $100, the complainant’s assertion that

cash contributions cannot exceed $50 is simply wrong. Similarly,
the assertion that contributions cannot be made by money order is
incorrect. However, the allegation that Mr. Gross improperly

permitted Tel-Save to use his name to make a contribution cannot

be so easily dismissed. 1Indeed, Mr. Gross’s contribution and the
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contributions from the other Tel-Save employees were all the same
amount, $1,000, and were all made on the same date, April 13,
1994. 1In addition, each contribution was made in the form of a
money order and accompanied by the same transmittal letter, which
showed that each contributor was employed by Tel-Save. These are
the exact type of factors that evidence a coordinated effort to
circumvent the Act’s prohibitions and limitations.

Counsel does not deny that Tel-Save gave Mr. Gross money so
that he could make this contribution. Instead, she maintains that
the Commission’s regulations "do not make clear that loans to

individuals are contributions if the individuals contribute those

funds to a candidate.” However, the Commission’s regulations

expressly describe a contribution in the name of another as
"{gliving money or anything of value, all or part of which was
provided to the contributor by another person (the true
contributor) without disclosing the source of money or the thing
of value to the recipient candidate or committee at the time the
contribution is made.”™ 11 C.F.R. § 116.4(b)(2)(i). In the matter
at hand, Tel-Save provided funds to Mr. Gross who in turn made a
contribution in his name to the Greenwood campaign. Not only is
this type of activity expressly described in the Commission’s
regulations, but it is the exact type of activity that Section
441f was intended to prohibit.

Likewise, Counsel’s distinction that Tel-Save did not give
money to Mr. Gross but rather loaned it to him is of little value
in the matter at hand. The Commission has consistently held that

individuals may not make contributions from refundable corporate
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drawing accounts under the rationale that such funds are the
corporation’s because the employee is obligated to repay the
corporation for any money used. See Advisory Opinions 1990-4,
1985-12 and 1982-11 (funds from non-refundable drawing account are
permissible because the funds are a draw on the employee’s
salary). In the matter at hand, Mr. Gross used corporate funds
that he was obligated to repay in much the same manner as an
employee who uses a refundable corporate drawing account. The
only difference here is that the money Tel-Save provided

Mr. Gross was first used to purchase a money order before being
given to the Greenwood ca-paign.1

Therefore, there is reason to believe David Gross violated

2 U.s.C. § 441f.

1. Moreover, no documentation has been provided evidencing the
loan to Mr. Gross or, for that matter, any other "personal® loans
that Tel-Save has a "practice" of making to its employees.
Likewise, even though counsel asserts that Mr. Gross repaid
Tel-Save for his loan, she provided copies of the front side of
his purported repayment checks only, thus making it difficult to
substantiate the assertion of repayment. Finally, the record is
silent as to how and why Mr. Gross and ten other employees all
decided to secure "loans" from Tel-Save in the same amount on the
same date and for tbhe same purpose of making contributions to the
same candidate.
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PEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS
MUR: 4019
RESPONDENT: Jason Januzelli

I. GENERATION OF MATTER

This matter was generated by a complaint filed with the
rederal Election Commission (the "Commission”) by John P. Murray.
See 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(1). Mr. Murray questions the contributions
that Jason Januzelli and ten other employees from Tel-Save, Inc.
("Tel-Save") made to Congressman James Greenwood’s re-election
campaign in Pennsylvania’s 1994 Eighth Congressional District.
Counsel for Mr. Januzelli has responded to the complaint.

II. FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

A. Complaint
According to the complainant, a disclosure report filed with

the Commission by the Greenwood for Congress Committee and

Robert O. Baldi, as treasurer (collectively referred to as the
"Committee"), shows that Mr. Januzelli and ten other employees
from Tel-Save each contributed $1,000 to the Greenwood campaign on
April 29, 1994. The complainant suggests that the contributions
"appear to have been made in the employees’ names on behalf of
someone else virtually making them corporate contributions.” The
complainant also alleges that each contribution was made in the
form of a money order, which, the complainant asserts is subject

to a limitation of $50, "like cash."




B. Response
Counsel for Mr. Januselli acknowledges that he made a

contribution and challenges the allegation that it was
impermissible because he made it by money order. She notes that
under the Commission’s regulations, the limit for cash
contributions is $100, not $50 as the complainant maintains, and
that in any event, money orders are not considered cash, but
"written instruments.”

With regard to the allegation that Mr. Januzelli permitted
Tel-Save to use his name to make a contribution, counsel
acknowledges that Tel-Save loaned Mr. Januzelli $1,000 sc that he
could in turn contribute to the Greenwood campaign. However, she
asserts that he contributed voluntarily and that Tel-Save has a
history of loaning money to its employees for personal purposes.
In an affidavit attached to the response, Tel-Save’s President,
Daniel Borislow, states that it is a "practice at Tel-Save to loan
funds to employees for personal purposes and I believed these

loans were proper personal loans to employees just as others I

have made in the past for personal reasons.” According to

counsel, Tel-Save has outstanding loans to several current and
former employees. Counsel also notes that, Mr. Januzelli repaid
Tel-Save for his loan and she included a copy of Mr. Januzelli’s
check, dated July 11 1994, made payable to Tel-Save.

Counsel argues that under the circumstances, Mr. Januzelli
did not permit Tel-Save to use his name to make a contribution to
the Greenwood campaign. She posits that "while the {Commission’s]

requlations make clear that loans to candidates or their
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committees are contributions, the regulations do not expressly
state that loans to individuals are contributions if the

individuals contribute those funds to a candidate." She also

asserts that Mr. Januszelli "intended to and believed he was making

the contribution from his own personal funds" and that he'repaid
the loans prior to the time that any questions were raised.
Counsel also states that the examples of "contributions in the
name of another at 11 C.P.R. § 110.4(b)(2) describe situations in
which funds are given to someone to make a contribution, not to
situations in which funds are loaned and promptly repaid.®

C. Analysis

Under the Pederal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended
(the "Act"), no person shall make contributions of currency to a
candidate or political committee which in the aggregate exceed
$100. 2 U.S.C. § 441g. See also 11 C.F.R. § 110.4(c). The
Commission’s regqulations permit contributions to be made by
written instrument, including checks and money orders. 11 C.F.R.
§ 104.8(c). Section 441f of the Act provides that "[n]o person
shall make a contribution in the name of another or knowingly
permit his name to be used to effect such a contribution."

In light of Section 441g’s prohibition against cash
contributions in excess of $100, the complainant’s assertion that
cash contributions cannot exceed $50 is simply wrong. Similarly,
the assertion that contributions cannot be made by money order is
incorrect. However, the allegation that Mr. Januzelli improperly
permitted Tel-Save to use his name to make a contribution cannot

be so easily dismissed. Indeed, Mr. Januzelli’s contribution and
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the contributions from the other Tel-Save employees were all the
same amount, $1,000, and were all made on the same date, April 13,
1994. 1In addition, each contribution was made in the form of a
money order and accompanied by the same transmittal letter, which
showed that each contributor was employed by Tel-Save. These are
the exact type of factors that evidence a coordinated effort to
circumvent the Act'’s prohibitions and limitations.

Counsel does not deny that Tel-Save gave Mr. Januzelli money
s0 that he could make this contribution. 1Instead, she maintains
that the Commission’s regulations "do not make clear that loans to
individuals are contributions if the individuals contribute those
funds to a candidate.” However, the Commission’s regulations
expressly describe a contribution in the name of another as
"{gliving money or anything of value, all or part of which was

provided to the contributor by another person (the true

contributor) without disclosing the source of money or the thing

of value to the recipient candidate or committee at the time the
contribution is made.” 11 C.F.R. § 110.4(b)(2)(i). 1In the matter
at hand, Tel-Save provided funds to Mr. Januzelli who in turn made
a contribution in his name to the Greenwood campaign. Not only is
this type of activity expressly described in the Commission’s
regulations, but it is the exact type of activity that Section
441f was intended to prohibit.

Likewise, Counsel’s distinction that Tel-Save did not give
money to Mr. Januzelli, but rather loaned it to him is of little
value in the matter at hand. The Commission has consistently held

that individuals may not make contributions from refundable
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corporate drawing accounts under the rationale that such funds are
the corporation’s because the employee is obligated to repay the
corporation for any money used. See Advisory Opinions 1990-4,
1985-12 and 1982-11 (funds from non-refundable drawing account are
permissible because the funds are a draw on the employee's
salary). In the matter at hand, Mr. Januzelli used corporate
funds that he was obligated to repay in much the same manner as an
employee who uses a refundable corporate drawing account. The
only difference here is that the money Tel-Save provided

Mr. Januzelli was first used to purchase a money order before
being given to the Greenwood calpaign.1

Therefore, there is reason to believe Jason Januzelli

violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f.

1. Moreover, no documentation has been provided evidencing the
loan to Mr. Januzelli or, for that matter, any other "personal"”
loans that Tel-Save has a "practice®™ of making to its employees.
Likewise, even though counsel asserts that Mr. Januzelli repaid
Tel-Save for his loan, she provided copies of the front side of
his purported repayment checks only, thus making it difficult to
substantiate the assertion of repayment. Finally, the record is
silent as to how and why Mr. Januzelli and ten other employees all
decided to secure "loans" from Tel-Save in the same amount on the
same date and for the same purpose of making contributions to the
same candidate.




FEDERAL EBLECTION COMMISSION
PACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS
MUR: 4019
RESPONDENT: Kevin Kelly

I. GENERATION OF MATTER

This matter was generated by a complaint filed with the
Pederal Election Commission (the "Commission") by John P. Murray.
See 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(l). Mr. Murray questions the contributions
that Kevin Kelly and ten other employees from Tel-Save, Inc.
("Tel-Save") made to Congressman James Greenwood’s re-election
campaign in Pennsylvania’s 1994 Eighth Congressional District.
Counsel for Mr. Kelly has responded to the complaint.

II. PACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

A. Complaint

According to the complainant, a disclosure report filed with
the Commission by the Greenwood for Congress Committee and
Robert O. Baldi, as treasurer (collectively referred to as the

"Committee”), shows that Mr. Kelly and ten other employees from

Tel-Save each contributed $1,000 to the Greenwood campaign on

April 29, 1994. The complainant suggests that the contributions
"appear to have been made in the employees’ names on behalf of
someone else virtually making them corporate contributions.” The
complainant also alleges that each contribution was made in the
form of a money order, which, the complainant asserts is subject

to a limitation of $50, "like cash."




B. Response
Counsel for Mr. Kelly acknowledges that he made a

contribution and challenges the allegation that it was
impermissible because he made it by money order. She notes that
under the Commission’s regulations, the limit for cash
contributions is $100, not $50 as the complainant maintains, and
that in any event, money orders are not considered cash, but
“written instruments.”

With regard to the allegation that Mr. Kelly permitted
Tel-Save to use his name to make a contribution, counsel
acknowledges that Tel-Save loaned Mr. Kelly $1,000 so that he
could in turn contribute to the Greenwood campaign. However, she
asserts that he contributed voluntarily and that Tel-Save has a
history of loaning money to its employees for personal purposes.
In an affidavit attached to the response, Tel-Save'’s President,
Daniel Borislow, states that it is a "practice at Tel-Save to loan
funds to employees for personal purposes and I believed these
loans were proper personal loans to employees just as others I
have made in the past for personal reasons.” According to
counsel, Tel-Save has outstanding loans to several current and
former employees. Counsel also notes that, Mr. Kelly repaid
Tel-Save for his loan and she included a copy of Mr. Kelly’s
check, dated July 11 1994, made payable to Tel-Save.

Counsel argues that under the circumstances, Mr. Kelly did
not permit Tel-Save to use his name to make a contribution to the
Greenwood campaign. She posits that "while the [Commission’s]

regulations make clear that loans to candidates or their
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committees are contributions, the regulations do not expressly
state that loans to individuals are contributions if the
individuals contribute those funds to a candidate." She also
asserts that Mr. Kelly "intended to and believed he was making the
contribution from his own personal funds" and that he repaid the
loans prior to the time that any questions were raised. Counsel
also states that the examples of "contributions in the name of
another at 11 C.F.R. § 110.4(b)(2) describe situations in which
funds are given to someone to make a contribution, not to
situations in which funds are loaned and promptly repaid."™

C. Analysis

Under the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended
(the "Act"), no person shall make contributions of currency to a
candidate or political committee which in the aggregate exceed
$100. 2 U.S.C. § 441g. See also 11 C.F.R. § 110.4(c). The
Commission’s regulations permit contributions to be made by
written instrument, including checks and money orders. 11 C.P.R.

§ 104.8(c). Section 441f of the Act provides that "[n)o person

shall make a contribution in the name of another or knowingly

permit his name to be used to effect such a contribution."

In light of Section 441g'’s prohibition against cash
contributions in excess of $100, the complainant’s assertion that
cash contributions cannot exceed $50 is simply wrong. Similarly,
the assertion that contributions cannot be made by money order is
incorrect. However, the allegation that Mr. Kelly improperly
permitted Tel-Save to use his name to make a contribution cannot

be so easily dismissed. Indeed, Mr. Kelly’s contribution and the




/

5

-
O
e

L

N4

P

bt T R i s i i e i
s, PRk Ak e BT e iy R

wl=

contributions from the other Tel-Save employees were all the same
amount, $1,000, and were all made on the same date, April 13,
1994. 1In addition, each contribution was made in the form of a
money order and accompanied by the same transmittal letter, which
showed that each contributor was employed by Tel-Save. These are
the exact type of factors that evidence a coordinated effort to
circumvent the Act’s prohibitions and limitations.

Counsel does not deny that Tel-Save gave Mr. Kelly money so
that he could make this contribution. 1Instead, she maintains that
the Commission’s requlations "do not make clear that loans to
individuals are contributions if the individuals contribute those
funds to a candidate.” However, the Commission’s requlations
expressly describe a contribution in the name of another as
"{gliving money or anything of value, all or part of which was
provided to the contributor by another person (the true
contributor) without disclosing the source of money or the thing
of value to the recipient candidate or committee at the time the
contribution is made.” 11 C.F.R. § 110.4(b)(2)(i). 1In the matter
at hand, Tel-Save provided funds to Mr. Kelly who in turn made a
contribution in his name to the Greenwood campaign. Not only is
this type of activity expressly described in the Commission’s
regulations, but it is the exact type of activity that Section
441f was intended to prohibit.

Likewise, Counsel’s distinction that Tel-Save did not give
money to Mr. Kelly, but rather loaned it to him is of little value
in the matter at hand. The Commission has consistently held that

individuals may not make contributions from refundable corporate




el
drawing accounts under the rationale that such funds are the
corporation’s because the employee is obligated to repay the
corporation for any money used. See Advisory Opinions 1990-4,
1985-12 and 1982-11 (funds from non-refundable drawing account are
peraissible because the funds are a draw on the employee’s
salary). In the matter at hand, Mr. Kelly used corporate funds
that he was obligated to repay in much the same manner as an
employee who uses a refundable corporate drawing account. The
only difference here is that the money Tel-Save provided
Mr. Kelly was first used to purchase a money order before being
given to the Greenwood canpaign.1

Therefore, there is reason to believe Kevin Kelly violated

2 U.S.C. § 441f.

1. Moreover, no documentation has been provided evidencing the
loan to Mr. Kelly cr, for that matter, any other "personal” loans
that Tel-Save has a "practice" of making to its employees.
Likewise, even though counsel asserts that Mr. Kelly repaid
Tel-Save for his loan, she provided copies of the front side of
his purported repayment checks only, thus making it difficult to
substantiate the assertion of repayment. Finally, the record is
silent as to how and why Mr. Kelly and ten other employees all
decided to secure "loans" from Tel-Save in the same amount on the
same date and for the same purpose of making contributions to the
same candidate.
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PEDERAL EBLECTION COMMISSION
PACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS
MUR: 4019
RESPONDENT: James Logan

I. GEMERATION OF NATTER

This matter was generated by a complaint filed with the
Pederal Election Commission (the "Commission”™) by John P. Murray.
See 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(l). Mr. Murray questions the contributions
that James Logan and ten other employees from Tel-Save, Inc.
("Tel-Save”) made to Congressman James Greenwood’s re-electicn
campaign in Pennsylvania’s 1994 Eighth Congressional District.
Counsel for Mr. Logan has responded to the complaint.

1I1. PACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

A. Complaint

According to the complainant, a disclosure report filed with
the Commission by the Greenwood for Congress Committee and
Robert O. Baldi, as treasurer (collectively referred to as the
"Committee"), shows that Mr. Logan and ten other employees from
Tel-Save each contributed $1,000 to the Greenwood campaign on
April 29, 1994. The complainant suggests that the contributions
"appear to have been made in the employees’ names on behalf of
someone else virtually making them corporate contributions.”™ The
complainant also alleges that each contribution was made in the
form of a money order, which, the complainant asserts is subject

to a limitation of $50, "like cash.”
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B. Response
Counsel for Nr. Logan acknowledges that he made a

contribution and challenges the allegation that it was
impermissible because he made it by money order. She notes that
under the Commission’s regulations, the limit for cash
contributions is $100, not $50 as the coaplainant maintains, and
that in any event, money orders are not considered cash, but
"written instruments.*”

With regard to the allegation that Mr. Logan permitted
Tel-Save to use his name to make a contribution, counsel
acknowledges that Tel-Save loaned Mr. Logan $1,000 so that he
could in turn contribute to the Greenwood campaign. However, she
asserts that he contributed voluntarily and that Tel-Save has a
history of loaning money to its employees for personal purposes.
In an affidavit attached to the response, Tel-Save’s President,
Daniel Borislow, states that it is a "practice at Tel-Save to loan
funds to employees for personal purposes and I believed these
loans were proper personal loans to employees just as others I
have made in the past for personal reasons.” According to
counsel, Tel-Save has outstanding loans to several current and
former employees. Counsel also notes that, Mr. Logan repaid
Tel-Save for his loan and she included a copy of Mr. Logan’s
check, dated July 11 1994, made payable to Tel-Save.

Counsel argues that under the circumstances, Mr. Logan did
not permit Tel-Save to use his name to make a contribution to the
Greenwood campaign. She posits that "while the [Commission’s]

regulations make clear that loans to candidates or their
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committees are contributions, the regulations do not expressly
state that loans to individuals are contributions if the
individuals contribute those funds to a candidate.” She also
asserts that Mr. Logan "intended to and believed he was making the
contribution from his own personal funds" and that he repaid the
loans prior to the time that any questions were raised. Counsel
also states that the examples of "contributions in the name of
another at 11 C.P.R. § 110.4(b)(2) describe situations in which
funds are given to someone to make a contribution, not to
situations in which funds are loaned and promptly repaid."

C. Analysis

Under the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended
(the "Act"), no person shall make contributions of currency to a
candidate or political committee which in the aggregate exceed
$100. 2 U.S.C. § 441g. See also 11 C.F.R. § 110.4(c). The
Commission’s regulations permit contributions to be made by
written instrument, including checks and money orders. 11 C.F.R.

§ 104.8(c). Section 441f of the Act provides that "[n)o person

shall make a contribution in the name of another or knowingly

permit his name to be used to effect such a contribution."

In light of Section 441g’'s prohibition against cash
contributions in excess of $100, the complainant’s assertion that
cash contributions cannot exceed $50 is simply wrong. Similarly,
the assertion that contributions cannot be made by money order is
incorrect. However, the allegation that Mr. Logan improperly
permitted Tel-Save to use his name to make a contribution cannot

be so easily dismissed. 1Indeed, Mr. Logan’s contribution and the
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contributions from the other Tel-Save employees were all the same
amount, $1,000, and were all made on the same date, April 13,
1994. 1In addition, each contribution was made in the form of a
money order and accompanied by the same transmittal letter, which
showed that each contributor was employed by Tel-Save. These are
the exact type of factors that evidence a coordinated effort to
circumvent the Act'’s prohibitions and limitations.

Counsel does not deny that Tel-Save gave Mr. Logan money SO
that he could make this contribution. 1Instead, she maintains that
the Commission’s regulations "do not make clear that loans to
individuals are contributions if the individuals contribute those
funds to a candidate." However, the Commission’s regulations
expressly describe a contribution in the name of another as
"(gliving money or anything of value, all or part of which was

provided to the contributor by another person (the true

contributor) without disclosing the source of money or the thing

of value to the recipient candidate or committee at the time the
contribution is made." 11 C.F.R. § 110.4(b)(2)(i). In the matter
at hand, Tel-Save provided funds to Mr. Logan who in turn made a
contribution in his name to the Greenwood campaign. Not only is
this type of activity expressly described in the Commission’s
regulations, but it is the exact type of activity that Section
441f was intended to prohibit.

Likewise, Counsel’s distinction that Tel-Save did not give
money to Mr. Logan, but rather loaned it to him is of little value
in the matter at hand. The Commission has consistently held that

individuals may not make contributions from refundable corporate




drawing accounts under the rationale that such funds are the
corporation’s because the employee is obligated to repay the
corporation for any money used. See Advisory Opinions 1990-4,
1985-12 and 1982-11 (funds from non-refundable drawing account are
permissible because the funds are a draw on the employee’s
salary). In the matter at hand, Mr. Logan used corporate funds
that he was obligated to repay in much the same manner as an
employee who uses a refundable corporate drawing account. The
only difference here is that the money Tel-Save provided
Mr. Logan was first used to purchase a money order before being
given to the Greenwood calpaign.1

Therefore, there is reason to believe James Logan violated

2 U.S.C. § 441Ff.

1. Moreover, no documentation has been provided evidencing the
loan to Mr. Logan or, for that matter, any other "personal®™ loans
that Tel-Save has a "practice” of making to its employees.
Likewise, even though counsel asserts that Mr. Logan repaid
Tel-Save for his loan, she provided copies of the front side of
his purported repayment checks only, thus making it difficult to
substantiate the assertion of repayment. Finally, the record is
silent as to how and why Mr. Logan and ten other employees all
decided to secure "loans"™ from Tel-Save in the same amount on the
same date and for the same purpose of making contributions to the
same candidate.
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PEDERAL BLECTION COMMISSION
PACTUAL AND LBGAL ANALYSIS
MUR: 4019
RESPONDENT: Greg Luff

I. GENERATION OF MATTER

This matter was generated by a complaint filed with the
Federal Election Commission (the "Commission") by John P. Murray.
See 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(1l). Mr. Murray questions the contributions
that Greg Luff and ten other employees from Tel-Save, Inc.
("Tel-Save®) made to Congressman James Greenwood’s re-election
campaign in Pennsylvania’s 1994 Eighth Congressional District.
Counsel for Mr. Luff has responded to the complaint.

II. PACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

A. Complaint
According to the complainant, a disclosure report filed with

the Commission by the Greenwood for Congress Committee and
Robert O. Baldi, as treasurer (collectively referred to as the
“Committee"™), shows that Mr. Luff and ten other employees from
Tel-Save each contributed $1,000 to the Greenwood campaign on
April 29, 1994. The complainant suggests that the contributions
"appear to have been made in the employees’ names on behalf of
someone else virtually making them corporate contributions.” The
complainant also alleges that each contribution was made in the
form of a money order, which, the complainant asserts is subject

to a limitation of $50, "like cash."”
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B. Response
Counsel for Mr. Luff acknowledges that he made a

contribution and challenges the allegation that it was
impermissible because he made it by money order. She notes that
under the Commission’s regulations, the limit for cash
contributions is $100, not $50 as the complainant maintains, and
that in any event, money orders are not considered cash, but
"written instruments.”

With regard to the allegation that Mr. Luff permitted
Tel-Save to use his name to make a contribution, counsel
acknowledges that Tel-Save loaned Mr. Luff $1,000 so that he could
in turn contribute to the Greenwood campaign. However, she
asserts that he contributed voluntarily and that Tel-Save has a
history of loaning money to its employees for personal purposes.
In an affidavit attached to the response, Tel-Save'’s President,
Daniel Borislow, states that it is a "practice at Tel-Save to loan
funds to employees for personal purposes and I believed these
loans were proper personal loans to employees just as others I
have made in the past for personal reasons." According to
counsel, Tel-Save has outstanding loans to several current and
former employees. Counsel also notes that, Mr. Luff repaid
Tel-Save for his loan and she included a copy of Mr. Luff’s check,
dated July 11 1994, made payable to Tel-Save.

Counsel argues that under the circumstances, Mr. Luff did
not permit Tel-Save to use his name to make a contribution to the
Greenwood campaign. She posits that "while the [Commission’s]

regqulations make clear that loans to candidates or their




.3

committees are contributions, the regulations do not expressly
state that loans to individuals are contributions if the
individuals contribute those funds to a candidate.” She also
asserts that Mr. Luff "intended to and believed he was making the
contribution from his own personal funds" and that he repaid the
loans prior to the time that any questions were raised. Counsel
also states that the examples of “"contributions in the name of
another at 11 C.P.R. § 110.4(b)(2) describe situations in which
funds are given to someone to make a contribution, not to
situations in which funds are loaned and promptly repaid."”

C. Analysis

Under the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended
(the "Act®"), no person shall make contributions of currency to a
candidate or political committee which in the aggregate exceed
$100. 2 U.S.C. § 441g. See also 11 C.F.R. § 110.4(c). The
Commission’s requlations permit contributions to be made by
written instrument, including checks and money orders. 11 C.P.R.
§ 104.8(c). Section 441f of the Act provides that "[n]o person
shall make a contribution in the name of another or knowingly
permit his name to be used to effect such a contribution."

In light of Section 441g’'s prohibition against cash
contributions in excess of $100, the complainant’s assertion that
cash contributions cannot exceed $50 is simply wrong. Similarly,
the assertion that contributions cannot be made by money order is
incorrect. However, the allegation that Mr. Luff improperly
permitted Tel-Save to use his name to make a contribution cannot

be so easily dismissed. 1Indeed, Mr. Luff’s contribution and the




contributions from the other Tel-Save employees were all the same
amount, $1,000, and were all made on the same date, April 13,
1994. 1In addition, each contribution was made in the form of a
money order and accompanied by the same transmittal letter, which
showed that each contributor was employed by Tel-Save. These are
the exact type of factors that evidence a coordinated effort to

circumavent the Act’s prohibitions and limitations.

Counsel does not deny that Tel-Save gave Mr. Luff money so

that he could make this contribution. Instead, she maintains that
the Commission’s regulations "do not make clear that loans to
individuals are contributions if the individuals contribute those
funds to a candidate."” However, the Commission’s regulations
expressly describe a contribution in the name of another as
"{gliving money or anything of value, all or part of which was
provided to the contributor by another person (the true
contributor) without disclosing the source of money or the thing
of value to the recipient candidate or committee at the time the
contribution is made."” 11 C.F.R. § 110.4(b)(2)(i). 1In the matter
at hand, Tel-Save provided funds to Mr. Luff who in turn made a
contribution in his name to the Greenwood campaign. Not only is
this type of activity expressly described in the Commission’s
requlations, but it is the exact type of activity that Section
441f was intended to prohibit.

Likewise, Counsel’s distinction that Tel-Save did not give
money to Mr. Luff, but rather loaned it to him is of little value
in the matter at hand. The Commission has consistently held that

individuals may not make contributions from refundable corporate
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drawing accounts under the rationale that such funds are the
corporation’s because the employee is obligated to repay the
corporation for any money used. See Advisory Opinions 1990-4,
1985-12 and 1982-11 (funds from non-refundable drawing account are
permissible because the funds are a draw on the employee’s
salary). In the matter at hand, Mr. Luff used corporate funds
that he was obligated to repay in much the same manner as an
employee who uses a refundable corporate drawing account. The
only difference here is that the money Tel-Save provided
Mr. Luff was first used to purchase a money order before being
given to the Greenwood ca-paign.1

Therefore, there is reason to believe Greg Luff violated

2 U.S.C. § 441f.

1. Moreover, no documentation has been provided evidencing the
loan to Mr. Luff or, for that matter, any other "personal™ loans
that Tel-Save has a "practice" of making to its employees.
Likewise, even though counsel asserts that Mr. Luff repaid
Tel-Save for his loan, she provided copies of the front side of
his purported repayment checks only, thus making it difficult to
substantiate the assertion of repayment. Finally, the record is
silent as to how and why Mr. Luff and ten other employees all
decided to secure "loans" from Tel-Save in the same amount on the
same date and for the same purpose of making contributions to the
same candidate.




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
PACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS
MUR: 4019
RESPONDENT: Gary McCulla

I. GENERATION OF HNATTER

This matter was generated by a complaint filed with the
rederal Election Commission (the "Commission”) by John P. Murray.
See 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(1l). Mr. Murray questions the contributions
that Gary McCulla and ten other employees from Tel-Save, Inc.
("Tel-Save") made to Congressman James Greenwood’s re-election
campaign in Pennsylvania’s 1994 Eighth Congressional District.
Counsel for Mr. McCulla has responded to the complaint.

II. PACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

A. Complaint

According to the complainant, a disclosure report filed with
the Commission by the Greenwood for Congress Committee and
Robert O. Baldi, as treasurer (collectively referred to as the
"Committee”), shows that Mr. McCulla and ten other employees from
Tel-Save each contributed $1,000 to the Greenwood campaign on
April 29, 1994. The complainant suggests that the contributions
"appear to have been made in the employees’ names on behalf of
someone else virtually making them corporate contributions.” The
complainant also alleges that each contribution was made in the
form of a money order, which, the complainant asserts is subject
to a limitation of $50, "like cash.”

B. Resgonse

Counsel for Mr. McCulla acknowledges that he made a
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contribution and challenges the allegation that it was
impermissible because he made it by money order. She notes that
under the Commission’s regqgulations, the limit for cash
contributions is $100, not $50 as the complainant maintains, and
that in any event, money orders are not considered cash, but
*written instruments.”

With regard to the allegation that Mr. McCulla permitted
Tel-Save to use his name to make a contribution, counsel
acknowledges that Tel-Save loaned Mr. McCulla $1,000 so that he
could in turn contribute to the Greenwood campaign. Rowever, she
asserts that he contributed voluntarily and that Tel-Save has a
history of loaning money to its employees for personal purposes.
In an affidavit attached to the response, Tel-Save'’s President,
Daniel Borislow, states that it is a "practice at Tel-Save to loan
funds to employees for personal purposes and I believed these
loans were proper personal loans to employees just as others I
have made in the past for personal reasons.” According to
counsel, Tel-Save has outstanding loans to several current and
former employees. Counsel also notes that, Mr. McCulla repaid
Tel-Save for his loan and she included a copy of Mr. McCulla’s
check, dated July 11 1994, made payable to Tel-Save.

Counsel argues that under the circumstances, Mr. McCulla did
not permit Tel-Save to use his name to make a contribution to the
Greenwood campaign. She posits that "while the [Commission’s]
regulations make clear that loans to candidates or their
committees are contributions, the requlations do not expressly

state that loans to individuals are contributions if the
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individuals contribute those funds to a candidate.” She also
asserts that Mr. McCulla "intended to and believed he was making
the contribution from his own personal funds" and that he repaid
the loans prior to the time that any questions were raised.
Counsel also states that the examples of "contributions in the
name of another at 11 C.P.R. § 110.4(b)(2) describe situations in
which funds are given to someone to make a contribution, not to
gsituations in which funds are loaned and promptly repaid."”

C. Analysis
Under the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended

2

(the "Act"), no person shall make contributions of currency to a

!

candidate or political committee which in the aggregate exceed
$100. 2 U.S.C. § 441g. See also 11 C.F.R. § 110.4(c). The
Commission’s regulations permit contributions to be made by
written instrument, including checks and money orders. 11 C.F.R.
§ 104.8(c). Section 441f of the Act provides that "[n]o person
shall make a contribution in the name of another or knowingly

permit his name to be used to effect such a contribution."
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In light of Section 441g’'s prohibition against cash

9

contributions in excess of $100, the complainant’s assertion that
cash contributions cannot exceed $50 is simply wrong. Similarly,
the assertion that contributions cannot be made by money order is
incorrect. However, the allegation that Mr. McCulla improperly

permitted Tel-Save to use his name to make a contribution cannot
be so easily dismissed. 1Indeed, Mr. McCulla'’s contribution and

the contributions from the other Tel-Save employees were all the

same amount, $1,000, and were all made on the same date, April 13,
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1994. 1In addition, each contribution was made in the form of a
money order and accompanied by the same transmittal letter, which
showed that each contributor was employed by Tel-Save. These are
the exact type of factors that evidence a coordinated effort to
circumvent the Act’s prohibitions and limitations.

Counsel does not deny that Tel-Save gave Mr. McCulla money
so that he could make this contribution. 1Instead, she maintains
that the Commission’s reqgulations "do not make clear that loans to
individuals are contributions if the individuals contribute those
funds to a candidate.™ However, the Commission’s regulations
expressly describe a contribution in the name of another as
“{gliving money or anything of value, all or part of which was
provided to the contributcr by another person (the true
contributor) without disclosing the source of money or the thing
of value to the recipient candidate or committee at the time the
contribution is made.” 11 C.F.R. § 110.4(b)(2)(i). In the matter
at hand, Tel-Save provided funds to Mr. McCulla who in turn made a
contribution in his name to the Greenwood campaign. Not only is
this type of activity expressly described in the Commission’s
regulations, but it is the exact type of activity that Section
441f was intended to prohibit.

Likewise, Counsel’s distinction that Tel-Save did not give
money to Mr. McCulla, but rather loaned it to him is of little
value in the matter at hand. The Commission has consistently held
that individuals may not make contributions from refundable
corporate drawing accounts under the rationale that such funds are

the corporation’s because the employee is obligated to repay the
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corporation for any money used. See Advisory Opinions 1990-4¢,
1985-12 and 1982-11 (funds from non-refundable drawing account are
permissible because the funds are a draw on the employee’s
salary). In the matter at hand, Mr. McCulla used corporate funds
that he was obligated to repay in much the same manner as an
employee who uses a refundable corporate drawing account. The
only difference here is that the money Tel-Save provided
Mr. McCulla was first used to purchase a money order before being
given to the Greenwood canpaign.1

Therefore, thete is reason tc believe Gary McCulla violated

2 U.S.C. § 441f.

1. Moreover, no documentation has been provided evidencing the
loan to Mr. McCulla or, for that matter, any other "personal"
loans that Tel-Save has a "practice" of making to its employees.
Likewise, even though counsel asserts that Mr. McCulla repaid
Tel-Save for his loan, she provided copies of the front side of
his purported repayment checks only, thus making it difficult to
substantiate the assertion of repayment. Finally, the record is
silent as to how and why Mr. McCulla and ten other employees all
decided to secure "loans" from Tel-Save in the same amount on the
same date and for the same purpose of making contributions to the
same candidate.
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FEDERAL BLECTION COMMISSION
PACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS
MUR: 4019
RESPONDENT: Peter Morrison
I. GENERATION OF MATTER

This matter was generated by a complaint filed with the
Pederal Election Commission (the "Commission”™) by John P. Murray.
See 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(1l). Mr. Murray questions the contributions
that Peter Morrison and ten other employees from Tel-Save, Inc.
(“"Tel-Save”) made to Congressman James Greenwood’s re-election
campaign in Pennsylvania‘’s 1994 Eighth Congressional District.
Counsel for Mr. Morrison has responded to the complaint.

II. FACTUAL AND LEGAL AMALYSIS

A. Complaint

According to the complainant, a disclosure report filed with

the Commission by the Greenwood for Congress Commaittee and

Robert O. Baldi, as treasurer (collectively referred to as the
"Committee"”), shows that Mr. Morrison and ten other employees froa
Tel-Save each contributed $1,000 to the Greenwood campaign on
April 29, 1994. The complainant suggests that the contributions
"appear to have been made in the employees’ names on behalf of
someone else virtually making them corporate contributions.” The
complainant also alleges that each contribution was made in the
form of a money order, which, the complainant asserts is subject

to a limitation of $50, "like cash.”




B. Response

Counsel for Mr. Morrison acknowledges that he made a
contribution and challenges the allegation that it was
impermissible because he made it by money order. She notes that
under the Commission’s regulations, the limit for cash
contributions is $100, not $50 as the complainant maintains, and
that in any event, money orders are not considered cash, but
"written instruments."”

With regard to the allegation that Mr. Morrison permitted
Tel-Save to use his name to make a contribution, counsel
acknowledges that Tel-Save loaned Mr. Morrison $1,000 so that he
could in turn contribute to the Greenwood campaign. However, she

asserts that he contributed voluntarily and that Tel-Save has a

history of loaning money to its employees for personal purposes.

In an affidavit attached to the response, Tel-Save’s President,
Daniel Borislow, states that it is a “"practice at Tel-Save to loan
funds to employees for personal purposes and I believed these
loans were proper personal loans to employees just as others I
have made in the past for personal reasons.” According to
counsel, Tel-Save has outstanding loans to several current and
former employees. Counsel also notes that, Mr. Morrison repaid
Tel-Save for his loan and she included a copy of Mr. Morrison’s
check, dated July 11 1994, made payable to Tel-Save.

Counsel argues that under the circumstances, Mr. Morrison
did not permit Tel-Save to use his name to make a contribution to
the Greenwood campaign. She posits that "while the [Commission’s]

requlations make clear that loans to candidates or their
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committees are contributions, the regulations do not expressly
state that loans to individuals are contributions if the
individuals contribute those funds to a candidate.” She also
asserts that Mr. Morrison "intended to and believed he was making
the contribution from his own personal funds" and that he repaid
the loans prior to the time that any questions were raised.
Counsel also states that the examples of "contributions in the
name of another at 11 C.P.R. § 110.4(b)(2) describe situations in
which funds are given to someone to make a contribution, not to
situations in which funds are loaned and promptly repaid."

C. Analysis

Under the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended
(the "Act”), no person shall make contributions of currency to a
candidate or political committee which in the aggregate exceed
$100. 2 U.S.C. § 441g. See also 11 C.F.R. § 110.4(c). The
Commission’s regulations permit contributions to be made by
written instrument, including checks and money orders. 11 C.PF.R.

§ 104.8(c). Section 441f of the Act provides that "[n]o person

shall make a contribution in the name of another or knowingly

permit his name to be used to effect such a contribution."”

In light of Section 441g‘’s prohibition against cash
contributions in excess of $100, the complainant’'s assertion that
cash contributions cannot exceed $50 is simply wrong. Similarly,
the assertion that contributions cannot be made by money order is
incorrect. However, the allegation that Mr. Morrison improperly
permitted Tel-Save to use his name to make a contribution cannot

be so easily dismissed. 1Indeed, Mr. Morrison’s contribution and
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the contributions from the other Tel-Save employees were all the
same amount, $1,000, and were all made on the same date, April 13,
1994. In addition, each contribution was made in the form of a
money order and accompanied by the same transmittal letter, which
showed that each contributor was employed by Tel-Save. These are
the exact type of factors that evidence a coordinated effort to
circumvent the Act’s prohibitions and limitations.

Counsel does not deny that Tel-Save gave Mr. Morrison money
so that he could make this contribution. 1Instead, she maintains
that the Commission’s regulations "do not make clear that loans to
individuals are contributions if the individuals contribute those
funds to a candidate." However, the Commission’s regulations
expressly describe a contribution in the name of another as
"{gliving money or anything of value, all or part of which was

provided to the contributor by another person (the true

contributor) without disclosing the source of money or the thing

of value to the recipient candidate or committee at the time the
contribution is made.” 11 C.F.R. § 110.4(b)(2)(i). 1In the matter
at hand, Tel-Save provided funds to Mr. Morrison who in turn made
a contribution in his name to the Greenwood campaign. Not only is
this type of activity expressly described in the Commission’s
regulations, but it is the exact type of activity that Section
441f was intended to prohibit.

Likewise, Counsel’s distinction that Tel-Save did not give
money to Mr. Morrison, but rather loaned it to him is of little
value in the matter at hand. The Commission has consistently held

that individuals may not make contributions from refundable
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corporate drawing accounts under the rationale that such funds are
the corporation’s because the employee is obligated to repay the
corporation for any money used. See Advisory Opinions 1990-4,
1985-12 and 1982-11 (funds from non-refundable drawing account are
permissible because the funds are a draw on the employee’s
salary). In the matter at hand, Mr. Morrison used corporate funds
that he was obligated to repay in much the same manner as an
employee who uses a refundable corporate drawing account. The
only difference here is that the money Tel-Save provided

Mr. Morrison was first used to purchase a money order before being
given to the Greenwood canpaign.1

Therefore, there is reason to believe Peter Morrison

violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f.

1. Moreover, no documentation has been provided evidencing the
loan to Mr. Morrison or, for that matter, any other "personal"”
loans that Tel-Save has a "practice"” of making to its employees.
Likewise, even though counsel asserts that Mr. Morrison repaid
Tel-Save for his loan, she provided copies of the front side of
his purported repayment checks only, thus making it difficult to
substantiate the assertion of repayment. Finally, the record is
silent as to how and why Mr. Morrison and ten other employees all
decided to secure "loans" from Tel-Save in the same amount on the
same date and for the same purpose of making contributions to the
same candidate.
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS
MUR: 4019
RESPONDENT: Deron Ruby

X. GENERATION OF MATTER

This matter was generated by a complaint filed with the
Federal Election Commission (the "Commission”) by John P. Murray.
See 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(1). MNr. Murray questions the contributions
that Deron Ruby and ten other employees from Tel-Save, Inc.
("Tel-Save") made to Congressman James Greenwood’s re-election
campaign in Pennsylvania‘’s 1994 Eighth Congressional District.
Counsel for Mr. Ruby has responded to the complaint.

II. FPACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

A. Complaint
According to the complainant, a disclosure report filed with

the Commission by the Greenwood for Congress Committee and
Robert 0. Baldi, as treasurer (collectively referred to as the
“Committee”), shows that Mr. Ruby and ten other employees from
Tel-Save each contributed $1,000 to the Greenwood campaign on
April 29, 1994. The complainant suggests that the contributions
"appear to have been made in the employees’ names on behalf of
someone else virtually making them corporate contributions.® The
complainant also alleges that each contribution was made in the
form of a money order, which, the complainant asserts is subject

to a limitation of $50, "like cash."




B. Response
Counsel for Mr. Ruby acknowledges that he made a

contribution and challenges the allegation that it was
impermissible because he made it by money order. She notes that
under the Commission’s regulationg, the limit for cash
contributions is $100, not $50 as the complainant maintains, and
that in any event, money orders are not considered cash, but
"written instruments.”

With regard to the allegation that Mr. Ruby permitted
Tel-Save to use his name to make a contribution, counsel
acknowledges that Tel-Save loaned Mr. Ruby $1,000 so that he could
in turn contribute to the Greenwood campaign. However, she
asserts that he contributed voluntarily and that Tel-Save has 2
history of loaning money to its employees for personal purposes.
In an affidavit attached to the response, Tel-Save’s President,
Daniel Borislow, states that it is a "practice at Tel-Save to loan
funds to employees for personal purposes and I believed these
loans were proper personal loans to employees just as others I
have made in the past for personal reasons." According to
counsel, Tel-Save has outstanding loans to several current and
former employees. Counsel also notes that, Mr. Ruby repaid
Tel-Save for his loan and she included a copy of Mr. Ruby’s check,
dated July 11 1994, made payable to Tel-Save.

Counsel argues that under the circumstances, Mr. Ruby did
not permit Tel-Save to use his name to make a contribution to the
Greenwood campaign. She posits that "while the [Commission’s]

regulations make clear that loans to candidates or their
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committees are contributions, the regulations do not expressly
state that loans to individuals are contributions if the
individuals contribute those funds to a candidate.” She also
asserts that Mr. Ruby "intended to and believed he was making the
contribution from his own personal funds" and that he repaid the
loans prior to the time that any questions were raised. Counsel
also states that the examples of "contributions in the name of
another at 11 C.P.R. § 110.4(b)(2) describe situations in which
funds are given to someone to make a contribution, not to
situations in which funds are loaned and promptly repaid.”

C. Analysis

Under the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended
(the "Act"), no person shall make contributions of currency to a
candidate or political committee which in the aggregate exceed
$100. 2 U.S.C. § 441g. See also 11 C.F.R. § 110.4(c). The
Commission’s regulations permit contributions to be made by
written instrument, including checks and money orders. 11 C.F.R.
§ 104.8(c). Section 441f of the Act provides that "[n)o person
shall make a contribution in the name of another or knowingly
permit his name to be used to effect such a contribution."

In light of Section d44l1g’'s prohibition against cash
contributions in excess of $100, the complainant’s assertion that
cash contributions cannot exceed $50 is simply wrong. Similarly,
the assertion that contributions cannot be made by money order is
incorrect. However, the allegation that Mr. Ruby improperly
permitted Tel-Save to use his name to make a contribution cannot

be so easily dismissed. 1Indeed, Mr. Ruby’s contribution and the
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contributions from the other Tel-Save employees were all the same
amount, $1,000, and were all made on the same date, April 13,
1994. 1In addition, each contribution was made in the form of a
money order and accompanied by the same transmittal letter, which
showed that each contributor was employed by Tel-Save. These are
the exact type of factors that evidence a coordinated effort to
circumvent the Act’s prohibitions and limitations.

Counsel does not deny that Tel-Save gave Mr. Ruby money so
that he could make this contribution. 1Instead, she maintains that
the Commission’s regulations "do not make clear that loans to
individuals are contributions if the individuals contribute those
funds to a candidate." However, the Commission’s regqgulations
expressly describe a contribution in the name of another as
"{gliving money or anything of value, all or part of which was

provided to the contributor by another person (the true

contributor) without disclosing the source of money or the thing

of value to the recipient candidate or committee at the time the
contribution is made.” 11 C.F.R. § 110.4(b)(2)(i). In the matter
at hand, Tel-Save provided funds to Mr. Ruby who in turn made a
contribution in his name to the Greenwood campaign. Not only is
this type of activity expressly described in the Commission’s
regulations, but it is the exact type of activity that Section
441f was intended to prohibit.

Likewise, Counsel’s distinction that Tel-Save did not give
money to Mr. Ruby, but rather loaned it to him is of little value
in the matter at hand. The Commission has consistently held that

individuals may not make contributions from refundable corporate
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drawing accounts under the rationale that such funds are the
corporation’s because the employee is obligated to repay the
corporation for any money used. See Advisory Opinions 1990-4,
1985-12 and 1982-11 (funds from non-refundable drawing account are
permissible because the funds are a draw on the employee’s
salary). In the matter at hand, Mr. Ruby used corporate funds
that he was obligated to repay in much the same manner as an
employee who uses a refundable corporate drawing account. The
only difference here is that the money Tel-Save provided

Mr. Ruby was first used to purchase a money order before being
given to the Greenwood ca-paign.1

Therefore, there is reason to believe Deron Ruby violated

2 U.S5.C. § 441f.

1. Moreover, no documentation has been provided evidencing the
loan to Mr. Ruby or, for that matter, any other "personal" loans
that Tel-Save has a "practice" of making to its employees.
Likewise, even though counsel asserts that Mr. Ruby repaid
Tel-Save for his loan, she provided copies of the front side of
his purported repayment checks only, thus making it difficult to
substantiate the assertion of repayment. Finally, the record is
silent as to how and why Mr. Ruby and ten other employees all
decided to secure "loans" from Tel-Save in the same amount on the
same date and for the same purpose of making contributions to the
same candidate.
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teOR) 728-1010
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May $, 1995

Craig D. Refier, Esq.
Office of the General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
999 E Srect, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20463

Denr M. Reffner:

This letter is writien om Yokl of Tel-Save, Inc., Danicl Borisiow, President, and
Raymond Battistini, Emanucl DelMaio, David Gross, Jeson Janmmill, Kevin Kelly, James
Logss, Greg Luff, Gary MoCalla, Peter Morrison and Deroa Ruby, he ssspondaty in the
shbove-mestioned matter.

We are requesting an eutumsion of tine 10 sepond 1o the Commission’s finding of
reasom 0 believe in MUR 4019. We reccived your netifiontien letier en Apeil 27, making
the response due on Apdl 12. However, due %0 ether doadiines ficiag cowssel and
additional time needed 10 meat and discuse this matier with my clisuts, we ase roquesting
an extension of twenty days from the origival due date, making owr respense due on June
1, 1995.

We would greatly appreciate your assistance in this maetter.
Sincerely,
5§» LES”

Lyn Utrecht
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, DC 20463

Lyn Utrecht, Bsq. May 10, 1995

Oldaker, Ryan & Leonard

818 Connecticut Avenue, N.W. 3
Suite 1100 1
Washington, D.C. 20006

RE: MUR 4019

Dear Ms. Utrecht:

This will confirm our Nay 8, 1995, telephone conversations
concerning your request for an extension to June 1, 1995, to

O respond to the Commission’s ractual and Legal Analyses in the
above-referenced matter. As we discussed, at the time that you
~. subait your response to the Pactual and Legal Analyses, you
. intend to also submit a counter-proposal to the conciliation
v agreements that the Commission approved in settlement of this

matter prior to finding of probable cause to believe.

Based upon the circumstances presented in your letter as 2
well as our telephone conversations, this Office has granted the F
requested extension. Accordingly, your response to the Pactual L
and Legal Analyses as well as the conciliation agreements .
3 approved by the Commission are due on June 1, 1995. 1In

addition, and as I explained, since the time period for

conciliation negotiations at this stage of the enforcement

c process expires on May 27, 1995, before your response is due,

: this Office will also extend the period for conciliation

negotiations to June 15, 1995.

I1f you have any questions, please contact me at (202)
219-3690.

Sincerely,

oL At~

Craig D. Reffne
Attorney




OLpAKER, Rryan & LEONARD
ATTORNEYS AT LAW
818 CONNECTICUT AVENUE, N.W.
SUITE 1100
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20006

(202) 728-1010
LYN UTRECNT FACSIMILE 1202) 728-404aas

June 1. 1995

Mr. Lawrence M. Noble. Esq.
General Counsel

Federal Election Commission
999 E Street. NW -
Washington, D.C. 20463 g

e

: MUR 4019 &
Tei-Save, Inc., and Daniel Borislow.
Emanuel DeMaio, David Gross, Jason
Januzelli, Kevin Kelly, James Logan,
Greg Luff, Gary McCulla, Pete
Morrison, Deron Ruby, Raymond

Battistini.
Dear Mr. Noble:

This letter is submitted on behalf of Tel-Save, Inc. (“Tel-Save™ or ‘“the
corporation’). Daniel Borislow, Emanuel DeMaio, David Gross, Jason Januzelli. Kevin
Kelly. James Logan, Greg Luff, Gary McCulla, Peter Morrison, Deron Ruby and
Raymond Battistini. in response to the Commission’s finding of reason to believe in the
above-referenced matter. Despite the Commission’s initial denial of our request that no
further action be taken, we are taking the opportunity to ask the Commisson to give
serious consideration to the circumstances outlined below and to carefully review the
attached individual affidavits and copies of the employees™ cheques written to Tel-Save
for repavment of the loans. We also would like to restate our request that this complaint
be immediately resolved and that the Commission close its file as to this matter.

The Commission’s Factual and Legal Analysis (“Staft’ Analysis™) indicates that
the Tel-Save loans to its employees were not repaid. resulting in a corporate contnibution
to Congressman Greenwood in violation of 2 U.S.C. §441b. Specifically, it notes that the
Respondents did not provide copies of the back side of the reimbursement checks.
making it unascertainable whether or not the loans were actually repaid. Staff Analysis.
at fn. 1. p. 5. This assertion is simply false and contrary to the statements provided in our
initial response. In an attempt to clarify this matter and to eliminate any question that the




Lawrence M. Noble, l:. ‘

MUR 4019
Page 2

funds in questions were in fact loans and individual contributions to the candidate, we
have attached copies of both sides of the repayment checks.! Moreover. it should be
brought to the Commission’s attention that the loans were repaid prior to the date of the
complaint filed in this matter. with the exception of Raymond Battistini (see fn. 1 below)
demonstrating the intention of the employees to repay the loans without coercion by this
matter.

The Staff Analysis also points out that the Respondents failed to provide evidence
that Tel-Save had a practice of making loans to its employees for personal purposes.
Staff Analysis at fn. 1. p 5. Notwithstanding the sworn statement of Daniel Borislow in
his original affidavit as to the truth of this issue, we have included additional information
which specifies the dates of loans made prior to the loans in question. the names of the
Tel-Save emplovees who received the loans, the amount of the loans. the purposes for
which they were made and whether or not they have been repaid. Such information
clearly demonstrates the regularity of personal loans administered by Tel-Save and lends
further credence to our argument that the emplovees would not believe that the funds
loaned 10 make the political contributions in question were any different than the funds
previously loaned for personal purposes. In fact. all eleven Respondents clearly
understood that these funds were loans for the purpose of making individual contributions
to Congressman Greenwood. were 10 be repaid from personal funds and were purely

voluntary.

Contrary to the Staff Analysis. Daniel Borislow did not consider the eleven
$1.000 individual loans. including the loan to himself, as a corporate contribution, nor did
he intend to make a contnbution other than his own. Thus. the accusation that he
“knowingly and willfully” violated 2 U.S.C. §§ 441b and 441f is unjust and incorrect.
Daniel Borislow made the loans to emplovees for only one reason -- as personal loans for
the purpose of making voluntary individual candidate contributions. As he attested to in
his affidavit dated September 1994, Daniel Borislow had no knowledge or information
that a corporate loan to an emplovee could in any way be considered an improper
contribution from the corporation. There is no reason why he should have recognized or
regarded these transactions as violations of the Act. He was unfamihiar with the
complexities of the law and unaware of any error in judgment. To insist that he was
knowledgeable about this misconception is unfair and unwarranted. particularly in light
of the indisputable fact that the loans were repaid prior to the filing of the complaint.
Ulumately Mr. Daniel Bonslow “unintentional™ error is being misrepresented as a
deliberate attempt to circumvent regulations of which he was unaware.

We have provided copies of the backs of all checks except for Ravmond Battistini who
repaid Tel-Save the full amount of the loan on May 24. 1995, When a copy of the check
becomes available. we will torward 1t to the FEC.
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MUR 4019
Page 3

Furthermore. the Commission relies purely upon speculation and a series of news
articles -- specifically one statement by Daniel Borislow quoted in a local newspaper” --
to support its finding that Daniel Borislow knowingly orchestrated the raising of the
contributions and willtully violated 2 U.S.C. §§ 441b and 441f. Stafl Analysis at p. 7.
We find that the Staft Analysis’ use of newspaper articles as supporting documentation of
its finding is unfair. Daniel Bonslow’s statement simply explained why the Tel-Save
employees were making contributions to their Congressman. The StatY Analysis attempts
to grossly distort a quote which itself was printed out of context.

Tel-Save is an S-Corporation organized under the laws of Pennsyvlvania in May
1989. Daniel Borislow was an entreprencur who hit upon an idea that was not only
marketable. but extremely profitable. He had no prior experience running a white-collar
business. let alone lobbving or making political contributions. When Congress was
considering legislation last session which would negatively impact upon his business and
threaten the livelihood of himself and his employees. the individuals decided to become
politically active and to support the candidate who represented Tel-Save’s district and
whose views were comparable to their own. While the news articles support the fact that
Daniel Borislow made a permissible contribution to a local candidate who would support
legislation that would protect his business. they do not provide evidence that Daniel
Borislow was familiar with FEC laws and regulations. he purposefully consented to the
making ot a corporate contribution. or that the individuals did not make the contributions
on their own accord. In fact. the news article relied on by the Commussion gives no other
information about the circumstances surrounding the making of the loans or the giving of
the contributions. We ask the Commission to give more weight to the individual's swom
statements and the facts given in the response. rather than quotations from the press.

Furthermore. when Daniel Borislow first realized that the contributions could be
misconstrued to be corporate contributions. he immediately made an etfort 10 correct the
situation and resolve the matter. Daniel Borislow requested that all of the employees
involved in making political contributions from their personal loans promptly repay the
loans to Tel-Save in tull. Accordingly. all loans were repaid in full. As previously
stated. the loans were repaid prior to the notification being filed with the exception of
Ravmond Battistini (see tn. 1 at p.1). or any prompting by the FEC.

The Commission further alleges that Emanuel DeMaio. David Gross. Jason
Januzelli. Kevin Kelly. James Logan. Greg Luft. Gary McCulla. Peter Morrison. Deron
Ruby and Raymond Battistini have violated 2 U.S.C. § 4411 when they permitted their
names to be used by Tel-Save to make a contribution te Congressman Greenwood's
committee. Agatin. this is simply untrue. The emplovees made individual contnibutions

“Greenwood is my Congressman. He takes care ot us. and we re supposed to take care

ot him.” The Moming Call. Julv 23, 1994, Section B at 3.
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Lawrence M. Noble,
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in their own names with an accompanying letter stating that the contribution was from the
individual, not the corporation. While the accompanying letters used identical language
since they decided together to make the contributions, the individuals believed that they
were making a contribution from personal funds and they repaid the loans in full from
personal funds.

While it is important that the FEC make efforts to ensure that corporations and
individuals comply with its regulations, it is unnecessary to misconstrue innocent actions
in order to find a violation of the Act. It is also unfair to penalize individuals who have
never made a political contribution before the matter in question for attempting to
become involved in the political process. By assuming knowledge of FEC regulations
and interpreting mistaken individual actions to be organized corporate activity, the
Commission is discouraging the Respondents in this case from ever making political
contributions, let alone being involved in the political process.

Sincerely.

Ao [Mecnt

Lyn Utrecht
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OLDAKER, RYyaN & LEONARD

ATTORNEYS AT LAW

818 CONNECTICUT AVENUE, N.W,
SUITE 1100
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20006

(202) 728-1010
FACSIMILE (202) 728-404a0e

MEMORANDUM

Craig Reffner, Esq.

Marianne Koepf
June 2. 1995

MUR 4019

Enclosed please find the original signed affidavits for the eleven Respondents in
the above-referenced matter.

If you have any questions, please contact me at the above number.




AFFIDAVIT OF DANIEL BORISLOW

1. Daniel Borislow, being duly swom. state as follows:

I am President of Tel-Save. Inc. (“Tel-Save™). an S-corporation organized under
the laws of the State of Pennsylvania. | hold a majority of the shares of stock of
the corporation.

In April of 1994, Tel-Save loaned $1.000 each to eleven employees of Tel-Save.
including myselt.

Contrary to the allegations stated by the Commission in the Factual and Legal
Analysis. I did not knowingly or willingfully violate 2 U.S.C. §§ 441b and 441f,
provisions of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971. as amended.

At the time of the loan, I had no information or knowledge that a corporate loan to
an employee could in any way be considered an improper contribution from the
corporation.

As stated in my previous affidavit of September 16. 1994, it is my practice at Tel-
Save to loan funds to employees for personal purposes. None of these funds were
used for political purposes. The following is a list of the names of the individual
emplovees who received the loans. the amount of the loans. the reasons for
requesting the loans and whether or not theyv were repaid.

During 1994. | loaned a total amount of $307.000 to Phoneco. a close corporation
solely operated by Greg Luft and David Gross. former Tel-Save employees.
Phonco has repaid $197.000 of the to1al loan. leaving an outstanding balance of
$£110.000.

In September 19911 loaned $11.000 to Greg Lutl for the purpose of purchasing a
home. Greg Luff repaid the full amount of the loan in February 1994,

In March 1992. | loaned Emanuel DeMaio $10.000 for a personal matter.
Emanuel DeMaio repaid the tull amount of the loan in Apnl 1992.




In February 1994, | loaned Gary McCulla $100,000 for the purpose of purchasing
a home. In April 1994, | loaned Gary McCulla an additional $160,000 in order to
make improvements on his home. As of May 1995, no repayments on these loans
have been made.

In June 1994, 1 loaned $5.000 to James Logan for the purpose of making home
improvements. As of this date. James Logan has repaid $2.500 of the total loan.

In July 1994, | loaned $2.000 to Deron Ruby for the purpose of purchasing a
home. As of this date, Deron Ruby has repaid $1.750 of the total loan.

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed this I > day of June, 1995.

Dl Bk,

Daniel Borislow
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AFFIDAVIT OF GARY McCULLA

1. Gary McCulla. being duly swom. state as tollows:
1 was an employee of Tel-Save. Inc. during the 1994 election cycle.

I made a $1.000 contribution to the Greenwood for Congress in the form of a
money order. | voluntarily made the contnbution and believed it to be a
contribution from my personal funds. [ had every intention of reimbursing the
corporation for its loan from my personal funds and did so with a check dated July
15. 1994 payable to Tel-Save. Inc.

I had no knowledge or information that a corporate loan to an employee couid be
in anyway be considered an improper contribution for a federal candidate.

I have repaid the contribution amount in full to Tel-Save. Inc.

In February 1994. Dan Borislow loaned $100,000 to me for the purpose of
purchasing a home. In Apnl 1994. Dan Borislow loaned me an additional
$160.000 in order to make improvements on my home. As of May 1995, [ have
been unable to repay these loans. None of these funds were used for political

purposes.

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executedthis  /  day of June. 1995.

-

. P 7
Gary M& ulla
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AFFIDAVIT OF EMANUEL DeMA1O

1. Emanuel DeMaio. being duly swormn, state as follows:

1 was an employee of Tel-Save. Inc. duning the 1994 election cycle.

1 made a $1,000 contribution to the Greenwood for Congress in the form of a
money order. [ voluntarily made the contribution and believed it to be a
contribution from my personal funds. [ had every intention of reimbursing the
corporation for its loan from my personal funds and did so with a check dated July
1. 1994 pavable to Tel-Save. Inc.

1 had no knowledge or information that a corporate loan to an employee could be
in anyway be considered an improper contribution for a federal candidate.

I have repaid the contribution amount in full to Tel-Save. Inc.

In March 1992, Dan Borislow loaned $10,000 to me for a personal matter. 1
repaid the full amount of this loan in April 1992. None of these funds were used
for political purposes.

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed this I day of June. 1995.
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AFFIDAVIT OF JASON JANUZELLI

1. Jason Januzelli, being duly sworn. state as follows:

I was an employee of Tel-Save. Inc. during the 1994 election cycle.

I made a $1.000 contribution to the Greenwood for Congress in the form of a
money order. | voluntarily made the contnibution and believed it to be a
contribution from my personal funds. 1 had every intention of reimbursing the
corporation for its loan from my personal funds and did so with a check dated July
15. 1994 payable to Tel-Save. Inc.

I had no knowledge or information that a corporate loan to an employee could be
in anyway be considered an improper contribution for a federal candidate.

I have repaid the contribution amount in full to Tel-Save, Inc.

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

’ §J
Executed this  / day of June. 1995.
o LN
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Jason Januzelli 7}
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AFFIDAVIT OF JAMES LOGAN

1. James Logan. being duly swom. state as follows:

1 was an employee of Tel-Save. Inc. during the 1994 election cycle.

I made a $1,000 contribution to the Greenwood for Congress in the form of a
money order. | voluntarily made the contribution and believed it to be a
contribution from my personal funds. | had every intention of reimbursing the
corporation for its loan from my personal funds and did so with a check dated July
15. 1994 payable to Tel-Save, Inc.

I had no knowledge or information that a corporate loan to an employee could be
in anyway be considered an improper contribution for a federal candidate.

I have repaid the contribution amount in full to Tel-Save. Inc.

In June 1994, Dan Borislow loaned $5.000 to me for the purpose of making home
improvements. As of May 1995, I have repaid $2.500 of the total loan. None of
these funds were used for political purposes.

| declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

. ST
Executed this / day of June. 1995.

0 o sl
_4\‘\& YK—L/,,V// <K (S
Jahes Logan |
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AFFIDAVIT OF DERON RUBY

1. Deron Ruby. being duly sworn. state as follows:
I was an employee of Tel-Save. Inc. during the 1994 election cycle.

I made a $1.000 contribution to the Greenwood for Congress in the form of a
money order. 1 voluntarily made the contribution and believed it to be a
contribution from my personal funds. 1 had every intention of reimbursing the
corporation for its loan from my personal funds and did so with a check dated July
14. 1994 payable to Tel-Save. Inc.

I had no knowledge or information that a corporate loan to an employee could be
in anyway be considered an improper contribution for a federal candidate.

I have repaid the contribution amount in full to Tel-Save. Inc.

In July 1994, Dan Borislow loaned $2.000 10 me for the purpose of purchasing a
home. As of May 1995. I have repaid $1.750 of the total loan. None of these
funds were used for political purposes.

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed this __7'% day of June. 1995.

<

Deron Ruby s




AFFIDAVIT OF PETER MORRISON

I. Peter Morrison. being duly sworn, state as follows:

I was an employee of Tel-Save. Inc. during the 1994 election cycle.

I made a $1,000 contribution to the Greenwood for Congress in the form of a
money order. [ voluntarily made the contribution and believed it to be a
contribution from my personal funds. I had every intention of reimbursing the
corporation for its loan from my personal funds and did so with a check dated July
13, 1994 payable to Tel-Save, Inc.

I had no knowledge or information that a corporate loan to an employee could be
in anyway be considered an improper contribution for a federal candidate.

I have repaid the contribution amount in full to Tel-Save, Inc.

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed this /‘7 r day of June. 1995.

1

1A Ao

Peter Morrison
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AFFIDAVIT OF KEVIN KELLY

I. Kevin Kelly. being duly sworn. state as follows:

I was an employee of Tel-Save. Inc. during the 1994 election cycle.

I made a $1,000 contribution to the Greenwood for Congress in the form of a
money order. | voluntarily made the contribution and believed it to be a
contribution from my personal funds. | had every intention of reimbursing the
corporation for its loan from my personal funds and did so with a check dated July
15. 1994 payable to Tel-Save. Inc.

I had no knowledge or information that a corporate loan to an employee could be
in anyway be considered an improper contribution for a federal candidate.

I have repaid the contribution amount in full to Tel-Save, Inc.

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

SF
Executed this  / day of June, 1995.
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AFFIDAVIT OF RAYMOND BATTISTINI

I. Raymond Battistini. being duly sworn, state as follows:

I was an employee of Tel-Save, Inc. during the 1994 election cyvcle.

I made a $1.000 contribution to the Greenwood for Congress in the form of a
money order. | voluntanily made the contribution and believed it to be a
contribution from my personal funds. 1 had every intention of reimbursing the
corporation for its loan from my personal funds and did so with a check dated
May 24. 1995 payable to Tel-Save. Inc.

I had no knowledge or information that a corporate loan to an employee could be
in anyway be considered an improper contribution for a federal candidate.

I have repaid the contribution amount in full to Tel-Save, Inc.

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

7
Executed this Z day of June, 1995.

attistini




AFFIDAVIT OF GREG LUFF

1. Greg Lutl, being duly sworn. state as follows:
I was an employee of Tel-Save. Inc. during the 1994 election cycle.

I made a $1.000 contribution to the Greenwood for Congress in the form of a
money order. | voluntarily made the contribution and believed it to be a
contribution from my personal funds. I had every intention of reimbursing the
corporation for its loan from my personal funds and did so with a check dated July
13. 1994 payable to Tel-Save. Inc.

I had no knowledge or information that a corporate loan to an employee could be
in anyway be considered an improper contribution for a federal candidate.

I have repaid the contribution amount in full to Tel-Save, Inc.

In 1994, I asked Dan Bonslow if I could loan funds from Tel-Save, Inc. to start a
new company, Phonco. In response to this request. Tel-Save, Inc. made several
loans totalling $307,000 directly to my company, Phonco. Phonco has repaid
$197.000 of the total loan amount. None of these funds were used for political

purposes.

In September 1991. Dan Bonslow loaned $11.000 to me for the purpose of
purchasing a home. [ repaid the total amount of the loan in Februarv 1994. None
of these funds were used for political purposes.

I declare under penalty of perjury that the toregoing is true and correct.

Executed this é dayv of June. 1995

g

-
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AFFIDAVIT OF DAVID GROSS

1. David Gross, being duly sworn, state as follows:
I was an employee of Tel-Save, Inc. during the 1994 election cycle.

I made a $1.000 contribution to the Greenwood for Congress in the form of a
money order. [ voluntarily made the contribution and believed it to be a
contribution from my personal funds. 1 had every intention of reimbursing the
corporation for its loan from my personal funds and did so with a check dated July
14, 1994 payable to Tel-Save. Inc.

I had no knowledge or information that a corporate loan to an employee could be
in anyway be considered an improper contribution for a federal candidate.

I have repaid the contribution amount in full to Tel-Save, Inc.

In July 1994, I asked Dan Borislow if I could loan funds from Tel-Save, Inc. for
the purpose of starting a new company, Phonco. In response to this request, Tel-
Save, Inc. made several loans totalling $307,000 directly to my company, Phonco.

Phonco has repaid $197,000 of the total loan amount. None of these funds were
used for political purposes.

[ declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed thxs __day of June, 1995.

0L P

David Gross
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In the Matter of

)
) NUR 4019
Tel-Save, Inc., et al. )

GENERAL COUNSEL'’S REPORT !;Iﬂl'!il]HHVIE

Attached is a conciliation agreement which has been

I.

BACKGROUND

signed by Lyn Utrecht, counsel for the Respondents in this

matter.

The attached agreement contains no changes from the

agreement approved by the Commission on August 1, 1995. A
check for the civil penalty was previously submitted.

IXI. RECONNENDATIONS

<z 1. Accept the attached conciliation agreement with
Tel-Save, Inc., et al.

Close the file.

2
3. Approve the appropriate letter.

Lawvrence M. Noble
o General Counsel

4‘#‘%{&}/9%’ By: Zﬁ“‘d ’9 Z&h&

Lois G. Lerner
Associate General Counsel

Attachment
Conciliation Agreement

Staff Assigned: Craig D. Reffner
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BRFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of
T‘l-ﬂ.", Inc-' ’..:. n'

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, Secretary of the Pederal Election
Commission, do hereby certify that on August 14 , 1995, the
Commission decided by a vote of 6-0 to take the following
actions in MUR 4019:

s Accept the conciliation agreement with .

Tel-8ave, Inc., et al., as recommended in the
General Counsel's Report dated August 8,
1995.

Close the file.

Approve the appropriate letter, as
recommended in the Gemeral Counsel's Report

dated August 8, 1995.
Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, McDonald, McGarry, Potter,
and Thomas voted affirmatively for the decision.

Attest:

g-15-95 Margorec?) W
Date Narjorie W. Emmons
Secretary of the Commission

Received in the Secretariat: Tues., Aug. 08, 1995 3:57 p.m.
Circulated to the Commission: Wed., Aug. 09, 1995 11:00 a.m.
Deadline for vote: Mon., Aug. 14, 1995 4:00 p.m.

1xd




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WANHINGTION DU 246

August 21, 1995

CERTIFIED NAIL
RETURN RECEIPY

REQUESTED

John P. Murray
10 Canal Run West
Washington Crossing, PA 18977

RE: MUR 4019

Dear Mr. Murray:

This is in reference to the complaint you filed with the
rederal Election Commission on July 29, 1994, concerning
contributions made to Congressman James Greenwood’s 1994 campaign
in Pennsylvania’s Bighth Congressional District.

The Commission found that there was reason to believe that
Tel-Save, Inc., and Daniel Borislow knowingly and willfully
violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b and 441f, provisions of the Pederal
Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended (“"the Act"). 1In
addition, the Commission found reason to believe that Emanuel
DeMaio, David Gross, Jason Januzelli, Kevin Kelly, James Logan,
Greg Luff, Gary McCulla, Peter Morrison, Deron Ruby, and Raymond
Battistini each violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f, a provision of the Act.
On August 14, 1995, a conciliation agreement signed by the
respondents was accepted by the Commission. Accordingly, the
Commission closed the file in this matter on August 14, 1995. A
copy of this agreement is enclosed for your information.

1f you have any questions, please contact me at (202)
219-3400.

Sincerely,

il 7/ ,—"/ /i/é //-__’/
o J‘?ﬂ”’?p’l J /

Craiqg D. Reffner - -
Attorney

Enclosure
Conciliation Agreement




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON DO 20d6)

August 21, 1995

Robert O. Baldi, Esq., Treasurer
Greenwood for Congress

115 North Broad Street
Doylestown, PA 18901

RE: MUR 4019
Greenwood for Congress and
Robert O. Baldi, as treasurer

Dear Hr. Baldi:

On August 4, 1994, the Federal Election Commission notified
you of a coaplaint alleging certain violations of the Pederal
Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended. A copy of the
complaint was enclosed with that notification.

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

apply and this matter is now public. 1In 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 a ar on the public record, please do so as soon as
possible. While the file may be placed on the public record
before receiving gour additional materials, any permissible
submissions wil e added to the public record upon receipt.

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

Sincerely,

: \ . N

/ | /S ,
’/ . ’\/?{/< //'/’4 L ///
> o 2 e/ L
Craig D. Réffner

Attorney




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WANMHINCGTON DO 20463

August 21, 1995

The Honorable James Greenwood
785 River Road
Erwinna, PA 18920

RE: MUR 4019
The Honorable James Greenwood

Dear Mr. Greenwood:

On August 4, 1994, the Federal Election Commission notified
you of a complaint alleging certain violations of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended. A copy of the
complaint was enclosed with that notification.

This is to advise you that this matter is now closed. The
confidentiality provisions at 2 U.S.C. § 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 a ar on the public record, please do so as soon as
ssible. While the file may be placed on the public record
fore receiving gour additional materials, any permissible
submissions will be added to the public record upon receipt.

1f you have any questions, please contact me at (202)
219-3400.

Sincerely,

//) L '
/ / g / /4 //

| / L/
6\,. T Tk il e G Pl

Craig D. Reffner 2
Attorney




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON DO 24638

August 21, 199§

Lyn Utrecht, Esq.

Oldaker, Ryan & Leonard

818 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.
Suite 1100

washington, DC 20006

MUR 4019

Tel-Save, Inc., and
Daniel Borislow, President
Raymond Battistini
Emanuel DeMaio
David Gross

Jason Januzelli
Kevin Kelly

James Logan

Greg Luff

Gary McCulla

Peter Morrison
Deron Ruby

Dear Ns. Utrecht:

On August 14, 1995, the Federal Election Commission accepted
the si conciliation agreement and civil penalty submitted on
your clients’ behalf in settlement of violations of 2 U.S.C.

§ 441b and 441f, provisions of the Federal Election Campaign Act
of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). Accordingly, the file has been
closed in this matter.

The confidentiality provisions at 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(12) no
longer aYply and this matter is now public. 1In 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.
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Lyn Utrecht, Bsq.
Page 2

Information derived in connection with any conciliation
attempt will not become public without the written consent of the
respondent and the Commission. See 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(4)(B8). The
enclosed conciliation agreement, however, will become a part of
the public record.

Bnclosed you will find a cop¥ of the fully executed
conciliation agreement for your files. 1If you have any questions,
please contact me at (202) 219-3400.

Sincerely,
///j> ~”‘0 / /[:a// 
o Koy sty ol P " N

F
Craig’D. Reffner
Attorney

Enclosure
Conciliation Agreement




2

N2
<
O
O
Ly
<

279

B LA
BEFORE THE PEDERAL EBLECTION C SION

In the Matter of
MUR 4019
Tel-Save, Inc., and
Daniel Borislow
Emanuel DeNMaio
David Gross

Jason Januselli
Kevin Kelly

James Logan

Greg Luf

Gary McCulla

Peter Morrison
Deron Ruby

Raymond Battistini

VD N P P P P P NanP “at wP at “axP P =P

COMCILIATION AGREENENT

This matter was initiated by a signed, sworn, and notarized
complaint by John P. Murray. The Pederal Election Commission
("Commission”) found reascn to believe that Respondents Tel-Save,
Inc., and Daniel Borislow knowingly and willfully violated
2 U.S.C. §§ 441b and 441f, provisions of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, as amended (the “"Act") and that Respondents
Emanuel DeMaio, David Gross, Jason Januselli, Kevin Kelly, James
Logan, Greg Luff, Gary McCulla, Peter Morrison, Deron Ruby and
Raymond Battistini (collectively referred to as "Employees") each
violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f.

NOW, THEREFORE, the Commission and the Respondents, having
participated in informal methods of conciliation, prior to a

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

§ 437g(a)(4)(A)(1).
I1. Respondents have had a reasonable opportunity to
demonstrate that no action should be taken in this matter.
I1I. Respondents enter voluntarily into this agreement with the
Commission.
IV. The pertinent facts in this matter are as follows:

1. Tel-Save, Inc., is a corporation subject to the provisions
of 2 U.S.C. § 441b.

2. Daniel Borislow is the President of Tel-Save, Inc.

3. Daniel Borislow and the Employees are each a person within
the meaning of 2 U.S.C. § 441f.

4 In 1994 the Employees were all employed by Tel-Save, Inc.

S. The Honorable James Greenwood, United States Congress, wvas
a Federal candidate, within the meaning of 2 U.8.C. § 431(2), in
Pennsylvania’s 1994 Eighth Congressional District election.

6. Greenwood for Congress is a political committee within the
meaning of 2 U.S.C. § 431(4) and is the authorized campaign
committee for Congressman James Greenwood within the meaning of

2 U.S.C- s ‘31(6).
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7. Pursuant to Section 441f of the Act, no person shall make

wis

a contribution in the name of another or knowingly permit his name
to be used to effect such a contribution. The Commission’s
regulations specifically describe a contribution in the name of
another as "[{gliving money or anything or value, all or part of
which was provided to the contributor by another person (the true
contributor) without disclosing the source of money or the thing
of value to the recipient candidate or committee at the time the
contribution is made." 11 C.F.R. § 110.4(b)(2)(1i).

8. The Act also provides that it is unlawful for any
corporation to make a contribution or expenditure in comnection
with a Federal election and further prohibits any corporate
officer or director from consenting to any such contribution or
expenditure. 2 U.S.C. § 441b.

9. 1In April 1994, Daniel Borislow and the Employees each
received a $1,000 loan from Tel-Save, Inc., for the purpose of
making a contribution to Greenwood for Congress. All of their
contributions, totaling $11,000, were each made on the same date,
in the form of a money order and received by Greenwood for
Congress on April 29, 1994.

10. Daniel Borislow, as the President of Tel-Save, Inc.,
approved the loans from Tel-Save, Inc., to himself and to the
Employees in order to make the contributions to Greenwood for

congress.
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11. By receiving funds from Tel-Save, Inc., for the purpose of
making a $1,000 contribution to Greenwood for Congress, Daniel
Porislow and the Employees each permitted their name to be used to
make a contribution in connection with a Pederal election in
violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441f.

12. By using the names of Daniel Borislow and the Employees to
make $11,000 in contributions to Greenwood for Congress, Tel-Save,
Inc., violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f.

13. By providing loans from corporate funds to himself and the
Employees for the purpose of making $11,000 in contributions to
Greenwood for Congress, Mr. Borislow, as an officer of Tel-Save,
Inc., consented to the making of a corporate contribution in
violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441b.

14. By providing $11,000 in corporate funds to Daniel Borislow
and the Employees for the purpose of making eleven $1,000
contributions to Greenwood for Congress, Tel-Save, Inc., violated
2 U.S.C. § 441Db.

V. A. Daniel Borislow violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f by permitting
Tel-Save, Inc., to use his name to make a contribution to
Greenwood for Congress and 2 U.S.C. § 441b by consenting to the
making of a corporate contribution to Greenwood for Congress.

B. The Employees each violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f by
permitting Tel-Save, Inc., to use their names to make

contributions to Greenwood for Congress.
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C. Tel-Save, Inc., violated 2 U.8.C. § 441f by using the
names of Daniel Borislow and the Employees to make contributions
to Greenwood for Congress and 2 U.S.C. § 441b by making a
corporate contribution to Greenwood for Congress.

VI. 1. Reason to believe is a preliminary finding and a
statutory prerequisite to an investigation as to whether there is
probable cause to believe a violation occurred. 1In an effort to
resolve this matter expeditiously, the Commission and Respondents
have forgone an investigation as to whether the violations here
were committed knowingly and wilfully.

2. Respondents contend that the violations at issue here
were not committed knowingly and willfully and note that they have
provided information showing that Tel-Save, Inc., previously
provided loans to employees for personal purposes and Respondents
contend that the loans at issue here were made consistent with the
prior loans.

VII. Respondents will pay a civil penalty to the Federal
Election Commigsion in the amount of thirty thousand dollars
($30,000), pursuant to 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(5)(A).

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

Columbia.
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IX. This agreement shall become effective as of the date that
all parties hereto have executed same and the Commission has
approved the entire agreement.

X. Respondents shall have no more than 30 days froa the date
this agreement becomes effective to comply with and implement the
requirements contained in this agreement and to so notify the
Commission.

XI. This Conciliation Agreement constitutes the entire
agreement between the parties on the matters raised herein, and no
other statement, promise, or agreement, either written or oral,
made by either party or by agents of either party, that is not

contained in this written agreement shall be enforceable.

FPOR THE COMMISSION:

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

21/
ois G./ Lerner Date 81/ /i
Associate General Counsel

FOR THE RESPONDENTS:

m?—"j%:chW

Oldaker, Ryan & Leonard

Attorney for Tel-Save, Inc.,
Daniel Borislow, Emanuel DeMaio,
David Gross, Jason Januzelli,
Kevin Kelly, James Logan,

Greg Luff, Gary McCulla,

Peter Morrison, Deron Ruby and
Raymond Battistini
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