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~RAY OR1NGRESS
P.O. 90 .*6j"4 "11t

(215) 321-3014

July 23, 1994

Ohice of General Counsel
F*deral Elecktion Commission 1 '401
9 E Street, N.W
Was~inton, DC 20463

Dear Sir:

I hereby call to your attention irregularities in the fund raising practices of
Cngressman Jim Greenwood of the Eighth Congressional District of Pennsyven ,
the CampeIgn committee Treasurer, Robert 0. 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
onmibulncs from eleven employee of the firm Tel-Save. Each of these emplye
Ctflted the same amount, $1000, in the same form, money orders, on the same
det, April 29. 1994. The Chief Executive of Tel-Save is reported in the mea as

ng th hese contribtions 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 unaM
Emit of $50.00 per individual contributor. The aforementioned Tel-Save contribuions
exmed the limit permitted under the law and were accepted and retained in ilaI
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.

I 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.

I have enclosed 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- Sea Sincerely,
Irene Jane Braun. Notary Pubtoc

UppMer ,k Twp, Bucks County
My CommissoIExores July 4 1998

Pen PAsoodon% oNoies ya''
John P Murray
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of Reeptl , Disbursements(Page, 23 C POP 3) r

KAM OF COMMITTEE (in Full) • Cor~ng the Period
Greenwood for Congress C00255703 From:04/01/94 To:06/30/94

I. RECEIPTS This Period Yer-T*ae
11. CONTRIBUTIONS(other than loans) FROM: 4

(a) Individuals/Persons Other Than Political Committees.
i) Ieie.....0........... . 53.0

oii n0 ................ . "$ 1 0.0
(iii) Total of contributions from individual.$ 71840.00 $ 107048.50

(b) Political Party Committees ................. . $ 0.00 $ 0.00
(c) Other Political Comfittees(such as PACs).....$ 6500.00 $ 7000.00
(d) The Candidate. : ........................... .. $ 0.00 $ 0.00
(e) TOTAL CONTRIBUTIONS ........................ $ 78340.00 $ 114048.50

12. TRANSFERS FROM OTHER AUTHORIZED COMMITTEES.....$ 0.00 $ 0.00
13. LOANS.

(a) Made or Guaranteed by the Candidate .......... $ 0.00 $ 0.00
(b) All Other Loans .............................. $ 0.00 $ 0.00
(c) TOTAL LOANS ......................... ...... $ 0.00 $ 0.00

co 14. OFFSETS TO OPERATING EXPENDITURES ..............$ 0.00 $ 0.00
15. OTHER RECEIPTS .................................$ 0.00 $ 0.00
--------------------------------------------------------------------------- os

16. TOTAL RECEIPTS ................................. $ 78340.00 $ 114048.50

II. DISBURSEMENTS This Period Year-To-Date

c017. OPERATING EXPENDITURES.........................$ 38125.29 $ 55002.00
18. TRANSFERS TO OTHER AUTHORIZED COMMITEES....... $ 0.00 $ 0.00

C) 19. LOAN REPAYMENTS
(a) Of Loans Made/Guaranteed by the Candidate....$ 0.00 $ 0.00
(b) Of All Other Loans ...........................$ 0.00 $ 0.00
(c) TOTAL LOAN REPAYMENTS ....................... .$ 0.00 $ 0.00

20. REFUNDS OF CONTRIBUTIONS
c (a) Individuals/Persons Not Political Committees.$ 0.00 $ 0.00(b) Political Party Committees .................. $ 0.00 $ 0.00
M (c) Other Political Committees(such as PACs).....$ 0.00 $ 0.00

(d) TOTAL CONTRIBUTION REFUNDS .............. $ 0.00 $ 0.00
"21. OTHER DISBURSEMENTS.................Oo.......$ 0.00 $ 0.00

22. TOTAL DISBURSEMENTS ............................ $ 38125.29 $ 55002.00

III. CASH SUMMARY

23. CASH ON HAND AT BEGINNING OF REPORTING PERIOD .......... $ 90389.34
24. TOTAL RECEIPTS THIS PERIOD ................... 0000000..$ 78340.00
25. SUBTOTAL ................ ............................... $ 168729.34

---------------------------------------------------- ------
26. TOTAL DISBURSEMENTS THIS PERIOD ................ 38125.29

27. CASH ON HAND AT CLOSE OF THE REPORTING PERIOD .......... $ 130604.05
-------------------------------------------------------------------



Cntr tions from 4 7i ... ).

Grewnwood for Congres 02911703 .

Any information copied from suh Reports and Stat nt my not be
used by any .person 4tor the purposes of soliciting ContribLtons orcommercial putpses f4other than using the name and address of anycommittee to 8olcit; contributions from such comtittee.

Full Name Name of Kmployer Date AmountNailing Address Occupation IO/bD/YY

Robert 0. Baldi. Baldi & Copparulo & Willi 06/20/94 $250.00
270 Iron Hill Road Attorney
Doylestown, PA 18901.-

Receipt for [X]General Aggregate YTD > $250.004m mmma ammmmmm m MONOmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmm
Herbert Barness Barness Organization 04/18/94 $1000.00975 Easton Road Land Developer/Real Estat
Warrington, PA 18976-

..Re*eipt for [X]General Aggregate YTD > $1000.00

r--Betty Barr Osco Motors Corp 05/04/94 $250.00
P.O. Box 396 Executive

z--Point Pleasant, PA 18950-
cReceipt for [X]Priaary Aggregate YTD > $250.00-

Barr CJ Barr & Assoc. 05/10/94 $1000.00
,-69 Taylorville Road Insurance
Washington Crossing, PA 18977

,Receipt for [X]Primary Aggregate YTD > $1000.00
llmm m m m m m m.... . ...

aynond Battistini -$1000.O0723 Washington Place Collection Officer
CDowningtown, PA 19087-

Receipt for [X]Primary Aggregate YTD > $1000.00

Constance Beck 05/10/94 $1000.00
13 High Road Homemaker
New Hope, PA 18938-

Receipt for [X]Primary Aggregate YTD > $1000.00

Harold Beck Harold Beck & Sons, Inc. 05/10/94 $1000.00
13 High Road President
New Hope, PA 18938-

Receipt for (X]Primary Aggregate YTD > $1000.00

SUBTOTAL of Receipts This Page .................................. > $5500.00

TOTAL This Period ............................................... >



saDUL A a OContributions from z FOR LIN
.-~ FOR L N PI ILIam 1(a)()

MAXfr or CoW~nresAoS

Any In forai e from such Reports and Statements myntb
use byanyper~sitorthe purposes Of soliciting contributions orcommercial a es other than using the name and address of anycommittee to solicfit contributions from such committee.

Full Name Name of Employer Date Amount.Mailing Address Occupation IOVDD/YYA:I

Newton Beck owev 04/18/94$100
3630 Route 202 Realtor
Doylestown, PA 18901- Ncku+o.. Scel
Receipt for CX)Primary Agrgt E TDim$10.0

Newton Beck O cv06/06/94 $100.000'3630 Route 202 Realtor
Doylestown, PA 18901- tIJf-r Seci
Receipt for (X]General Aggregate YTD > $200.00

~-Martin Beeman Somebody Small Co.,, Inc. 06/28/94 $1000.0097 Quaker Drive Owner
SNeWtown# PA 18940-

SReceipt for (X]General Aggregate YTD > $1000.00

Kathleen Belsky Bell of Pa.068/4$500-1~;1220 East Cushmore Road Vice President 0/89 200Southampton, PA 18966-

_Receipt for [XjGeneral Aggregate YD > $250.00

Barry Bennett Micro Control, Inc. 06/21/94 $1000.001482 River Road CEOSNew Hope, PA 1893s8-

Receipt for fX]General Aggregate YTD > $1000.00

Allen D. Black Fine, Kaplan and Black 06/17/94 $1000.0042 River Road Lawyer
Box 313
Point Pleasant, PA 18950-
Receipt for (X]General Aggregate YTD > $1000.00

Frank C. Boas 0/69 20023 Old Windy Bush Road Retired 0/69 200New Hope, PA 18938'-

Receipt for [X]General Aggregate YTD > $200.00mmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmm
SUBTOTAL of Receipts This Page...................................... $3650.00mmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmm
TOTAL This Period ..................................



SCRE'MZAA 3 OFContributions from Ind FOR inZ) Ulu IIF (a) (M
NANE OF COMMITTE(inV
Greenwood for Congres,.

Any info efroim-uch Reports and Statements maynot be
e r~ther'purposes of soliciting contributions or

commeial-pu 4 other than using the name and address of any
committee !to soliit2 contributions from such committee.

Full Name .Name of Employer Date Amount-:,
Mailing Address "foccupation MX/DD/YY-------------------------------------------------------

Daniel Borislow - - $1000.00
10 Riverstone Circle
22 Village Square
Nev 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
.....--................... ................................

- William Bristol Retired 05/20/94 $1000.00
465 Pineville Road

- Newtown, PA 18940-

cO 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
C' t------- - - - ------------------------------------------------....

t Joseph Busik Delaware Quarries, Inc. 04/20/94 $100.00
River Road Executive

, Lumberville, PA 18933-

Receipt for IXjPrimary Aggregate YTD > $375.00

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
- am a ------------- --- --- --- -- ------------
Gene Chaiken Almo Corporation 06/15/94 $500.00
1141 Springmount Circle President
Bryn Mawr, PA 19010-

Receipt for IX]General Aggregate YTD > $500.00

SUBTOTAL of Receipts This Page .................................. ... .$3950.00
---------------------------------------------------

TOTAL This Period...................................



SCHEWMLE A
Contributions from Indio,~ 40

NAM OF COMMITTEE (in Full)
Greenwood for Congress C00255703,'

Any informationcpied 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 nam and address of 'any
committee to solicit contributions from such coamttee.

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

Christopher B. Chandor Self 06/21/94 $500.000
P.O. box 188 Attorney 0 /0
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
Warrington, PA 18976-

Receipt for [X]General Aggregate YTD > $500.00

jNeil Cohen Self 06/20/94 $200.00
772 Worthington Mill Road Doctor

-rk-evtovn, PA 18940-

cOReceipt for [X]General Aggregate YTD > $200.00

NJ)1ary Jayne Coey 06/17/94 $100000
,465 Pineville Road Homemaker .

Nevtovn, PA 18940-

Receipt for (X)General Aggregate YTD > $1000.00

Emanuel DeMaio $1000.00
"73 Buckland Drive Operations Manager

c.Neshanic Station, NJ 08853-

Receipt for [X]Primary Aggregate YTD > $1000.00

Bruce King Doman Self 06/20/94 $500.00
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 $200.00
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 ............................................... >



4I

Cotrbutions from Xndividua/p on FOR LIME ! nX (a),(I)
NAMI OF COMMITTEE(in Full)
Greenwood for Congress C00255703

Any information copied from such Reports and Statements may not bellused by any person for the purposes of soliciting contributns or
commercial purposes,'- other than using the name and addresofn a
committee to solicit contributions from such committee.

ueNano of Employer Date Amount
Mailing Address Occupation MM/DQiYY

Marlene Epstein No. Recorded _-_yr 05/04/94 $200.001238 Wrightstown Road %f AMW vtordd Ocuput on
Newtown, PA 18940- OPFT oc mO L e

Gecne E p+cslN TV g1'jReceipt for (X]Primary Aggregate YTD >An4t$2 0 0 0 0

Ruth Fawley 04/25/94 $500.00 JI
216 Larch Circle Homemaker
Doylestown, PA 18901-

Receipt for (X]Primary Aggregate YTD > $500.00

Elizabeth B. Felker Fairmount Capitol Adviror 06/17/94 $1000.00
P0 Box 86, Gallows Hill Rd. financial consultant

- Durham, PA 18039-

co Receipt for [X]General Aggregate YTD > $1000.00
-----------------------------------------------.

0/09
Leonard Franckowiak Congoleum Corp. 04/20/94 $300. I
1225 Lindenhurst Road Senior V.P
Y Tardley, PA 19067-

Receipt for [X]Primary Aggregate YTD > $300.00
C ---------------------------------------------------

F. Alexander Frank No Recorded Employer 06/06/94 $250.00
L0 Box 104 No Recorded Occupation

SLmberville, PA 18933-

Receipt for [X]General Aggregate YTD > $250.00
- - - - - - ------------ - - - - -

Richard F. Gerhart Delbar Products Inc 05/04/94 $300.00
356 Meadow Wood Lane CEO
Souderton, PA 18964-

Receipt for [X]Primary Aggregate YTD > $300.00

Racey Gilbert Gilbert Office, Ltd. 05/18/94 $500.00
3448 Progress Drive Owner
Suite D
Bensalem, PA 19020-
Receipt for (X]General Aggregate YTD > $500.00

SUBTOTAL of Receipts This Page .................................. > $3050.00

TOTAL This Period ............................................... >



. .IL
Con uon o Idividuals/Persons Post LIM
NAN OF COWITTER (in Full)
Greenwood for Congress C00255703

Any information copied from such Reports and Statements may not beused by any person for the purposes of soliciting contributiw orcommercial purposesi other than using the nane and address oa aycommittee to solicit contributions from such committee.

Full Name Name of Employer Date AmountNailing Address Occupation M0/DD/YY

Hillary Glenn No Recorded Employer 05/10/94 $300.00PO Box 523 No Recorded Occupation
Bryn Athyn, PA 19009- ANom Mcq Ker

Receipt for (X]Primary Aggregate YTD > $300.00

Pennock Graham First Buckingham Corp 06/17/94 $500.00
Qatouche Farm Investment Banker
4805 Lehnemberg Road

Vkintnersville, PA 18930-
Receipt for [X]General Aggregate YTD > $500.00.. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ........................... ...... .--o i!Alice Greenwood Retired 04/18/94 $40.00
25 Tvist Drive

w,*olland, PA 18966-

'ckeceipt for [X]Prizary Aggregate YfD > $315.00
'tary Greenwood Greenwood's Ltd. 05/04/94 $200.00-
4--3104 E. Windrose Drive Owner
Richboro, PA 18954-

Receipt for [X]Primary Aggregate YTD > $200.00

,arleno Greller No Recorded Employer 05/20/94 $250.006004 Pidcock Creek Road N Recorded Occupation
C-New Hope, PA 18938- o memq ,Kf.
Receipt for IX]General Aggregate YTD > $250.00------------- ~~~-------------------------------------

Charles Grezlak Merck & Co. Inc. 06/15/94 $250.0022 John Dyer Way Director, Government Affa
Doylestown, PA 18901-

Receipt for [X]General Aggregate YTD > $725.00--------------------------------------------------------

Jean Marie Griffith Homemaker 06/17/94 $200.0066 Watercrest Drive
Doylestown, PA 18901-

Receipt for (X]General Aggregate YTD > $200.00

SUBTOTAL of Receipts This Page .................................. > $1740.00
TOTAL-T --------------- -- -- ------ ---- ------------------
TIOTAL This Period................................................>



,. i ........ : i:: :: : : . .. . ....:: , : : ! i :,i T;)r ;: ..... .. ....... .. .

Contributions from Indiv Soporons 701n 2h.X
G n for Congress Cp00D55703

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

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 $1000.0
1509A Marcy Place Provisioning Manager
Philadelphia, PA 19115-

Receipt for (X]Prinary Aggregate YTD > $1000.00

t John C. Haas 06/28/94 $500.00
330 N. Spring Mill Road Retired

'TVillanova, PA 19085-

c) Receipt for [X/General Aggregate YTD > $1000.00

NO Martha Halverson
P.O. Box 200 Homemaker 04/05/94 $30000
Park Avenue

SWycombe, PA 18980-
Receipt for [X]Primary Aggregate YTD > $600.00

L0 Martha Halverson 05/04/94 $200.0
P.O. Box 200 Homemaker

o, Park Avenue
Wycombe, PA 18980-
Receipt for (X]Primary Aggregate YTD > $800.00

Mark Hankin Hankin Management Corp. 06/01/94 $1000.00
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 [XJPrimary Aggregate YTD > $200.00

SUBT TAL of Receipts This Page .................................................... $3700.00

TOTAL This Period.....



Contributions fros Ind i/alPersons LZ

MAKE 0F C0omTTE8 (in VUll)Greenwood for Congress C00255703

Any information copied from such Reports and Statements may not beused by any person for the purposes of soliciting contributions orcommercial purposes, other than using the name and address of anycommittee to solicit contributions from such committee.u l N f m am goft . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... " " . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Full Name Name of Employer Date AmountMailing Address Occupation K/I)D/YY
Nancy Harris Harris Mfg Co 06/20/94 $500.00726 Linton Hill Road Self-employed
Newtown, PA 18940-

Receipt for (X]General Aggregate YTD > $700.00

Stephen Harris Harris & Harris 04/22/94 $100.00'1760 Bristol Road, Box 160 Attorney
Warrington, PA 18976-

Receipt for [X]Primary Aggregate YTD > $100.00----------------------------- 
-----------------.--_____________.__.n ,!-Stephen Harris Harris G Harris 06/08/94 $500.00 '

1760 Bristol Road, Box 160 Attorney
v'Warrington, PA 18976-.

€teceipt for [X)General Aggregate YTD > $600.00
m..........................................................................

isenni Holland Betz Laboratories 06/09/94 $500.r25 Bridle Wood Drive Pres., Water Management G
Nev Hope, PA 18938-

cReceipt for [X]General Aggregate YTD > $500.00
,83dward Howard CEO Workers Comp Manageme 06/01/94 $500.00

Pebble Hill Road
CoDoylestown, PA 18901-

Receipt for (X]General Aggregate YTD > $775.00

Jason Januzelli e '1" $1000.00122 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 $200.001933 Taylorsvile Road Claims PersonWashington Crossing, PA 18977

Receipt for [X]Primary Aggregate YTD > $200.00 .

SUBTOTAL of Receipts This Page ...................................> $
TOTAL This Period............................................ 

*.....



AZ APS "PAGI ,Ot 4< "
Contributions from Individuale/,Viesons POR L1)) VMAU

,NW OF COMMITTrEE (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 Name of Employer Date Amount
Nailing Address Occupation !O/DD/YY

Kevin Kelly $1000.00
22 Fitznewtontown Rd., Unit B8 Contro er
Willow Grove, PA 19090-

Receipt for [X]Primary Aggregate YTD > $1000.00

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

r. Feastorville, PA 19053-

Receipt for (X]General Aggregate YTD > $200.00

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

co
Receipt for [X]Primary Aggregate YTD > $1000 00

119 Frost Lane Attorney .... 0'

- Uewtown, PA 18940-

C Receipt for [X]General Aggregate YTD > $250.00

t Elizabeth Kruse 04/20/94 $500.00
6029 Stoney Hill Road Homemaker
New Hope, PA 18938-

Receipt for [X]Primary Aggregate YTD > $637.00
----------------------------------------------------------------
Dr. Howard Leister Se I' 06/17/94 $500.00
400 East Washington Street Doctor
Newtown, PA 18940-

Receipt for [X]General Aggregate YTD > $500.00
---------------------------------------------------------- -------

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

Receipt for (X]General Aggregate YTD > $500.00

SUBTOTAL of Receipts This Page .................................. > $3950.00
-------------------------.---------------------------............
'TOTAL This Period................................................>



Contributions from Individualsersons M 30 01

NAM OF COMIOTTEE(in F.l)
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 1
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 N0/DD/YY

James Logan .. $1000.00.
32 West Depot Compliance Manager
Hellertown, PA 18055-

Receipt for (X]Primary Aggregate YTD > $1000.00

Walter Lomax Lomax Health Services 06/28/94 $5000
Box 24 Physician

= Hilltown, PA 18927-

CY Receipt for (X]General Aggregate YTD > $500.00

? Duane Love D. E. Love Associates 05/13/94 $50.00
1494 Clinton Drive President
Y Yardley, PA 19067-

00 Receipt for [X)General Aggregate YTD > $50.00

Duane Love D. E. Love Associates 06/13/94 $250.00"
rO 1494 Clinton Drive President
r Yardley, PA 19067-

C. Receipt for [X]General Aggregate YTD > $300.00

Ir) Rita Lowe No Recorded Employer 06/15/94 $250.00
2820 River Road NoRecord d Occupation
New Hope, PA 18938-

Receipt for [X]General Aggregate YTD > $250.00

Greg Luff 4e-I6ie $1000.00
1006 Hemlock Lane Operations Manager
Huntingdon Valley, PA 19006-

Receipt for (X]Primary Aggregate YTD > $1000.00

Thomas MacCabe McCabe Electric 06/03/94 $200.00
426 Stump Road CEO
PO Box 590
Montgomeryville, PA 18936-
Receipt for [X]General Aggregate YTD > $200.00

SUBTOTAL of Receipts This Page .................................. $3250.00

TOTAL This Period ............................................... >



Greenwood for Congress:CO0255703: ,

Udy.ay h purpos of solcitin contributio ,ori
commrcial.purpo.ses,, otr .than using the name and address of anycommittee to solicit contributions from such committee.

Full Name Name of Employer Date Amount ,
Mailing Address Occupation IMl/DD/Yy

mm m m m l ~ l m m m m m m mm m m m m m mi

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

Receipt for [XPrimary Aggregate YTD > $500.00
Christine McCaffrey Knights Deli, Inc. 04/25/94 $100.00RD #2, 113 Pondviep Drive PresidentWashington Crossing, PA 18977

Receipt for [XjPrimary Aggregate YTD > $100.00

w; Christine McCaffrey Knights Deli, Inc. 05/16/94 $100.00
RD # 2, 113 Pondview Drive President
Washington Crossing, PA 18977

)Receipt for [X)General Aggregate YTD > $100.00
'0 Carol McCaughan 05/16/94 $1000.00

D #63 Woodcrest Lane Homemaker
Doylestown, PA 18901-

Receipt for (X]Primary Aggregate YTD > $1000.00C, arol McCugan 05/10/900.0

340 Pleasant Run Road Vice President of Marketi
o Branchburg, NJ 08876-

Receipt for [X]Primary Aggregate YTD > $1000.00
' mm -- - - - - - - - - --------mm m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Henry Miller crj-f+ §5;eeqv%&h ajbp.06/08/94 $500.00
2 Edgemere Drive
Yardley, PA 19067- mqK&(eiq MqnCev-
Receipt for [X/General Aggregate YTD > $500.00
mmmm--mmmmmmmmm mmm mmmmmmmmmmmmm mmmmmmmmmm

Bob Moore Betz Laboratories 06/17/94 $500.00
197 Golf Club Drive Vice President
Langhorne, PA 19047-

Receipt for (XJGeneral Aggregate YTD > $500.00
m------------------------------------------- mmmm------- ------
SUBTOTAL of Receipts This Page .................................... $4600.00
-m ----------- e -------------------------------------------
TOTAL This Period................................................>



Contributions from Individuals/Persons FOR U "

MNZI OF COIO(ITTEZ(in Full)
Greenwood for Congress C00255703

Any information copied fron such Reports and Statementsma b
used by any person for the purposes of soliciting"contribut o
comercial purposes. other than using the name and address 'of a*y
committee to solicit contributions from such commuittee.

Full Name Name of Employer Date AmountMailing Address Occupation MM/DD/YY

Pete Morrison 000.0406 Franklin Street HIS Director $Lansdale, PA 19446-

Receipt for (X]Primary Aggregate YTD > $1000.00

Bonnie J. O'Boyle eed -ft_ -  - er 05/04/94 $500.00
325 Radcliffe Street N-_ ft-z.-.. O6.--.tion

C Bristol.. PA 19007- e,
U3~f 1%Z+e V'

Receipt for [X]Primary Aggregate YTD > $600.00

Donald Parlee Self 05/10/94 $100000.
75 Foxcroft Drive Physician 0
Doylestown, PA 18901-

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

J. Patrick Prader Beta Entec 06/09/94 $500.004"
3230 Mill Road President
Collegeville, PA 19426-

C Receipt for [X]General Aggregate YTD > $500.00

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

Box 105
Holicong, PA 18928-
Receipt for [X)General Aggregate YTD > $500.00
--- oft ----------------------------- 

-ft. -- - am - ----------------

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

SUBTOTAL of Receipts This Page ......................... $4250.00

TOTAL This Period ...............................................



contributions from flndividalS/Peaon8 FOR

IJ%= OF COIOTTER(in Full)
Greenwood for Congress C00255703

Any information copied from such Reports and St=em w sma ntC be
used by any person'for the purposes of soliciting @o@n m-'iutlu or
commercial purposeS, other than using the name and address ot any

comittee to solicit contributions from such cmittee.

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

Robert Rodenbaugh Handley Group, Inc. 04/18/94 $500.00

3760 Concord Road CEO
Doylestown, PA 18901-

Receipt for [X]Primary Aggregate YTD > $500.00

William Rorer Self 04/25/94 $1000.00

Greenhill Road Consultant
Lumberville, PA 18933-

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

Deron Ruby $1000.so

-q 202 Mohegan Street MIS Manager
New Britain, PA 18901-

cO

Receipt for [X]Primary Aggregate YTD > $1000.00

Steve Sandy Gimpel Corp. 05/11/94. $200 4
PO Box 79 President

'-r Springtown, 18081-
C" Receipt for [X]General Aggregate YTD > $200.00

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

c, 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 ................................... $4450.00

------------------------------------------------------------------------------
TOTAL This Period. . .. .. ......................



SCU3~~~fl~g AA~I R R c r *Contor1Utions from Zndividuals/persons F =='Vi ftV-1L
NAM OF CONMTTI(n Full)

Greenwood for Congress C00255703

Any information copied from such Reports and Stat*gents 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

John W. Smithson PMA Reinsurance Co. 06/22/94 $250.00
6 Penns Woods Drive CEO
Pineville, PA 18946-

Receipt for [X]General Aggregate YTD > $250.00

George F. Steel Little Farm Estates 06/28/94 $1000.00
109 Country Viewv Lane Owner

vChalfont, PA 18914-

C Re:eipt for [X]General Aggregate YTD > $1000.00

Cathy Stevens 04/27/94 $40.00
56 Sandywood Drive Homemaker
Doylestown, PA 18901-CO
Receipt for [X]Primary Aggregate YTD > $40.00r

Cathy Stevens 04
56 Sandyvood Drive Homemaker $1.....
Doylestown, PA 18901-

C" Receipt for [X]General Aggregate YTD > $1040.00

tn Gordon Stott Retired 06/20/94 $200.00
756 Worthington Mill Road
Newtown, PA 18940-

Receipt for (X]General Aggregate YTD > $250.00

Michael Welsh M.W. Trailer 05/04/94 $250.00
28 Fireside Lane Manager
Levittown, PA 19055-

Receipt for [X]Primary Aggregate YTD > $250.00
--------------------------------------------

Mark Worthington Worthington Associates 06/08/94 $1000.00
6 Bridlewood Drive Builder/Developer
New Hope, PA 18938-

Receipt for [X]General Aggregate YTD > $1000.00

SUBTOTAL of Receipts This Page .................................. > $3740.00

TOTAL This Period ............................................... >



SCSMD a A
Contributions from Ind Iid-aulsv/esons ... R LIM I W11'T2(a)C

NAM OF C01041TEE (in Full)
Greenwood for Congress C00255703

Any information copied from such Reports and Statemits msaly, t b
used by any person for the purposes of soliciting contkibutions 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 XM/DD/YY

Stanley Worthington Retired 04/22/94 $200.00
81 Main Street
Fallsinton, PA 19054-

Receipt for [X]Prinary Aggregate YTD > $200.00
SBOAofReceipts This Pae•$200,00,

SUTOTAL of d .. t...............................200

'0 OA hsPro 520

0o o e e 0 q e o e o o o e e e e e e e e e



Scw a B .
operating Expendlitures

IZNUZED) ...URSUKU.. PAGE I O.
FOR LXNZ WUMM-ifT

NAME OF COIITTE (in Ful1)
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
committee to solicit contributions from such committee.

go--w-------- M-M-- g o----------------------------m------ ------ M--M--M-

Full Name Purpose of Disbursement Date Amount
Mailing Address MM/DD/YY

Bell Atlantic-PA Phone bill 04/09/94 $153.21
PO Box 8585
Philadelphia, PA 19173- Disbursement for [X]Primary

--------- m -- -M- .- .---- .- . .- . . .- -.-----------

Bell Atlantic-PA Phone bill 05/09/94 $159.77

PO Box 8585
Philadelphia, PA 19173- Disbursement for (X]Primary

czSell Atlantic-PA Deposit-2 phone lines 06/08/94 $850.00

PO Box 8585
CPhiladelphia, PA 19173- Disbursement for [X]General

"-Bell Atlantic-PA Phone Bill 06/13/94 $214.72
.P: Box 8585
Philadelphia, PA 19173- Disbursement for IX]General

Continental Bank FICA/Witholding 04/09/94 $216.88
0 Bast Court Street
, Doylestown, PA 18901- Disbursement for (X)Primary

----------- m~-------------------------------------------------- °mm° m

.-continental Bank FICA/Withold 05/09/94 $216.65
East Court Street

CDoylestovn, PA 18901- Disbursement for (X]Primary

1tContinental Bank FICA/Witholding 06/08/94 $721.93

c East Court Street
boylestown, PA 18901- Disbursement for [X]General

Continental Bank Excess Items Charge 06/30/94 !15.60
East Court Street
Doylestown, PA 18901- Disbursement for (X]General

Continental Bank Analysis Charge 04/20/94 $21.57
East Court Street
Doylestown, PA 18901- Disbursement for [X]General

SUBTOTAL of Disbursements This Page .......................... > $2570.56
TOTAL This Period ..................

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

A

ii



SOI3DLE ZIZUOD'DZ8BURSEMENTS
operating x2penditures

MNZ OF CONKITTE(in Full)
Greenvood for Congress C00255703

WAGE 4 31
FOR LI,.,M K ,.
mm m m~mmmmmmNm- _ -

memmom__mmmmmmmmm~emmm---mm---- ---------- eeemm---- ----- e~~oo~oo

Any information copied from such Reports and Statement myn4o4tbe
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 committe.

mmmmmmmmemm__ e ---- mmmmmemmmmmmmmmmm--m--mm--mmmmemmm

Full Name Purpose of Disbursement Date Amount
Mailing Address OI/DD/YY

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
.-- - . ..-- ----------------------------- ...........

'p Copy Magic Stationery/Envelopes 04/20/94 $161.65
422 East Butler Avenue
Doylestown, PA 18901- Disbursement for [X]Primary
m m--------------- ---- --- -------- --- ------

SCredit Card Center Dining 05/09/94 $58.81

PO Box 385
Memphis, TN 38101- Disbursement for [X]Primary
-m-m --m-mmm-mm-mme------mm mm --------------------............

credit Card Center Interest Charge 05/09/94 $1.95
'0 PO Box 385

PUmphis, TN 38101- Disbursement for[X]Primary
-- ---- ----------- --- --- -e------Mf -- -- o-----emmeo mOftow mooooot.

Credit Card Center Hotel 06/01/94 $241.09
PO Box 385

C Memphis, TN 38101- Disbursement for (X]General

L0 Futuristic Dee Jays, Inc. C/West DJ 04/12/94 $125.00
847 Bristol Pike
Bensalem, PA 19020- Disbursement for [X]Primary

mmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmm--mmommm~m

Doylestown Inn Realtors Bkf. 06/06/94 $133.00!

18 West State Street
Doylestown, PA 18901- Disbursement for [X]General
------------------- --- --- -------------

Doylestown Store & L Rental fee 04/09/94 $40.28
Jimm Stotz, Manager
390 North Broad
Doylestown, PA 18901- Disbursement for (X]Primary

SUBTOTAL of Disbursements This Page ...................... > $1480.80
TOTAL This Period ............................................... >

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

I



Opra iDZngUi3W 5 PA43 3 or
MOR WOe MIR1

NAM OF COMITTzz(in Full)
Greenwood for Congress C00255703

Any information copied from such Reports and Statementsmyotbused by any person for the purposes of soliciting Conte ibtnot be',mrcial Purposes, other than using the name and address of anycommittee to solicit contributions from such committee.Full Nam e . . . . . . . . . .-. . . . . . . :Mailing Address Purpose of Disbursement Date Amount
Mailing... Adres 

VDQi¥¥ Y
Doylestown Store & L Rental fee 05/06/94 $40.28Jimm Sttz, Manager
390 North Broad
Doylestown, PA 18901- Disbursement for [X]Primry
Center Fox Chase Cancer Auction Ticket 06/29/94 $40.00

Disbursement for (X]GeneralCenter Fox Chase Cancer Auction Purchase 06/29/94 $1315.00

Disbursement for (XjGeneral

Brad Fravel Salary98 Red Rose Drive 05/16/94 $630.00Levittown, PA 19056- Disbursement for [X]General
Brad Fravel Reimbursement. .. 0---/9 $83.98 Red Rose Drive Reimbursemsnt 05/18/94 $83.16mmse) Levittown, PA 19056- Disbursement for [X]General

------------- _______------------------

98 Red Rose Drive Reimbursement 06/20/94 $235.34Levittown, PA 19056- Disbursement for [X]GeneralBrad Fravel.. . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .,.
98 Red Rose Drive Reimbursement 06/22/94 $200.00 ,Levittown, PA 19056- Disbursement for (X]General d

James C. Greenwood Reimburse 
05/09/94785 River Road $221.60Erwinna, PA 18920- Disbursement for [X]Primary

Gail Hawraney Salary04/02/94 
$778642 Avondale Drive SalaryNewtown, PA 18940- Disbursement for (X]Primary

SUBTOTAL of Disbursements This Page ...............
TOTAL This $3544.'TOAL This Period...354.2.

*
----------------------------------------------------



STzM3 I ND'ZZ DISSMNT ' G 4 *14Operating ]xpenditures FOR LMINirNb TY : -

NAM OF COoImnE (in N11)
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/

Gail Havraney Salary 04/29/94 $778.64
2 Avondale DriveNewtown, PA 18940- Disbursement for [X)Primary

Gail Hawraney Reimburse 05/02/94 $20. 00
2 Avondale Drive
Newtown, PA 18940- Disbursement for [X]Primary

Gail Hawraney Salary 05/27/94 $778.64
2 Avondale Drive S

C? Newtown, PA 18940- Disbursement for IX]General

Gail Havraney Reimburse 06/17/94 $31.86
.,-2 Avondale Drive

Nevtown, PA 18940- Disbursement for [X]General

Gail Havraney Salary 06/24/941, $7711.'0 2 Avondale Drive Salary
Nevtown, PA 18940- Disbursement for (X]General .,

-------------------------------------------e -------------------------e-------em a e ~ ee o eee N
Sucks County Headquarters, Inc Rent 04/02/94 $200.00,
115 North Broad Street

c Doylestown, PA 18901- Disbursement for CX]Primary

) Bucks County Headquarters, Inc Rent 05/02/94 $200.00
115 North Broad Street

C Doylestown, PA 18901- Disbursement for [X]Primary

State Workmen's Insurance Fund Workers Comp 05/09/94 $174.001z,
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

Disbursement for (X]Primary

SUBTOTAL of Disbursements This Page ........... . ....... > $46;8.
TOTAL This Period. ......
- - - - - - - -M ft 4M -M ft. . s.........................o .ow 4. •.

-----------------------------------------
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Operating lexpenitus POR a 7,
NAM OF C 1(WIT (in lullI)
Greenwood for Congress C00255703

Any information copied from such Reports and Stat 8t y not be
used by any person for the purposes of solicitingicontributions or T

commercial purposes, other than using the name and address of any
committee to solicit contributions from such committee.Qw m - ,m e m m ft ff&_ , "m ew btbst

Full Name Purpose of Disbursement Date Amount
Mailing Address MR/DD/YY

Jordan P. Krauss Salary 05/25/94 $1223.62

Disbursement for [X]General

Robert Loughery Salary 06/01/94 $658.5s
1908 Braeburn Terrace
Lansdale, PA 19446- Disbursement for [X]General

,-Robert Loughery Reimbursement 06/15/94 $100.00
1808 Braeburn Terrace

C Lansdale, PA 19446- Disbursement for (X]General,

Bank Nidlantic National Rent 06/03/94 $1500.00
Metro Park Plaza P0 Box 600
Edison, NJ 08818- Disbursement for (X]General
ˆˆˆˆmmm m

Of Bucks County Planned Parent Donation/Auction Purchase 06/05/94 $460.00
'0 721 New Rodgers Road

Bristol, PA 19020- Disbursement for [X]General
IC. . ........................... . .................................

Postmaster Stamps/Mailing 04/07/94 $62.S06 'j
Doylestown Post Office

c" 8 Atkinson Drive
Doylestown, PA 18901- Disbursement for [X]Primary

Postmaster Stamps 04/16/94 $62.64
C Doylestown Post Office

8 Atkinson Drive
Doylestown, PA 18901- Disbursement for [X]Primary

Postmaster PO Box Rent 04/18/94 $46.50
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 ....... > $4172.73
TOTAL This Period ...... . ...... . .................................
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------



Operating Zxpenditures FOR 5SM20 O+SI++IIN+,AG

NAM 0F CO)OITTEC (ini 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 contrUutiom or'
commercial purposes, other than using the name and address of any
committee to solicit contributions from such comittees

Full Name Purpose of Disbursement Date AmountMtailing Address NK/DD/YY

Postmaster Stamps 05/20/94 $5916
Doylestown Post Office
8 Atkinson Drive
Doylestown, PA 18901- Disbursement for (X)General

Postmaster Stamps 06/06/94 $116.00
Doylestown Post Office
S Atkinson Drive
Doylestown, PA 18901- Disbursement for IX]General

C-- Public Opinion Strat Poll 04/02/94 $11500.00
1033 N. Fairfax Street

'- Suite 120
Alexandria, VA 22314- Disbursement for [X]Primary

) Citizens for Mark Schweiker Donation 04/05/94 $300.00
<0 Disbursement for [X]Primarym mm r~l--I ----- n-- m--+ m---i m a -__ __ 

mm mm mm, 
,Im --

" Sir Speedy Printing Copies 05/13/94 $3S.92L
41 East State Street
Doylestown, PA 18901- Disbursement for [X]General

mmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmm m ,mmmm mm----m--m--m-- mmm.--o m--m--1 mlmmmmm mmm
Sir Speedy Printing Printing/Copies 06/20/94 $186.17r) 41 East State Street
Doylestown, PA 18901- Disbursement for (X]General

Somebody Small Co. Catering 05/06/94 $250.00
C/O Bucks C. Community College
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 ............................................. > $12614.881
TOTAL This Period .....................................mmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmm



_% RW .... qMUMWLI B ' I1MNZED DISBuM TmS PACK 7 OFOperating Expenditures FOR LINE WUN5]FI1

NAME OF COMITTEE(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 contribution or
commercial purposes, other than using the name and address of any
committee to solicit contributions from such comittee.

Full Name Purpose of Disbursement Date AountMailing Address NVDD/YY-----------------------------------------------
Santorum for US Senate Donation 

05/02/94 $1000.00

Disbursement for (X]Primary

Pusateri, Ltd. Welch,Caupbell, Printing/Hand-out 05/02/94 $6500.00
8133 Leesburg Pike, Suite 530
Vienna, VA 22182- Disbursement for (X]Primary

c:SUBTOTAL of Disbursements This Page ..... . $7500.00TOTAL This Period ....................... ...... $36511.77
- - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - -Nmm~llmO~m--------------------------------------------l~

- - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
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uy ,6,d r'a. Page BI1

G reenwood, businessman
explain 11 money orders

FR ,ANK DEVUN ters of Bormow's New Hope Orm Tel-are Inc._ The Momna Call

Dare &mctiom. president of a Bucks County twe.- cOuRay. wanted to know how he couldmake a %oftU i to his congessma's reelectiftCrMit. "IS Cnh 0K he asked U.S. Rep James C.Greenwood. R-8h District. -Absoiut aot" the con.grenman answered.
That excha - which took place April 14 at Green.wood's Wasmpon office. the congresmn said yester.day - led to events that enlded this week with the Green.wood CAMPAi reruing conribuUoms made by 11 mom.

Instead of cash. the Tl-Saw contr~bt3os weremade with money orde-s. But moe order, it turnedout. weren't OIL either.

Becaue money orders can be aced to person-
a'lcherklaccounti - ARMo other reason - the Tel-contgbitmiade Greenwood aid his campaigntrevasurer. Robert 0. Baldi. umforab.

So the =caiga st them back to avoid "even asugg"tion 0( improwiety," Badu sid.
In separate intelm yesterday. Greenwood andBorilow UAWke aout their April wetn and said era-

Boraslow talked abou their April meeting and said em- peared orchestrated

phaticaly%' that the Tel-Save funds were raised indeper.dently of the Greenwood campaign.
"Neither 1. nor anyone in my campain ever solc-tepdfBOrislow) or anyone else." the congressman said
'What Greenwood said about not solicitng

thoqe funds is absolutely true." said Bo-slow.
Questions were rst raised about the Tel-Save coat:.butions on Tuesday b:y Greenwood's opponent in the No-vember election. Democrat John MuTav said the seriesof S1.000 donations - ail logged on April 29. according tc

Greenwood's most recent campaign finance report - ap-
Peared orchestrated.

Please See MONEY Page B6 b

"It certanjy is a lesso in lea-Ing how to do this the ner. time.Bonslow said.
"f I had been in the campagoffice when [the Money ordersi

came in," Greenwood said yesterday in a telephone intemew froa.Washungto . "I would have jmindiately sent them back..
Greenwood said campaigr ' -r.er Gail Hawraney. who alsquestions about the money oruersprocessed them only after seekingadvice.

.Greenwood said the cam.
PaIgn worker called a lawyer fro=the Republican National ComJrit.
tee mn Weshingto to make sure accepting money orders was lega.

A pokeswomn from the Feder
al ;lections COinS on confu-mec
Yesterday that money orders arean. acceptabje way to make cam.
paagn contributions

But sending mone" orders, to acampaign "Is unusual." Green
wood said.

Greenwood said his -a -n.a,'w11l no ioflwer acrep; Zont"u
ders.

MONEY
Connue From Pae 81

urry aso sud acceptmg
grwgs of ceatlribuuos from
the s* Compy or industry
would allow Greenwood to. in ef-
fw., skirt hi pledg, to take no
mone" from Political action com.

On WednesdaV. Baldi reported
that e had checked the campaign
records and learned for the first
time that the Tel-Save contribu.
t0o0S were made with Money orde- That was oftL be, mid. be.
cause contributions are usually
made with Persm checks."Whe I se I I ==wev orders

- - a w L r I Gl . '! don't Tre weeks ago. the compavlike I. and Jim apeed. " Baldi
dthat wa being heard by the FCC,Bad also annoUm--d that the Ac dng tO trade pubbltions.con-fttXoS would be Nt back "be "*=lm MV Tel-Saveto the md al'=m who made them, acces to AM srvmo.In .eterday's Interlew. Bons. Gneenw. who had been :tufa.Iow Said be wanted to give to the muliar with Borislow's cmypani,Grenwood campaign because he said he spent most of the 2-minure"'a' LmPr"&sd ltb how rospon mnut e

A(s ;;%,i

sve the tresUman Congremanwas to his coucern.
'"He Set up the mesetingrihaway," os said. 11 must haveme with the guy a week ater I

called ima
At the meeting, Borislow

sald he compialo that the Feder.al omucs0 Cmmxsso=
was =o doing enough to Protecthis relatively mall om y.
whrch has ao0t 20~ ,,from mU such as ATf ;7,e...

TelSovebu ance rvice. at= bo voUnit rno" from
AT&T an resells It at discouts ofabout 25 percent to Uomp e that

aeno g en ough to Ig AT&Tsaid, their own. Borislow

to listen and learn. Afterward.
Greenwood's office sent a letter tothe FCC on behalf of Borslow

Borislow said he solicited
contnbution for Greenwood froma couple of top Tel-Save executives

Hows others ended UP giving. hesaid. be did not know
Asked for an opution on u'hy allII Tel-Save contributors mighthave chosen to donate to the cam-pa gn with money orders. Borislowsaid "We're naive."

In hs Ousmess, Bonslow sazd'money orders are the next bestthing to cash. We prefer money orders to checks. That's our preference."
Greenwood said he told Boris-

lowtin W onasbingO that afl contrbution& should be made with personal checks

Borislow disagreed. "if tbe-would have said that. we wouldhave done that." he said I nevermade a campaign contributon b(-'ore . didn t knoA. tha: :he eon.essIaD would be looukin !or a
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GREENWOOD
WContlnue From Pegs 83
km, am s giants lik AT&T.

$. .r the mfftnO. Greenwood's
staff fm ia eer tothe RCC kMa if It
h u000 em 0"Iyes to e UIS
km:gdlstacs ompany.

Td-Save, a ne services reseler that
buys bulk discount rates from AT&T and
in turn Selit=ooma nat large
enmah to quai for the discount pack.
sms. settled a complaint wth he !C

weeks ago that allows it to pur-
chme more discount. highvolume phone
service from AT&T.

Both Greenwood and Borialow have
said the contnbutions were unsolicited
by the compagn Borialow said he want-
ed to help Greenwood's campaign be.
cause he was Impresed with how respon.
siye the conmen was to his con-
WIDS.

Orenwood campai manager Rob
LA ,1y calld Murray's aneetions
. j a id charactebied them as

"dIstortions."
"N Jim wasn't a congressmn and a

think som of im Ues w lbeab-

surd amd doamtoryL," t said. re-
ferring to MuNrayMs pirs.

"For ti rcond. Mr. Oenwood has
pent na mr n 30 minutes with the

proedn of the , ompanyI I in qWuesin His
Only actio was to dra atr of inqui-
ry to a ederal rgula ory qc wth r.
gaut to emlorcrement PrsIM aa gener-
al nature," LAugbery said ITM letter did
nod mention the fir by nmn."

Greenwood's letter to FmCC Chairman
Reed S. Hunt, dated June I, asks for in-
formation on FC resources to monitor

adistame rmales and whether the
needs more authority to take action

on the Isue.
Lmghsry also denied allegations of a

"quid pro quo" arrangement toween the
company and the campaign in return for
the contributions.

"Neither pIrty ever ad this, nor is
there any romn to believe that either
party would," he continued " rti prac-
tice th b1 g Hle, so common in the blg
city un n pot In which our opponent
has spent Is entire adult life, simply
dos't play in our dimict."

Lougery SlN sM aiach of the contri-
butions was Confirmed by letters from
the epoe tat Identified theamutst be donaltd

L
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Greenwood axes
Tel-Save money

By FRANK DEVLIN
0I The Moffwig CaN

S S Jam C Gremwood of hiuck.Cousw R-&b Ditrict. ba decided to re
ctneed riutheeos a e Hp
telscommunic a i compay i

T111 Contributions - hI*AO each fromI I emofyees of Tel-Save b'. al loed
o U- bcam od for O miU.wtio s opom inthe November eivetio* hen they smed up tm his t racete pi f ins a , t

"we ot watvna a r5 loa of
Imrp Gt. rsewood's mm ntrssurr obrt Sad sai.lu alt "Or

a') saipMo that we ave done ay.
th inconsmuet wt tbh ea COD,
grosman Greenwood haa l" to Shutcounbunona from pohacal actio con

mactees.
On.uedy. D1emocrat John Murray

sid b=a appared omciestrate" Ersea peepis in - s s l C npaU rlot d mount a m akov e ,,,
to a nd. tae m -l schooTad
them es tfe way it should be do.' Muray sad. le as said acceptng grouping.
of coutilbuiuos fom ths ame ompany
o l y would all. Ore wood to tnefetah Ins-OPACedg

Ors od obectd Strmuoul to theomion his w in any wayinvolved dn tbs ock d butlow and
calle lbsafpuoes "insulting"
Nve , lesb mo=y s gomn back

Bd s t ovele ad
dressed touc heContributors wer

e sled and ready for the mau He
knew "of no wrooadg" am the
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THE MORNING CALL. TgiSA JULY 21. o 4 At

Tel-&Sve funds going back, Grveenwood dec-ides-
WCOMAnsd Pisit Pag. Al

PW dlbSHM UkeAdd the m
hoa-b sdoubt, throw

IU -idow lam not Me
Hthspityor the inter

ON0002fed tha
UK Tev My be

totm Ira how)l put a

l*b1a bin WW SIS" so ftr
66 P le Xa mmba o- - a

dei d nedt - hb" " ftwd
the 85,0 mnamum tt rUM
Camdidas to ale cmpIgon
repoa

Grenwood. who laW said was
nead to be os the floor of Coo-
geas two the WshL wa unavadl
able fo crmng ysen"y

Te-v is a Im dstmc
servhs malr .bs -m
busa it ive gai am
AT&T imif ien :esat a ---
on tha do t o mmo Iag
ina to qualwf dw.c omS on

tbu owL
Three wka aso. tte compay

"cld a comlaint with AT&T

that was beig Considered by the
Federal Comamuacatons Comma
mo Tbe company bad c
that AT&T was not gVVn r-Save
an opotnIt y tobuth a
couted srvi at dovd The set
tlemet pv Tel-Sae the srvice.

Ba"d sid Greenwood declded
to sme the money back Tuesday
ait&. after a rapora's phon call

pWmp. a inqur
Sald said be checked campaig

recod Tuesdae alarwn adfound that AD Tel-Saw costm-
tlmas cam m the tf of mou
ordes

-I don't anderstand wby People

ue money orders to make contn
butbona, 8ad said. "When I taw II
money odes aU at the same time
I " 1don't usit.' ad Jtm

"Whet we wait is a persona
check wAtb an address on it," be
aa. "AasoM W totu. were not
go08ng taCcep mousyorders'

On Theday. Greewood said he
am tM pIdet of Tel-Save,
DOW $01oOf NMw Hope. oncein h sim InWa Green

wood mI stpped nt
in am a lew; mous ag 9to talk
about o UC

A ve spent a total of 20 mmute"
talking to thas guy W my ide
Greenwood said

Sonhlow complained that the-
FCC's lax enforcement of certain
law% was urt to hs company
Greenwood recalled Greenwod
said ho offie !axed an nforma
ton-seeking letter to the FCC ast
tog the agency f it had enougl
staff to refilate the long distance
industry

1 didn t ask ths 1ruy IBornso%!
to raw money Greenwooti siid
Tuesday
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASiIAT4TON. 0 C 20961

AUGMT 4, 1994

Daniel borislow
Chief Executive Officer and Treasurer
Tel-Save, Inc.
1017 North York Road, Unit 1
Willow Grove, PA 19090

RE: MUR 4019

Dear Mr. Borislow:

The Federal Election Commission received a complaint vhichindicates that Tel-Save, Inc. and you, as Executive Officer andTreasurer, may have violated the Federal Election Campaign Actof 1971, as amended (*the Act*). A copy of the complaint isenclosed. We have numbered this matter RUR 4019. Please refer
to this number in all future correspondence.

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate inwriting that no action should be taken against I nc.and you, as Executive Officer and Treasurer, in this matter.
Please submit any factual or legal materials which,you believeare relevant to the Commiwslon's analysis of this matter. Whereappropriate, statements should be submitted under oath. Yourresponse, which should be addressed to the General Counsel's
Office, must be submitted within 15 days of receipt of 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 with2 U.S.C. 5 437g(a)(4)(8) and 5 437g(a)(12)(A) unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be madepublic. If you intend to be represented by counsel in thismatter, 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.

4



bniel Sorislow
blief Rxecutive Officer and Treasurer

?el-save, Inc.
Page 2

If you have any questions, p],.-e contact Joan Mclnery at
(202) 219-3400. For your infurmation, we have enclosed a brief
description of the Comission's procedures for handling
coupleints.

Sincerely,

Mary L. Taksar, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket

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



* FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON DC 20463

AUGUT 4, 1994

Deron Ruby
202 Kohegan Street
New Britain, PA 18901

RE: 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 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 Comission's analysis of this
matter. Where appropriate, statements should be submittedLunder
oath. Your response, which should be addressed to the General
Counsel's Office, must be submitted within IS days of receipt of
this letter. If no response is received within 15 days, the
Commission say take further action based on the available
information.

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



Oron Ruby
Page 2

if you have any questions, please contact Joan Ncnery at(202) 219-3400. For your information, we have enclosed a briefdescription 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
%ASHIN(;JON DIC 21)4bl

AUGUST 4, 1994
Pete Morrison
406 franklin Street
Lansdale, PA 19446

RE: MUR 4019

Dear Mr. Morrison:

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 MUM 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 Comissiones analysis of this
matter. where appropriate, statemnts should be submitted under
oath. Your response, which should be addressed to the, Gneral
Counsel's Office, must be submitted within IS days of receipt of
this letter. If no response is received within 15 days, the
Commission may take further action based on the available
information.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(4)(8) and 5 437g(a)(12)(A) unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made
public. If you intend to be represented by counsel in this
matter, please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed
form stating the name, address and telephone number of such
counsel, and authorizing such counsel to receive any
notifications and other communications from the Commission.



Vote Morrtson
Pa.2

If you have any questions, please contact Joan Nctnery at(202) 219-3400. Por your information, we have enclosed a briefdescription of the Commissiones procedures for handling
complaints.

Sincerely,

Mary L. Taksar, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket

Enclosures
ION 1. Complaint

2. Procedures
3. Designation of Counsel Statement



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASIWN4 TON. D C .XM6 S,

AUAl5T 4, 1994

Gary RcCulla
340 Pleasant Run Road
Sranchburg, NJ 08876

RE: KUR 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 HUR 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 0f
this letter. If no response is received within IS days, the
Commission may take further action based on the available
information.

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



Gary NcCUla
P64ge 2

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

Sincerely,

Mary L. Taksar, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket

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



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
A ASHING.TON 0 C 204b%

AUGUST 4, 1994

Greg Luff
1006 Hemlock Lane
Huntington Valley, PA 19006

RE: HUH 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 HUR 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 IS days, the
Commission may take further action based on the available
information.

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



*steg Luff
Pa,. 2

If you have any questions, please contact Joan Nc~nery at
(202) 219.3400. For your information, we have enclosed a brief
desccirtion of the Commissionts procedures for handlingcouplaint8.

Sincerely,

Mary L. Taksar, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket

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



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINC TON. D C X,063

AUUST 4, 1994
James Logan
32 West Depot
Uellertovn, PA 18055

RI: Rua 4019

Dear Mr. Logan:

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 HUR 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, sttnments 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 15days, the
Commission may take further action based on the available
information.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. 5 437g(a)(4)(3) and I 437g(a)(12)(A) unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made
public. If you intend to be represented by counsel in this
matter, please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed
form stating the name, address and telephone number of such
counsel, and authorizing such counsel to receive any
notifications and other communications from the Commission.



JAMes Logan
Page 2

If you have eny questions, please contact Joan Nclnery at(202) 219-3400. ror your information, we have enclosed a briefdescription of the Commission's procedures for handling
complaints.

Sincerely,

ft"~ 4 Tc4wx-

Mary L. Taksar, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket

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



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. DC V4bl

AUJUST 4p, 1994.

Kevin Kelly
22 ritznewtontown Road, Unit 58
Willow Grove, PA 19090

RE: 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 Comission's analysis of this
matter. Where appropriate, statements should be subitted 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 1S days, the
Commission may take further action based on the available
information.

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



Revwp Kelly
PV*g 2

it wan have any questions, please contact Joan Mcnery at
(202) 21;-3400. rot your information, we have enclosed a brief
description of the Commission's procedures for handling
complaints.

Sincerely,

Nary L. Taksar, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket

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



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINION D C ,O4b

AUGST 4, 19%

Jason Januzelli
122 West First Avenue
Conshohocken, PA 19428

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



4ason Januselli
Page 2

If you have any questions, please contact Joan Ncgnery at
(202) 219-3400. For your information, we have enclosed a brief
description of the Commissiones 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
WASHINC TON. 0 C 20d46

AUGHT 4, 1994

David Gross
1509A Marcy Place
Philadelphia, PA 19115

RE: 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 HUM 4019.
Please refer to this number in all future correspondence.

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

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(4)(9) and S 4379(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 thismatter, 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.



David Gross
Page 2

If you have any questions, please contact
(202) 219-3400. For your information, we have
description of the Commission's procedures for
complaints.

Joan Nctnery at
enclosed a brief
handling

Sincerely,

Mary L. Taksar, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket

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



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
W ASH INC TON D C 20 04b1

Emanuel DeMaio
73 Buckland Drive
Neshanic Station, NJ 08S53

RE: MUR 4019

Dear Mr. DeMaio:

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 eubmitted- dr
oath. Your response, which should be addressed to tbeo . aI
Counsel's Office, must be submitted within 15 days of recept of 4
this letter. If no response is received within 15 days, the
Commission may take further action based on the available
information.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(4)(8) and S 4379(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.



t"Umel Densio
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If you have any questions, please contact Joan Nctnery at
(202) 219-3400. For your information, we have enclosed a brief
description of the Comissionts procedures for handling
complaints.

Sincerely,

Nary L. Taksar, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket

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



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. DC( v4bi

AUGUST 4, 1994

Daniel Borislow
10 Riverstone Circle
22 Village Square
new Hope, PA 18938

RE: NUR 4019

Dear Mr. Borislow:

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 *ppropriate, statements should be swbmitted vodr
oath. Your response, which should be addressed to thee al "

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

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. S 4379(a)(4)(S) and 5 437g(a)(12)(A) unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made
public. If you intend to be represented by counsel in this
matter, please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed
form stating the name, address and telephone number of such
counsel, and authorizing such counsel to receive any
notifications and other communications from the Commission.
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If you have any questions, please contact Joan Ncznery at
(202) 219-3400. rat 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
WASHINC TON D C O% I

AUGUST 4, 1994

The Honorable Jim Greenwood
785 River Road
arwinna, PA 16920

RE: MUR 4019

Dear Mr. Greenwood:

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 KUR 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 Otneral
Counsels Office, must be submitted within 15 days of receipt of
this letter. If no response is received within IS days. the
Commission may take further action based on the available
information.

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



te Nonorable Jim GreenvoodWave 2

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

Sincerely,

Mary L. Taksar, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket

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

cc:Representative Jim Greenwood



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHtNCTON. DC 204bl

AUGST 4, 1994

Raymond Dattistini
723 Washington Place
Downington, PA 19087

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

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



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

Sincerely,

Mary L. Taksar, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket

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



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCION. ) C V'40

AULT 4, 1994

Robert 0. Saldi, Esq., Treasurer
Greenwood for Congress
P.O. Box 2358
Doylestown, PA 18901

RE: MUR 4019

Dear Mr. Baldi:

The Foderol 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 Acts). A copy of the complaint is
enclosed. We have numbered this matter HUR 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 COmmitte and
y u, ras treasurer, in this matter. Please submit any factual or

gal materials which you believe are relevant to the
Commision*s analysis of this matter. WheCe appropriate,
statements should be submitted under oath. Tour roeposs, which
should be addressed to the General Counsel's Office, mast be
submitted within 15 days of receipt of this letter. If no
response is received within IS days, the Commission say take
further action based on the available information.

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



Robert 0. Saldi, *sq.* Treasurer
*teonvood for Congress
Page 2

If you have any questions, please contact Joan Ncenery at
(202) 219-3400. For your information, we have enclosed a brief
description of the Commissionts 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
WAHINCTON DC 201

AUG5T 4, 1994

John P. Murray
Murray for Congress
P.O. 234
Washington Crossing, PA 18977

RE: 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
forvard 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 NUR 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,

E"w -j- TC4*o.,-

Mary L. Taksar, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket

Enclosure
Procedures
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Nary t. Takamr, agq. ",

Fedeal leotioin liison
999 3 Street, N.V.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: Kt= 401

Dear U. Taknwr and Us. MNolezyt

As the Designation of ounsel oams you sould
humi reonswIved earlier by tax Cwdotso w has~ m bee"
retained to repreont Daniel Sorielowms, 90 2 SaDo,
David Gros. Jazon ameelli, N l euro some
Ore uff, Gary NoCulla, Pete U W 3

Rau~Dtii in RNMeftios wthto I-mWWw
captionaed matter. I asvwtqte a mt .
of tim to files a to XC6. w -~' MAE*,t

I believe our s opme is gwm t e N@St
a, august 23 * Z eques a att.,,o time to

respond until Monday, Septnbe 19. fa is . slghtly
lg extension than may be AIy a ;
howeve, there are tvo actors here thabt I bel Ie"
suportthis request. First, v are repeentiag 11
individuals. It vill take som sutatiel' time to
etlmine the aprpiate reupme o --e-_---_- for that

many individuals and to york trough the logistics of
production and approval of the re&pau(s). SecodM , the
timing is such -- Kid-August -- that the task Ls
significantly complicated by pre-existing vacation
plane.

Ordinarily, I would have spoken with you about
this request before making it in writing. However,
since I was unable to reach either of you today, under
the circumstances I wanted to sake sure you had the
request at the earliest possiblo time. Please feel free
to call se or my colleagues, Sonia Tois (872-5751) or



3umlm Owitkof (728-2160), i you have any questiaor or

N any tathw intomation.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sinoerely,



GREENWOOD for CONGRESS
18 East Court Street U Doylestown, Penmytvania 18901 U (215) 230-9212

August 16, 1994
3m

Mary-L. Taksar, Esquire
Genq.rpl Counsel's Office
Pede*l Election Commission
999 W Street, NW
Iasfffngton, DC 20463

Re: Greenwood for Congress
NUR 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 is 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 Cotmiittee'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 0. Baldi, Esq., Treasurrr



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 limit 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 legal 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 contributions" and spe-cific-ally
refers to them as "currency of the United States, or of any foreign
country, which in the aggregate exceed $100.00."1 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." I 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. I 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 nioted that Congressman Greenwood
has placed upon his campaign committee a self-imposed restriction
from taking PAC contributions. He is sincerely using all best
efforts to unilaterally bring about change in the campaign
contribution law by imposing restrictions on his own Committee. I
suggest that the motive for the Complaint was really an attack on



S S
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 is 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 individual contributors. I am
enclosing copies of my letters all dated July 20, 1994 along with
the checks issued which are self-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,

Robert 0. di, 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.
4904 relating to unsworn falsif . to authorit

bert 0. Ba sqir
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GREENWOOD for CONGRESS
P.O Bo&a 2358 8 Dovylemown. Psnwyivsa 18901 U (215) 23W756 I

July 32 1994

uamuETYIWMY By @RUWM!OD Pos co"nBUus

Zarlier today our campaign received a copy of a letter
issued by our opponent asking the Federal Rletios
€Ision to review our campalgn's fund raising prisatioe.
This request is apparently based upon reports of a decision
taken by our campaign to voluntarily return eleven tosn

1qr dollars in donations which we received from eleven employees
or a firm located in the eighth Congressional district.

As we have consistently maintained the highest standadw and
practices in our campaign operations we weloome any
rsponsible review of them.

However this reuest vas accompanled by a pre releam thatcontains a series of baseless allegations: among which is
the Charge that we knowingly accepted corporate
contributions. For this reason we are issuing the tollwolh0response.

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

Next,the contributions were received in legal form, asconfirmed at the time by outside independent legal counsel,

Finally, each of the contributors received a personal than%
you note from the campaign thanking them for their
ndividual contributions.

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

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

PidOrby G'by w,,oodJr Cunirss. Roben 0. Baldi Esq.. T? rurr



It re tation and character of Jim Greenwood over 14 yearsast :bfol service to the people of sucks County sakes
atmwnse of such a charge. Nevertheless, for he reod, r.aeenvood has spent no more than twenty minutes with the-itnt of the company in question. Io only action on=lf ot this imdividual was to draft a letter of lnqpLryto a federal regulatory agency with regard to enfor"nst.practice of a general nature. The letter did not mentionthe firm by nam. Further, prior to sending the letter, Itwas reviewed by Congressional Cnittee staff expressly torthe purpose of their appval - a practice regularly ued byMr. Greenwood to insure that no oorre-pondence issue by hisofatte can be construed as an attempt to unduly Lnflufen-deciMsons made by any of the three branches of gavrr-t. &copy of this letter in attached.

. nd yet, in his press release, our opponent stated #&oth the3 a and the ahief umoutive Officer of Tel-Save•that the money was Stiven for favors received an orptomieed.1- No one has ever made such a statement except ouropponent. This lie was no doubt included In the pressrelease in hopes that it would be printed by the n prsin such a way as to lend it the credibility of ZI eiblelouznalism. Neither party ever said this, nor is there anyreeon to believe that either party would.
2his practice of the Big Lie, so common In the big cityISMo0a politics in which our opponent hass spent his entireadult life, simply doesnt play in our district.

While It is correct that our campaign did determine tou the contributions to these individuals, our decislonrests upon high standards we ourselves have imposed. Thisshould come as no suprise.

Since his election to Congress in 1992, Jim Greenwood hasturned away hundreds of thousands of dollars in potentialand perfectly legal campaign contributions. While his pledgenot too accept donations from Political Action Committees (PACS ) has played a large part in this, he has turned downmoney from the National Republican Party as well.

The seriousness of this commitment is easily evidenced bythe level of contributLons raised by the Democrat candidatefor Congress in our neighboring district. Both NargerieMargolin Xesvinsky and Jim Greenwood are both freshmenmembers of Congress. Both are on the same committee- Znegyand Commerce. Nsxesvinsky takes PAC contributions, Mr.Greenwood does not. On July 15, 1994 she had raised nearly$400,000. Our campaign had only raised roughly $100,000 by
that date.

In the end, we decided to return the contributions as aresult of a recommendation by our campaign treasurer who
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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

CO Daniel M. Borislow
President

0) Tel-Save
22 Village Square
New Hope. PA 18938



April 13th, 1994
Congressman Jams 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
N0 V.P. Marketing

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 comunity.

22 Village Square
New Hope. PA 18938



April 13th. 1994
Congressman Jams 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 commmuity.

Sinc yYor

David Gross
Provisioning Manager
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 comunity.

Sincerely Yours

co
Zmnuel
Director Operations
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 towardsyour reelection campaign. I hope you continue in your efforts insupporting the legislative issues which are so important to myself
and our community.

Sincerely Yours

NO Ray Battist

Collecti Manager
Tel-Save
22 Village quare
New Hope, PA 18938



April 13th, 1994
Congressman James C. Greenwood
Congress of the United States
Nouse of Representatives
Washington. DC 20515-3808

Dear Congressman Greenwood:

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

Sincerely Yours

Kevin Kelly
Controller
Tel-Save
22 Village Square

*crNew 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 insupporting the legislative issues which are so important to myself
and our community.

Sincerely Yours

Cl ance Manager
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 towardsyour reelection campaign. I hope you continue in your efforts insupporting the legislative issues which are so important to myself
and our community.

Customer Serv e R
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

NO and our cmmunity.

Nr Sincerely Yours

Pete Morrison
HIS Director
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 towardSyour reelection campaign. I hope you continue in your efforts Lnsupporting the legislative issues which are so important to myself
and our comunity.

Sincerely Yours

Derron Ruby
MIS Manager

Tel-Save
22 Village Square
New Hope, PA 18938
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August 6, 1994

RAMW

AddressAddress

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 reform Congress.

My 1992 docision to refse Political Action
Comaittee (PAC) money was tough, but I belive
people are tired of politiolans wbo pay lip *mrvice
to reform yet fail to provide leadership to bring it
about. I want to' ptbid at leadership, but it is
only posmble of the generosity and the
comitn of li, you.

I plan an aggrlve 1994 c agn agalnst my .Democrat oppnen, who, has unforuntely, not sham
such rex-ect for the truth. I hope that I will see
you as I meet with people trom t g t Boks and
Montgomery Counties. Until then, pleas* contact am
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 Greenwoodfor Congress. Robert 0. Baldi. Esq.. Treasurer



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHMNTON. 0C 20*J

AUGST 240, 1994

Geoffrey F. Aronov, Esq.
Arnold a Porter
1200 New Hampshire Avenue, N.W.
washington, D.C. 20036

RE: MUR 4019
Daniel Borislow, Emanuel Deffaio,
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,

Mary L. Taksar, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket
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the aboveamed individual is bereby designated as D,

counsel and is authorized to receive any notifications and other
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befoce the Commission.

Signatuce
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OLOAKER1, RYAN & L ON

0IID CONNECTICUT AVENUE,
SUITE 1 100

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20006

(202) 726-1010
trACSIMILC 480l 7& -4044

September 19, 1994 -D
- =:

Lawrence 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
JKevin Kelly, James Loga, Greg
Lufl Gary McCula, Pe Morrison, Deron
Ruby, Raymond Batas

Dear Mr. Noble:

This letter is submitted in response to the above-rerencd umlait on behalf of Tel-
Save. Daniel Bouislow, Emanual DeMaio, David Gross, Jason Januelli, Kevin Kelly, James
Logan. Greg Luff, Gary McCulla, Pete Morison, Deron Ruby and Raymond Betisuini. 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". I 1 C.F.R. § 110.4(c). Money orders are considered
"written instruments" as are checks. 1I C.F.R. § 104.8(c). See also 11 C.F.R. § 9034.2(b)(defining
"written instrument" as including "money orders" for purposes of matchable contributions).
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Page 2

The complaint is further incorrect in its assertion that cash contributions are limited to $50.
The limit on cash is $100 per person per election. I I C.F.R. § I 10.4(c). Thus. there is no merit
to this allegation.

2. The complaint is further incorrect that the contributions %'vere made in the employees'
names on behalf of someone else.

The complainant provides no evidence in support 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 employees who believe that their occupations could be affected
by significant legislation before Congress affecting the telecommunications industry. As a result,
they decided to assist the fundraising efforts of their local member of Congress who has held
positions favorable to their industry.

None of these individuals has previously contributed to candidates for Federal office and
none of them were familiar with the Federal election laws. The money orders were purchsed 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 experience 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 Borislow, 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 employees in home purchases and for other personal reasons.
At this time. Tel-Save has loans outstanding to several employees 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 employee. See the attached Affidavit of Daniel Borislow.
Neither Daniel Borislow. nor any of the other employees had any idea that there would even be a
question as to whether these contributions were made from personal funds of the employees. Each
employee intended to and. with one exception did. repay the loan to the company over two months
ago. well before any question w.,as 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 anyone for the purpose of making political contributions.

In addition. approximately one week after the loans to -ei-Save were repaid. the
Greenwood for Congress Committee refunded the contributions to all eleven individuals.

One employee. Ray Battistini. who left the company shortly after the contribution was made.

has not repaid the loan to the company as of 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. § 1 10.4(bX1) 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 II C.F.R. § 110.4(b)(bX2) 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 Commission 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 finds. 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 employees. Third, the loans 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. Borislow 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.

2 Mr. Battistini's employment situation changed subsequent to the making of the contribution.

and, although he has not yet repaid Tel-Save. he considers the funds to be an outstanding personal
loan.
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For these reasons, the Commission shouid take no further action with regard to this matter.
Because the funds have been repaid and refunded, any inadvertent mistakes have been fully
confcted 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,
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Washington# D.C. N0js6 4S I
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MUR 4019
DATE COMPLAINT FILED: 7/29/94
DATE OF NOTIFICA? 120: 8/4/94
DATE ACTIVATEDt 10/26/94
STAFF MENS: Craig D. Reffner

Susan Mitchell

COMPLAINANT:

RESPONDENTS:

John P. Murray

The Honorable Jams Greenwood
Greenwood for Congress and
Robert 0. Baldi, as treasurer

Tel-Save, Inc. and
Daniel sorislow, as President

Emanuel DeMaio
David Gross
Jason Januzelli
Kevin Kelly
JaMs Logan
Greg Luff
Gary McCulla
Peter Morrison
Deron Ruby
Raymond Battistini

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

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



District. Responses have been received. Attachments A-S.1

I ~ ~ ~ N LEG"C~ £51.W AMMYSIS
A. aml, nt

According to the complainant, a disclosure report filed with

the Commission by Greenwood for Congress and Robert 0. 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 Oappear to have

been made in the employees' names on behalf of someone else

virtually making then 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, slike cash.'

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.* Attachment a.

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. Rowever, 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." Id. (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 1S, 1994, all

made payable to Tel-Save. Attachment B.

Counsel argues that under the circumstances, Tel-Save Made

neither a corporate contribution nor a contribution in the ne of

another. She posits that "while the (Commissionts] 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.F.R.

S ll0.4(b)(2) describe situations in which funds are given to

someone to make a contribution, not to situations in which f s

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. AnalyA

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. S 441g. The Commissionos

regulations permit contributions to be made by written instrument,

including checks and money orders. 11 C.F.R. I 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 O(njo 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 peros sill

knowingly accept a contribution made by one person in the name of

another person." Pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 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 so easily dismissed. Indeed, 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. 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 8 at 3.

However, the Commission's regulations expressly describe a

contribution in the name of another as [gjliving 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.

S 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

I5
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it is the exact type of activity that Section 441f was intended to

prohibit.
3

Likewise, Counselts 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, 198S-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

campaign.4

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). In that case, the
defendant argued that he did not reimburse his employees who
bought tickets to a fundraiser, but rather pre-purchased their



Furthermore, the available information does not support

counselts assertion that these contributions resulted in a

*technical violation" of the Act. Indeed, a series of news

articles concerning the contributions disclosed that Daniel

Borislow net 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 a 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. 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) my

congressmn. 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

(Footnote 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 te transaction as anything other
than a contribution reimbursement scheme carried out in knowing
and willful violation of the Act.



President of Tel-Save. Nor,,over, it appears that Mr. Sorislowwas

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 Comissons

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



Attacbhd tor the Cmission8 approval are 2 conciliation

agreements. The agreement tor Tel-Save and Daniel Sorialow

Based upon the above discussion, this Office recommends that

the Conmission 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. In 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 Dorislow, as an officer of Tel-Save, each knowingly and

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

Denalo, David Gross, Jason Januzelli, Kevin Kelly. James Logan,

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

Dattistini, each violated 2 U.S.C. S 441f. In 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 0. Baldi, as treasurer.

III. RECWUU-0 DATIONS

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

2. Find reason to believe that Tel-Save, Inc., and Daniel
Borislow each knowingly and wilfully violated 2 U.S.C.
55 441b and 441f.

3. Find reason to believe that Emanuel Defaio, David Gross,
Jason Januselli, Kevin Kelly, James Logan, Greg Luff,
Gary McCulla, Peter Morrison, Deron Ruby and Raymond
Battistini each violated 2 U.S.C. 5 441f.

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

5. Take no action at this time with regard to the Honorable
James Greenwood and Greenwood for Congress and Robert 0.
Baldi, as treasurer.
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6. Approve the attached Factual and Legal Analyses (2) and
Conciliation Agreements (2) and the appropriate letter.

Lawrence N. Noble
General Counsel

d~Zq z'eI BY:

Associate General Counsel

Attachments
A. Response from Greenwood for Congress
B. Response from ?el-Save, Inc., et al.
C. Factual and Legal Analysis for-Tel- Save and Daniel borislow
D. Sample Factual and Legal Analysis for Tel-Save Employees
a. Proposed Conciliation Agreement for Tel-Save and Daniel

Br islow
F. Sample Proposed Conciliation Agreement for Tel-Save 3mlo s

Date

. 0



TO:

DATE:

SUBJECT:

A A

The above-captioned document was circulated to the

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

Objection(s) have been received fre the

Comisstoner(s) as indicated by

CommIssionet Atkens

Commissionec Elliott

Commissioner McDonald

Commissioner McGacry

Commissioner Potter

Comissioner Thomas

This matter vill be placed

for TURSDAY, APRIL 18, 1995

the man(a) checked beloa

giii

zux

xx

on the meeting agenda

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

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
%%ASHI%CTO% DC V66b)

LAWRENCE K. HOlSLE
GENERAL COUNSEL

MRJOIZ . 9HfOKS /LISA R. DAVIs/ ./
COxIaxSSION SECRIRTJY

APRIL 12, 1995

MIR 4019 - FIRS? G AL C5I L ItS RDPORT DATID
APRIL 6, 1995
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in the Matter of )
) MR 4019

The Honorable James Greenwood; )
Greenwood for Congress and )

Robert 0. baldi, as treasurer; )
Tel-Save, Inc. and

Daniel Borislow, as President; )
Emanuel De*alo;
David Gross; )
Jason Januselli; )
Kevin Kelly; )
James Logan;
Greg Luff; )
Gary McCulla; )
Peter Morrison; )
Deron Ruby; )
Raymond Sattistini )

CERTIFICATION

I, Marjorie W. amons, recording secretary for the

Federal Election Comission executive session on April 1$,

1995, do hereby certify that the Comission decided-by a

vote of 5-1 to take the following actions in MUR 4019:

1. Reject the request of Tel-Save, Inc.,
Daniel Sorislow, IManuel Defnaio, David
Gross, Jason Januselli, Kevin Kelly,
Jaes Logan, Greg Luff, Gary McCulla,
Peter Morrison, Deron Ruby and Raymond
Sattistini to take no further action.

2. Find reason to believe that Tel-Save, Inc.,
and Daniel Borislow each knowingly and
willfully violated 2 U.S.C. 55 441b and
441f.

(continued)
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3. 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. S 441f.

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

5. Take no action at this time with regard to
the Honorable James Greenwood and Greenwood
for Congress and Robert 0. Baldi, as
treasurer.

6. 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:

Date Marjorie W. Emmons
ecretary of the Commission



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WAS"IN IO4 DC 20%1 April 24, 1995

Lyn Utrecht, esq.
01daker, Ryan & Leonard
81s Connecticut Avenue, N.N.
Suite 1100
Washington, DC 20006

RE: 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 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. 55 441b and 441f, prtivisions 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 NcCulla,
Peter Morrison, Deron Ruby, and Raymond Battistini, each violated
2 U.S.C. S 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. In 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. In light of the fact that conciliation negotiations,
prior to a finding of probable cause to believe, are limited to a
maximum of 30 days, you should respond to this notification as
soon as possible.

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

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

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

Sincerely,

Danny LMcDonaldo
Chairmn

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



FRDBRAL ELECION COMMISSION

FAC1JAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

MUR: 4019

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

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. S 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. FACTUAL 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 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 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 also 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.
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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. Rorislow

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 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.F.R. S 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. Analysia

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. 5 441g. See also 11 C.F.R. S 110.4(c). The

Commission's regulations permit contributions to be made by

written instrument, including checks and money orders.

11 C.F.R. S 104.8(c).

Section 441f of the Act provides that "[njo 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



2 U.S.C. 5 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 complainantfs 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. Indeed, these contributions are all the

same amount, $1,000, were all made on the same date, April 13,

CV 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,

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

NO 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. 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 Comaissionts

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. S ll0.4(b)(2)(i). In the matter



-5-

at hand, Tel-Save provided funds to Mr. Sorislow 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 sake 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
1

given to the Greenwood campaign.

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 nam

to be used to effect such a contribution. By permitting his nae

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

campaign, Daniel Borislow violated 2 U.S.c. S 441f. Likewise, by

using Mr. Borislow's name to make a contribution to the Greenvood

campaign, Tel-Save, Inc., violated 2 U.S.C. S 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. S 441b. In addition,

in his affidavit, Daniel Borislow states that he is the Presitnt

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. S 441b.

Furthermore, the available information does not support

counsel's assertion that these contributions resulted in a

"technical violation' of the Act. Indeed, a series of news

articles concerning the contributions disclosed that Daniel

Borislow set 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 a at I. 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. 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) my
congressman. He takes care of us, and we're supposed to take care

of him.0 The Morning Call, July 23, 1994, Section B at 3.

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

raising these contributions. Given the fact that these

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

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.

55 441b and 441f.



FRD=A ELECTION COMMISSION

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

MUR: 4019

RESPONDENT: Raymond Battistini

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. 5 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.

XI. FACTUAL AND LEGA ANAYSIS

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. 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."
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s. 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 Conissionts 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 to 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. 5 110.4(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. 5 441g. See also 11 C.F.R. 5 110.4(c). The

Commission's regulations permit contributions to be made by

written instrument, including checks and money orders. 11 C.F.R.

5 104.8(c). Section 441f of the Act provides that "[njo 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. Indeed, Mr. Battistini'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. 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. 5 110.4(b)(2)(i). In 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



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

4being given to the Greenwood campaign.1

tTherefore, there is reason to believe Raymond Battistini

qviolated 2 U.S.C. 5 441f.

'0

C

to

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.



rEDERAL RLECIWN COHNI|ION

rACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

MUR: 4019

RESPONDENT: Emanuel DeNaio

I. GUUURAIOH OF RATTER

This matter was generated by a complaint filed with the

Federal Election Commission (the "Commission') by John P. Murray.

See 2 U.S.C. 5 437g(a)(1). Mr. 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.

ICounsel for Mr. Deffaio has responded to the complaint.

I1. FACTUA AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

CO A. Compaint

NO 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. De~aio and ten other employees from

o*. 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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n. Response

Counsel for Mr. Defalo 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 Commissionts 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 4r. Deffaio permitted

Tel-Save to use his name to make a contribution, counsel

acknowledges that Tel-Save loaned Mr. DeNaio $1,000 so that he

could in turn contribute to the Greenwood campaign. bovovr, 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. 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
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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. Deaio "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. 5 110.4(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. S 441g. See also 11 C.F.R. 5 110.4(c). The

Commission's regulations permit contributions to be made by

written instrument, including checks and money orders. 11 C.F.R.

5 104.8(c). Section 441f of the Act provides that [njo 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. Indeed, Mr. DeMaio's contribution and the

:' i T T . '!i! • ii} !f ! I



contributions from the other Tel-Save employees were all the same

amount, $1,000, and were all made on the sane 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. DeMaio 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

L. funds to a candidate-" However, the Commission's regulations

'IT expressly describe a contribution in the name of another as

CO 0[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.7.R. S llO.4(b)(2)(i). In 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
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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 employees

salary). In 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 campaign.
1

Therefore, there is reason to believe Zmanuel DeMaio

violated 2 U.S.C. 5 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.



FEDRAL ELECTION CONNISSION

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

MUR: 4019

RESPONDENT: David Gross

I. GSaE3ATIow OF RATTER

This matter was generated by a complaint filed with the

Federal Election Commission (the "Commission") by John P. Murray.

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

1I. FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANAYSIS

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. Gross 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."



S. 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

CO history of loaning money to its employees for personal purposes.

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

nDaniel Borislow, states that it is a "practice at Tel-Save to loan
Nr

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'sj

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. 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.F.R. 5 110.4(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. 5 441g. See also 11 C.F.R. 5 110.4(c). The

Commission's regulations permit contributions to be made by

written instrument, including checks and money orders. 11 C.F.R.

5 104.8(c). Section 441f of the Act provides that "[njo 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. Indeed, 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. in addition, each contribution vas 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

'(gulving 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. S l1O.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 sake contributions from refundable corporate



drawing accounts under the rationale that such funds are the

corporationts 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 *re

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 campaign. 1

Therefore, there is reason to believe David Gross violated

2 U.s.c. s 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 the same purpose of making contributions to the
same candidate.



FEDERAL BLECCTION CONISSIU01

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

MUR: 4019

RESPONDENT: Jason Januzelli

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. 5 437g(a)(l). 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 0. 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."
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3. es Se

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 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. 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'sj

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. Januselli "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. 5 110.4(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. S 441g. See also 11 C.F.R. 5 110.4(c). The

Commission's regulations permit contributions to be made by

written instrument, including checks and money orders. 11 C.F.R.

S 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. 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. Januzelli 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

'(giving 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. 5 110.4(b)(2)(i). In 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



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 campaign.
1

Therefore, there is reason to believe Jason Januzelli

violated 2 U.S.C. 5 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.



FEDBML BLECTION COMNISSION

?ACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

MUR: 4019

RESPONDENT: Kevin Kelly

I. GRU&tTON or RATTER

This matter was generated by a complaint filed with the

Federal Election Commission (the "Commission") by John P. Murray.

See 2 U.S.C. 5 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. 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 0. 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."
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a. 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

Owritten 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

t , could in turn contribute to the Greenwood campaign. However, she

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

O history of loaning money to its employees for personal purposes.

NO In an affidavit attached to the response, Tel-Save's Presideot,

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



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 4r. 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. 5 110.4(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 OAct'), 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. 5 110.4(c). The

Commission's regulations permit contributions to be made by

written instrument, including checks and money orders. 11 C.F.U.

S 104.8(c). Section 441f of the Act provides that 0[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



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

shoved 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 Hr. Kelly 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

'(giving 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. S 110.4(b)(2)(i). In 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



drawing accounts under the rationale that such funds are the

corporationes 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 ace

permissible because the funds are a draw on the employeets

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 campaign. 
1

Therefore, there is reason to believe Kevin Kelly violated

2 U.S.C. 5 441f.

1. Moreover, no documentation has been provided evidencing the
loan to Mr. Kelly 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. 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.



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

MUR: 4019

RESPONDENT: James Logan

I. GEEItATION 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. S 437g(a)(1). 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-election

campaign in Pennsylvania's 1994 Eighth Congressional District.

Counsel for Mr. Logan has responded to the complaint.

II. FACTUAL AND LEAL 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

OCommittee"), 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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a. Resp2ns

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 complainant 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 4r. 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.F.R. 5 110.4(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. S 441g. See also 11 C.F.R. 5 110.4(c). The

Commission's regulations permit contributions to be made by

written instrument, including checks and money orders. 11 C.F.R.

S 104.8(c). Section 441f of the Act provides that "(njo 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. Indeed, 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. 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. Logan 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

'(giving 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. 5 110.4(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.

198S-12 and 1982-1l (funds from non-refundable drawing account are

permissible because the funds are a draw on the employees

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 campaign. 1

Therefore, there is reason to believe James Logan violated

2 U.S.C. 5 441f.

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.



F3DZPAL RLITIOU CONNI lON

FACTUAL AND LOAL ANALYSIS

MUR: 4019

RBSPONDENT: Greg Luff

I. GENlRATION Or RATTR

This matter was generated by a complaint filed with the

Federal Election Commission (the "Commission") by John P. Murray.

See 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(1). 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 3994 Eighth Congressional District.

Counsel for Mr. Luff has responded to the complaint.

II. FACTUAL AND MAL 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. 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."



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.0

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

CO history of loaning money to its employees for personal putposes.

N0 In an affidavit attached to the response, Tel-Save's President,

Daniel Borislow, states that it is a *practice at Tel-4ave to loan

funds to employees for personal purposes and I believed these
C.

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]

regulations make clear that loans to candidates or their
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coumittees 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.F.R. 5 110.4(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 1971a as amended

(the "Acte), no person shall make contributions of currency to a

candidate or political committee which in the aggregate exceed

$100. 2 U.S.C. S 4419. See also 11 C.P.R. 5 110.4(c). The

Commission's regulations permit contributions to be made by

written instrument, including checks and money orders. 11 C.F.R.

5 104.8(c). Section 441f of the Act provides that "(nio 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. Indeed, Mr. Luff'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. 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. 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

(1gjiving 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. S 110.4(b)(2)(i). In 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

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. 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 employ..'.

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 campaign.
1

Therefore, there is reason to believe Greg Luff violated

2 U.S.C. S 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.



FEDNRAL KLDCTIOI COISS IOl

FACTUAL AN LBOAL ANALYSIS

MUR: 4019

RESPONDENT: Gary McCulla

I. GENKRATIOU OF RATTER

This matter was generated by a complaint filed with the

Federal Election Commission (the "Commission*) by John P. Murray.

See 2 U.S.C. 5 437g(a)(1). 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. 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 0. 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. Response

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 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. 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. 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. 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 regulations do not expressly

state that loans to individuals are contributions if the
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individuals contribute those funds to a candidate.0 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.F.R. S 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. S 441g. See also 11 C.F.R. 5 110.4(c). The

CO Commission's regulations permit contributions to be made by

written instrument, including checks and money orders. I C.F.R.

5 104.8(c). Section 441f of the Act provides that O(njo person

shall make a contribution in the name of another or knowingly

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

cl~ 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. McCulla improperly

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

be so easily dismissed. Indeed, 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. In addition, each contribution was made in the form of a

money order and accompanied by the same transmittal letter, which

shoved 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. 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

"(giving 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. 5 110.4(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 campaign.
1

Therefore, there is reason to believe Gary ReCulla violated

2 U.S.C. 5 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.



F3D3VtAL ELrCTION CONNISSION

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

MUR: 4019

RESPONDENT: Peter Morrison

I. GENEURATION OF HATTER

This matter was generated by a complaint filed with the

Federal Election Commission (the "Commission") by John P. Murray.

See 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(1). 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 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. Morrison 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. 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 Commissionts 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 (Comaission'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. 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.F.R. 5 110.4(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. S 441g. See also 11 C.F.R. S 110.4(c). The

Commission's regulations permit contributions to be made by

written instrument, including checks and money orders. 11 C.F.R.

S 104.8(c). Section 441f of the Act provides that O(nlo 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. Indeed, Mr. Morrison's contribution and



-4-

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. 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

0(gjiving 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. 5 110.4(b)(2)(i). In 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.

198S-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 campaign.
1

Therefore, there is reason to believe Peter Morrison

violated 2 U.s.c. 5 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.



FEDERAL ELEIXON COMISSION

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

MUR: 4019

RESPONDENT: Der on Ruby

I. GElRaTfON OF KATTR

This matter was generated by a complaint filed with the

Federal Election Commission (the *Commission") by John P. Murray.

See 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(1). Mr. Murray questions the contributions

that Deron Ruby and ten other employees from Tel-Save, Inc.

(OTel-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. 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 0. Baldi, as treasurer (collectively referred to as the

"Committeem), 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 li'mitation of $50, like cash."
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5. Respmose

Counsel for Nt. 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 Comissionos 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. 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 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, Nr. 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.F.R. 5 110.4(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. 5 441g. See also 11 C.F.R. 5 110.4(c). The

Commission's regulations permit contributions to be made by

written instrument, including checks and money orders. 11 C.F.R.

5 104.8(c). Section 441f of the Act provides that "[njo 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. Ruby improperly

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

be so easily dismissed. Indeed, Mr. Ruby'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. 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. Ruby 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

(gjiving 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.4 11 C.F.R. S 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

corporationgs because the employee Is obligated to repay the

corporation for any money used. See Advisory Opinions 1990-4.

1985-12 and 1962-11 (funds from non-refundable drawing account

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 campaign.'

Therefore, there is reason to believe Deron Ruby violated

2 U.S.C. 5 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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*FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTrON. 0 C 204b)

Lyn Utrecht, tq. 
may 100 1995

Oldaker, Ryan S Leonard
SiS Connecticut Avenue, N.W.
suite 1100
Washington, D.C. 20006

3R: xUR 4019

Dear Ms. Utrecht:

This will confirm our May 8, 1995, telephone conversations

concerning your request for an extension to June 1, 1995, to

respond to the Comission's Factual and Legal Analyses in the
above-referenced matter. As we discussed, at the time that you
submit your response to the Factual and Legal Analyses, you
intend to also submit a counter-proposal to the conciliation

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
well as our telephone conversations, this Office has granted the
requested extension. Apeordingly, your response to the Factual

and Legal Analyses aS well as the conciliation agreemetS

approved by the Commission are due on June 1, 199S. In

addition, and as I exlained, since the time period for

conciliation negotiations at this stage of the enforcement
process expires on May 27, 1995, before your response is due,

this Office will also extend the period for conciliation

negotiations to June IS, 199S.

if you have any questions, please contact se at (202)

219-3690.

Sincerely,

Ag D. Reffne
Attorney



LYN UTRECmT

OLDAKER, RYAN & LEONARD #,
ATTORNEYS AT LAW1

810 CONNECTICUT AVENUE, N.W.
SUITE 1100

WASHINOTON, O.C. 20006

(209) 728-1010
PrACSIMILE EDORP 7&6-4044

June I. 1995

Mr. Lawrence M. Noble, Esq.
General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street. NW
Washington, D.C. 20463

RE: MUR 4019
Tel-Save, Inc., and Daniel Borislow.
Emanuel DeMaio, David Gross, Jason
Januzell Kevin Kelly, James Logan,
Greg Luff, Gary McCulla, Pete
Momison, Deron Ruby, Raymond
Bafistini.

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 repayment 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 ("Staff Analysis") indicates that
the Tel-Save loans to its employees were not repaid: resulting in a corporate contribution
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
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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. I 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 'el-Save had a practice of making loans to its employees for personal purposes.
Staff Analysis at fn. i. p 5 Notwithstanding the sworn statement of )aniel 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 employees 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 employees would not believe that the funds
loaned to 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 to 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 contribution 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 employees 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 employee 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. ie was unfamiliar 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.
Ultimately Mr. Daniel Borislow '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 Raymond 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 forward it to the FFC.
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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 willfully violated 2 U.S.C. §§ 441b and 441If Staff Analysis at p. 7.
We find that the Staff Analysis' use of newspaper articles as supporting documentation of
its finding is unfair. Daniel Borislow's statement simply explained why the Tel-Save
employees were making contributions to their Congressman. The Staff 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 Pennsylvania in May
1989. Daniel Borislow was an entrepreneur 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 lobbying 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 of 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 Commission 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 sworn
statements and the facts given in the response. rather than quotations from the press.

Furthermore. when Daniel Borislomv first realized that the contributions could be
misconstrued to be corporate contributions, he immediately made an effort to 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 full. Accordingly. all loans were repaid in full. As previously
stated, the loans were repaid prior to the notification being filed with the exception of
Raymond Battistini (see fn. I at p. 1). or any prompting by the FEC.

The Commission further alleges that Emanuel DeMaio. l)avid Gross. Jason
Januzelli. Kevin Kelly. James Logan. Greg Luff. Gary McCulla. Peter Momson. Deron
Ruby and Raymond Battistini have violated 2 U.S.C. § 441 f when they permitted their
nanies to be used b, Tel-Save to make a contribution to Congressman Greenwood's
committee. Again. this is simply untrue. The employees made individual contributions

( ..Greenwood is my Congressman. lie takes care of us. and we're supposed to take care
of him." The Morning Call. July 23. 1Q94. Section B at 3.
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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 accompanyng 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 actiom
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 attmpting 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.

Lyn Utrecht
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OLDAKER, RYAN & LEONARD
ATTORNEYIS AT LAW

616 CONNECTICUT AVENUE, N.W.

SUITE 1100

WASHINOTON, D.C. 30006

(202) 7261-1010
rACSImILE f&00 780S-4044

MEMORANDUM

To: Craig Reffncr, Esq.

From: Marianne Koepf

Date: June 2. 1995

RE: 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

I. Daniel Borislow. being duly sworn, state as follows:

. am President of Tel-Save, Inc. ("'Tel-Save"). an S-corporation organized under
the laws of the State of Pennsylvania. I hold a majority of the shares of stock of
the corporation.

2. In April of 1994. Tel-Save loaned $I .000 each to eleven employees of Tel-Save.
including myself.

3. Contrary to the allegations stated by the Commission in the Factual and Legal
Analysis, I did not knowingly or wvillingfully violate 2 U.S.C. § 441b and 441 f,
provisions of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971. as amended.

4. 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.

5. 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
employees who received the loans. the amount of the loans, the reasons for
requesting the loans and whether or not they were repaid.

6. During 1994. 1 loaned a total amount of $307.000 to Phoneco. a close corporation
solely operated by Greg Luff and David Gross. former Tel-Save employees.
Phonco has repaid $197.000 of the total loan, leaving an outstanding balance of
$1 10.000.

7. In September 199 1. 1 loaned $ 11.000 to (Ireg Luff for the purpose of purchasing a
home. Greg Luff repaid the full amount of the loan in February 1994.

8. In March 1992. 1 loaned Emanuel DeMaio $10.000 for a personal matter.
Emanuel DeMaio repaid the full amount of the loan in April 1992.
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9. In February 1994, 1 loaned Gary McCulla $100,000 for the purpose of purcasing
a home. In April 1994, 1 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.

10. In June 1994, 1 loaned $5,0(0) to James Logan for the purpose of making home
improvements. As of this date. James Logan has repaid $2,500 of the total loan.

11. In July 1994, 1 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 day of June, 1995.

Daniel Borislow
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AFFIDAVIT OF GARY McCULLA

1. Gary McCulla. being duly sworn, state as tbllows:

1. 1 was an employee of Tel-Save. Inc. during the 1994 election cycle.

2. 1 made a $1.000 contribution to the Greenwood for Congress in the form of a
money order. I 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
15. 1994 payable to Tel-Save. Inc.

3. 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.

4. 1 have repaid the contribution amount in full to Tel-Save. Inc.

5. In February 1994. Dan Borislow loaned $100,000 to me for the purpose of
purchasing a home. In April 1994, Dan Borislow loaned me an additional
$160,000 in order to make improvements on my home. As of May 1995, 1 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.

Executed this day of June. 1995.

i~AI6e-
Gan-M 'ulla
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AFFIDAVIT OF EMANUEL DeMAIO

1. Emanuel DeMaio. being duly sworn, state as follows:

!. I was an employee of Tel-Save. Inc. during the 1994 election cycle.

2. 1 made a $1,000 contribution to the Greenwood for Congress in the form of a
money order. I 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
1. 1994 payable to Tel-Save, Inc.

3. 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.

4. I have repaid the contribution amount in full to Tel-Save. Inc.

5. In March 1992. Dan Borislow loaned $10,000 to me for a personal matter. I
repaid the full amount of this loan in April 1992. None of these funds were used
for political purposes.

I declare under penalty of pejury that the foregoing is true and correct.

I day of June, 1995.Executed this
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Jim ZliH9

AFFIDAVIT OF JASON JANUZELLI

I. Jason Januzelli, being duly sworn, state as follows:

1 . I was an employee of Tel-Save. Inc. during the 1994 election cycle.

2. 1 made a $1,000 contribution to the Greenwood for Congress in the form of a
money order. I 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
15, 1994 payable to Tel-Save. Inc.

3. 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.

4. 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 day of June, 1995.

Jason Jani
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AFFIDAVIT OF JAMES LOGAN

I. James Logan. being duly sworn. state as follows:

I was an employee of Tel-Save. Inc. during the 1994 election cycle.

2. I made a $1,000 contribution to the Greenwood for Congress in the form of a
money order. I 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
15, 1994 payable to Tel-Save, Inc.

3. 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.

4. 1 have repaid the contribution amount in full to Tel-Save, Inc.

5. In June 1994, Dan Borislow loaned $5,000 to me for the purpose of making home
improvements. As of May 1995, 1 have repaid $2.500 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 / day of June. 1995.

,athes Logan
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AFFIDAVIT OF DERON RUBY

1. Deron Ruby. being duly sworn, state as follows:

1 was an employee of Tel-Save. Inc. during the 1994 election cycle.

2. I made a $1,000 contribution to the Greenwood for Congress in the form of a
money order. I 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.

3. 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.

4. I have repaid the contribution amount in full to Tel-Save. Inc.

5. In July 1994, Dan Borislow loaned $2,000 to me for the purpose of purchasing a
home. As of May 1995. 1 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 I d,

Deron Ruby

iyof June. 1995.
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AFFIDAVIT OF PETER MORRISON

1. Peter Morrison, being duly sworn, state as follows:

I was an employee of Tel-Save, Inc. during the 1994 election cycle.

2. 1 made a S 1,000 contribution to the Greenwood for Congress in the form of a
money order. I 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.

3. 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.

4. 1 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 4..ii- day of June, 1995.

Peter Morrison



AFFIDAVIT OF KEVIN KELLY

1. Kevin Kelly. being duly sworn. state as follows:

I was an employee of Tel-Save. Inc. during the 1994 election cycle.

2. 1 made a S 1,000 contribution to the Greenwood for Congress in the form of a
money order. I 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
15, 1994 payable to Tel-Save. Inc.

3. 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.

4. 1 have repaid the contribution amount in full to Tel-Save, Inc.

I declare under penalty of peijury that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed this day of June, 1995.

evin Kelly
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AFFIDAVIT OF RAYMOND BATrISTIN!

I. Raymond Battistini. being duly sworn, state as follows:

I. I was an employee of Tel-Save, Inc. during the 1994 election cycle.

2. 1 made a $1.000 contribution to the Greenwood for Congress in the form of a
money order. I 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
May 24, 1995 payable to Tel-Save. Inc.

3. 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.

4. 1 have repaid the contribution amount in full to Tel-Save, Inc.

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

IiT"
Executed this day of June, 1995.
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AFFIDAVIT OF GREG LUFF

I. Greg Luff. being duly sworn, state as follows:

I was an employee of Tel-Save. Inc. during the 1994 election cycle.

2. I made a $1,000 contribution to the Greenwood for Congress in the form of a
money order. I 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.

3. 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.

4. I have repaid the contribution amount in full to Tel-Save, Inc.

5. In 1994, 1 asked Dan Borislow 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.

6. In September 1991. Dan Borislov loaned $11.000 to me for the purpose of
purchasing a home. I repaid the total amount of the loan in February 1994. None
of these funds were used for political purposes.

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

lxecuted this - day of June, 1995.

GrM
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AFFIDAVIT OF DAVID GROSS

I, David Gross, being duly sworn, state as follows:

I was an employee of Tel-Save, Inc. during the 1994 election cycle.

2. 1 made a $1,000 contribution to the Greenwood for Congress in the form of a
money order. I 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
14, 1994 payable to Tel-Save. Inc.

3. 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.

4. 1 have repaid the contribution amount in full to Tel-Save, Inc.

5. In July 1994, 1 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.

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed this day of June, 1995.

David Gross



In the Matter ofU)
) MRu 4019

Tel-Save, Inc., et al. )

I. nACKGaomm

Attached is a conciliation agreement vhich has been
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 vas previously submitted.
Zi. to -

1. Accept the attached conciliation agreement withTel-ave, Inc., et al.
2. Close the file.

3. Approve the appropriate letter.

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

I t /0)by:
DAT y Lois G. "Lern-er -

Associate General Counsel

Attachment
Conciliation Agreement

Staff Assigned: Craig D. Reffner
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In the Matter of

Tel-Save, Inc., nt £1-

))
) NUR 4019

I, marjorie W. Mmm~m, seoretary of the Federal Ulectio

Cmission, do hereby certify that on August 14 , 1995. the

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

actions in MUR 4019:

1. Acoept the conailiation agremat with
Tel-Save, Inc., tk al., as re-i _ded in the
Ge Counmsel' Report dated August 8,
1995.

2. Close the file.

3. Approve the sppropriate lotter, as
-- --" :in the iesal Counsel' Report

dated August 8 1995.

Commissioners Aikis, Zlliott, mcDonald, Noerry, Potter,

and Thcoas voted affirmatively for the decision.

Attest:

Date
Secretary of the Commission

Received in the Secretariat: Tues., Aug. 08, 1995
Circulated to the Comission: Wed., Aug. 09, 1995
Deadline for vote: Non., Aug. 14, 1995

Ird

3:57 p.m.
11:00 a.m.
4:00 p.m.

I



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

August II. 1995

CMrFXZRD HAL

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
Federal Election Commission on July 29, 1994, concerning
contributions made to Congressman James Greenwood*s 1994 campaign
in Pennsylvania's Eighth 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. S 441b and 441f, provisions of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended (*the Actu). In
addition, the Commission found reason to believe that Emnuel
Denaio, David Gross, Jason Januselli, Kevin Kelly. James Logan,
Greg Luff, Gar McCUlla,[ Peter Morrison, Deron Rtuby, and Raymond
sattistini each violated 2 U.S.C. S 441f, a provision of the Act.
On August 14, 1995, a conciliation agreement signed by the
respondents was accepted by the Comission. Accordingly, the
Commission closed the file in this matter on August 14, 1995. A
copy of this agreement is enclosed for your information.

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

Sincerely,

'Craig'D. Bffner •
Attorney

Enclosure
Conciliation Agreement
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

August 21. 1995

di, asq., Treasurer
Congress

,ad Street
'A 18901

RE: MUR 4019
Greenwood for Congress and
Robert 0. Baldi, as treasurer

t 4, 1994, the Federal Election Commission not
laint alleging certain violations of the Feder
aign Act of 1971, as amended. A copy of the
enclosed with that notification.
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

Augut 21. 199S

The Honorable James Greenwood
78S River Road
Erwinna, PA 18920

RE: NUR 4019
The Honorable James Greenwood

Dear Mr. Greenwood:

On August 4, 1994, the Federal Election Commission notified
1you of a complaint alleging certain violations of the Federal

Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended. A copy of the
Vcomplaint was enclosed with that notification.

This is to advise you that this matter is now closed. The
confidentiality provisions at 2 U.S.C. 5 437g(a)(12) no longer

apply and this matter is now public. In addition, although the
©mete file must be placed on the public record within 30 days,
this could occur at any time following certification of the

0 ACommision's vote. If you wish to submit any factual or 1e~al
materials to apar on the public record, please do so esoo as

possible. While the file may be placed on the public tecord r

before receiving your additional materials, any permissible
submissions will be added to the public record upon receipt.

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

Sincerely,

Craig D. Re fner "
Attorney
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

August 2J. 1995

Lyn Utrecht* esq.Mlaker, Rtyan a Leonard

618 Connecticut Avenue, t.W.
Suite 1100
Washington, DC 20006

RE: HUR 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 Ms. Utrecht:

On AuguWt 14* 1995, the Federal Election Commission accepted
the sig"eoncllatlon agreement and civil penalty submitted on
your clientso 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. S 437g(a)(12) no
longer apply and this matter is now public. In addition, although
the complete file must be placed on the public record within 30
days, this could occur at any time following certification of the
Commission's vote. If you wish to submit any factual or legal
materials to appear on the public record, please do so as soon as
possible. While the file may be placed on the public record
efore receiving your additional materials, any permissible

submissions will be added to the public record upon receipt.



Lyn Utrecht* asq.
Page 2

information derived in connection with any conciliation
attempt will not become public without the vritten consent of the
respondent and the Comission. See 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(4)(9). The
enclosed conciliation *greement,-h-vever, will become a part of
the public record.

anclosed you ill find a copy of the fully executed
conciliation agreement for your files. If you have any questions,
please contact me at (202) 

219-3400.

Sincerely,

Craig D4 . ifner
Attorney

anclosure
Conciliation Agreement
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in the Matter of
) MUR 4019

Tel-Save, Inc., and
Daniel sorislow )
Emanuel Defaio
David Gross )
Jason Januselli )
Kevin Kelly )
James Logan )
Greg Luf)
Gary McCulla )
Peter Morrison )
Deron Ruby
Raymond battistini )

CONCILIATION EU ST

This matter was initiated by a signed, sworn, and notarized

complaint by John P. Murray. The Federal Election Commission

("Commission') found reason to believe that Rspodents Tel-Save,

Inc., and Daniel Roriolow knowingly and willfully violated

2 U.S.C. SS 441b and 441f, provisions of the federal Election

Campaign Act of 1971, as amended (the *Act') and that Respondents

Emanuel Denaio, David Gross, Jason Januselli, Kevin Kelly, James

Logan, Greg Luff, Gary McCulla, Peter Morrison, Devon Ruby and

Raymond Battistini (collectively referred to as 'Employees") each

violated 2 U.S.C. S 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:



I. The Commission has jurisdiction over the Rspondent8 and

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

effect of an agreement entered pursuant to 2 U.S.C.

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

ii. Respondents have had a reasonable opportunity to

demonstrate that no action should be taken in this matter.

111. 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. S 441b.

2. Daniel Borislow is the President of Tel-Save, Inc.

3. Daniel Sorislow and the Imployees are each a person within

the meaning of 2 U.S.C. S 441f.

4 in 1994 the Nmployees were all employed by Tel-Save, Inc.

S. The Honorable James Greenwood, United States Coegress, was

a Federal candidate, within the meaning of 2 U.S.C. S 431(2), in

Pennsylvania's 1994 Iighth Congressional District election.

6. Greenwood for Congress is a political committee within the

meaning of 2 U.S.C. S 431(4) and is the authorized campaign

committee for Congressman James Greenwood within the moaning of

2 U.S.C. S 431(6).
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7. Pursuant to Section 441f of the Act, no person shall sk9

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

to be used to effect such a contribution. The Commissionts

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. I 110.4(b)(2)(i).

8. The Act also provides that it is unlawful for any

corporation to ake 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. 2 U.S.C. I 441b.

9. In April 1994, Daniel lorislow and the amployees 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

Borislow and the amployees each permitted their name to be used to

make a contribution in connection with a Federal election in

violation of 2 U.S.C. S 441f.

12. By using the names of Daniel Borislow and the Employees to

ake $11,000 in contributions to Greenwood for Congress, Tel-Save,

Inc., violated 2 U.S.C. S 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. S 441b.

14. By providing $11,000 in corporate funds to Daniel Bortslow
CC) and the Employees for the purpose of making eleven $1,000

0 contributions to Greenwood for Congress, Tel-Save, Inc., violated

2 U.S.C. 5 441b.

V. A. Daniel Borislow violated 2 U.S.C. 5 441f by permitting

Tel-Save, Inc., to use his name to make a contribution to
t")

Greenwood for Congress and 2 U.S.C. 5 441b by consenting to the

making of a corporate contribution to Greenwood for Congress.

B. The Employees each violated 2 U.S.C. S 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.S.C. I 441f by using the

names of Daniel Sorislow and the Nmployees to make contributions

to Greenwood for Congress and 2 U.S.C. I 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. In 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 Commission in the amount of thirty thousand dollars

($30,000), pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(5)(A).

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

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

or on its own 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.



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 from 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.

FOR THE CONNISSION:

Lawrence N. Noble
General Counsel

DY:I WW

Associate General Counsel

FOR THE RESPONDENTS:

Lyn UTecht

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

Date

DaTe~
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