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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTONS DO 20463

SEPTEMBER 30, 1994

Ralph F. Perkins
5545 Grand Lagoon Boulevard
Pensacola, FL 32507

RE: MUR 4063

Dear Mr. Perkins:

This letter acknowledges receipt on September 26, 1994, of
your complaint alleging possible violations of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). The

respondent(s) will be notified of this complaint within five
days.

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

complaint. We have numbered this matter MUR 4063. 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,
TGy 3 Tuhra

Mary L. Taksar, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket

Enclosure
Procedures
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTION DC 204610

SEPTEMBER 30, 1994

Charles Joseph Scarborough
4141 Piedmont Rd.
Pensacola, FL 32504

MUR 4063

Dear Mr. Scarborough:

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 4063.
Please refer to this number in all future correspondence.

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

Commission may take further action based on the available
information.

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

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

Sincerely,

¢“wa5 E. Tedhoon

Mary L. Taksar, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket

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

WASHINCTON. DC 2046}

SEPTEMBER 30, 1994

ponna Bloomer, Treasurer

Joe Scarborough for Congress Committee
P.O. Box 13012

Pensacola, FL 13012

MUR 4063

Dear Ms. Bloomer:

The Federal Election Commission received a complaint which
indicates that the Joe Scarborough for Congress Committee
("Committee”) and you, as treasurer, may have violated the
Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act").
A copy of the complaint is enclosed. We have numbered this
matter MUR 4063. Please refer to this number in all future
correspondence.

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate in
writing that no action should be taken against the Committee and
you, as treasurer, in this matter. Please submit any factual or
legal materials which you believe are relevant to the
Commission’s analysis of this matter. Where appropriate,
statements should be submitted under ocath. Your response, which
should be addressed to the General Counsel’s Office, must be
submitted within 15 days of receipt of this letter. 1If no
response is received within 15 days, the Commission may take
further action based on the available information.

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



Donna Bloomer, Treasurer
Joe Scarborough for Congress Committee
Page 2

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

Sincerely,

™Moy 3 Todoon

Mary L. Taksar, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket

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




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON DC 20463
SEPTEMBER 30, 1994

Steve Baker
15 N. LaRua
Pensacola, FL 32501

MUR 4063

Dear Mr. Baker:

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 4063.
Please refer to this number in all future correspondence.

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

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




Steve Baker
Page 2

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

Sincerely,

W\g\bé)‘r&}vm

Mary L. Taksar, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket

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




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON DC 20461}

SEPTEMBER 30, 1994

T. Harrison Duke
4195 Nadura Rd.
Gulf Breeze, FL 32561

MUR 4063

Dear Mr. Duke:

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 4063.
Please refer to this number in all future correspondence.

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

Commission may take further action based on the available
information.

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




T. Harrison Duke
Page 2

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

Sincerely,

Mory &, Tehaor,

Mary L. Taksar, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket

Enclosures
1. Complaint
2. Procedures
3. Designation of Counsel Statement
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ATTORNEYS AT LAW
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STEVEN) BAKER
T HARRISON DUKE

Federal Election Commission
Attention: Mary L. Taksar, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 4063
Dear Ms. Taksar:

Please allow this letter to acknowledge receipt of and thank you for your letter of
September 30, 1994. In response to the Complaint/Affidavit of Ralph F. Perkins, please
consider the following additional information: the listed contribution of $1,500.00 on September
2, 1994 was a joint contribution by my wife, Janice C. Duke, and I. The fact that this was a
contribution from my wife and I is further evidenced by my notation on the face of the check
by which the contribution was made (enclosed herewith is a copy of said check for your review
and consideration).

I trust that the information related herein is responsive to your inquiry and will assist you
in reaching a decision in this matter. Of course, should I be able to assist you further in any
way, please let me know.

THD/cIm

Enclosure

POST OFFICE BOX 66
15 WEST LA RUA STREET
PENSACOLA, FLORIDA 32591

(904) 434-3009
FAX (904) 434-7253
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Donna M. Bloomer
P.O. Box 30029
Pensacola, FL 32503

General Counsel

Federal Election Commission
0999 E. Street NW
Washington. DC 20463

Dear General Counsel:

This letter is in response to your letter dated September 30, 1994 referencing MUR number
4063. A letter dated October 15, 1994 has been sent to your office. This letter should serve
as clarification of these matters. Unfortunately, it did not address all the issues nor did it
properly reflect the effort being made to resolve these issues. Each of the issues in this
MUR is addressed specifically as follows:

The contribution of $1500 reported as being made by Steve Baker
was, in fact, a joint contribution made by Mr. Baker and his wife.

The contribution of $1500 reported as being made by T. Harrison Duke,
was, in fact, a joint contribution made by Mr. Duke and his wife.

I hope this clarifies any mistake made on the report and adequately addresses the issues
ratsed in the complaint. We request this letter be filed as public record indicating our
attempts to comply with and resolve the above mentioned MUR.

Very truly yours,

JOE SCARBOROUGH FOR CONGRESS CAMPAIGN

—

rlisees [N Blyzyien

Donna M. Bloomer, Treasurer

DMB/nab
artachment

CLIENT\8831\MUR4063
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Florida Election Commission
Attention: Mary L. Taksar, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 4063

Dear Ms. Taksar:

I am responding to your letter of September 30, 1994, and the
complaint filed by Ralph F. Perkins. While this letter is not

under oath, I would be happy to make these statements under oath if
= necessary.

My wife and I are supporters of Joe Scarborough, a candidate
for the First Congressional District of Florida. It was our
understanding that each of us could contribute up to $1,000.00
toward his campaign. The only bank accounts that we have are joint
accounts and it was from our joint checking account that the
contribution was made, which is referenced in Mr. Perkins’
complaint. It was our intention that the contributions referred to
in the complaint be from each of us and that it would be applied

. toward our individual limits. Since the contributions from each of
us would be coming from the same account, I would not think it
would be necessary to go through the exercise of writing two
separate checks. If such is not the case, I will be happy to
comply in the future.

I trust this answers any questions that you have. If anything
further is needed, please let me know.

Yours truly,
OA .Q/é/»
STEVEN J. BAKER

SJB/gm

POST OFFICE BOX 66
15 WEST LA RUA STREET
PENSACOLA, FLORIDA 32591

(904) 434-3009
FAX (904) 434-7253




BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION cqumussfow: L. '

SENSITIVE

Enforcement Priority

In the Matter of

GENERAL COUNSEL’S MONTHLY REPORT

Ia INTRODUCTION

This report is the General Counsel’s Monthly Report to
recommend that the Commission no longer pursue the identified
lower priority and stale cases under the Enforcement Priority
System.

II. CASES RECOMMENDED FOR CLOSING

A. Cases Not Warranting Further Pursuit Relative to Other
Cases Pending Before the Commission

A critical component of the Priority System is identifying
those pending cases that do not warrant the further expenditure
of resources. Each incoming matter is evaluated using
Commission-approved criteria and cases that, based on their
rating, do not warrant pursuit relative to other pending cases
are placed in this category. By closing such cases, the
Commission is able to use its limited resources to focus on more
important cases.

Having evaluated incoming matters, this Office has
identified 22 cases which do not warrant further pursuit

relative to the other pending cases.1 A short description of

1. These matters are: PM 305; MUR 3976; MUR 4023; MUR 4026;
MUR 4031; MUR 4032; MUR 4036; MUR 4050; MUR 4051; MUR 4052;

MUR 4055; MUR 4056; MUR 4058; MUR 4063; MUR 4068; MUR 4072;

MUR 4073; MUR 4075; MUR 4078; MUR 4081; MUR 4082; and MUR 4083.




= .
each case and the factors leading to assignment of a relatively
low priority and consequent recommendation not to pursue each
case is attached to this report. See Attachments 1-22. For the
Commission’s convenience, the responses to the complaints for
the externally-generated matters and the referral for the
internally-generated matter are available in the Commission
Secretary’'s office.

B. Stale Cases

Investigations are severely impeded and require relatively
more resources when the activity and evidence are old.
Consequently, the Office of General Counsel recommends that the
Commission focus its efforts on cases involving more recent
activity. Such efforts will also generate more impact on the
current electoral process and are a more efficient allocation of
our limited resources. To this end, this Office has identified
9 cases that have remained inactive and assigned to the Central
Enforcement Docket for one year and which it believes do not
warrant further investment of significant Commission resources.2
Since the recommendation not to pursue the identified cases is
based on staleness, this Office has not prepared separate
narratives for these cases. However, for the Commission’s
convenience, the responses to the complaints for the
externally-generated matters and the referrals for the

internally-generated matters are also available in the

Zis These matters are: MUR 3828; MUR 3829; RAD 93L-73;
RAD 93L-75; RAD 93L-78; RAD 93L-83; RAD 93L-84; RAD 93L-88;
and RAD 93L-91.




o 1o
Commission Secretary’s office.

This Office recommends that the Commission exercise its
prosecutorial discretion and no longer pursue the cases listed
below effective February 21, 1995. By closing the cases

effective February 21, 1995, CED and the Legal Review Team will

respectively have the additional time necessary for preparing

the closing letters and the case files for the public record for

these cases.

IIXI. RECOMMENDATIONS

A. Decline to open a MUR and close the file effective
February 21, 1995 in the following matters:

RAD 93L-73
RAD 93L-75
RAD 93L-78
RAD 93L-83
RAD 93L-84
RAD 93L-88
RAD 93L-91

B. Decline to open a MUR, close the file effective
February 21, 1995 and approve the appropriate letter in PM 305.




C. Take no action, close the file effective February 21,
1995, and approve the appropriate letter in the following
matters:

MUR 3828
MUR 3829
MUR 3976
MUR 4023
MUR 4026
MUR 4031
MUR 4032
MUR 4036
MUR 4050
MUR 4051
MUR 4052
MUR 4055
MUR 4056
MUR 4058
MUR 4063
MUR 4068
MUR 4072
MUR 4073
MUR 4075
MUR 4078
MUR 4081
MUR 4082

4083

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)
7)
8)
9)
0)
1)
2)
3)

1
1
1
1

=
~l v U &
T Nt St

a ce M. Noble
General Counsel




BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of

Enforcement Priority

AMENDED CERTIFICATION

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, Secretary of the Federal
Election Commission, do hereby certify that the Commission
decided by a vote of 6-0 on February 16, 1995, to take the
following actions with respect to the General Counsel’s

February 13, 1995 report on enforcement priority:

A. Decline to open a MUR and close the file
effective February 21, 1995 in the
following matters:

l) RAD 93L-73
2) RAD 93L-83
RAD 93L-88

Decline to open a MUR, close the file
effective February 21, 1995 and approve
the appropriate letter in PM 305.

Take no action, close the file effective
February 21, 1995, and approve the
appropriate letter in the following matters:

MUR 3829
MUR 4023
MUR 4036

(continued)




Federal Election Commission Page 2
Certification: Enforcement Priority

February 16, 1995

MUR
MUR
MUR
MUR
MUR
MUR
MUR
MUR
MUR
MUR
MUR
MUR

OO0 s
I T S I e = B

Commissioners

a Potter, and Thomas

L-2/- 15~

Date

4050
4051
4052
4055
4063
4072
4073
4075
4078
4081
4082
3976

Aikens, Elliott, McDonald, McGarry,

voted affirmatively for the decision.

Attest:

Matsacee 2.

sl Marjorie W. Emmons
cretary of the Commission




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINCTON DC 20401

FPebruary 27, 1995

Ralph F. Perkins
5545 Grand Lagoon Boulevard
Pensacola, FL 32507

RE: MUR 4063

Dear Mr. Perkins:

On September 26, 1994, the Federal Election Commission
received your complaint alleging certain violations of the
Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act").

After considering the circumstances of this matter, the
Commission has determined to exercise its prosecutorial
discretion and to take no action against Charles Joseph
Scarborough, Joe Scarborough for Congress Committe and Donna
Bloomer, as treasurer, Steven Baker and T. Harrison Duke. See
attached narrative. Accordingly, the Commission closed its file
in this matter on February 21, 1995. This matter will become
part of the public record within 30 days.

The Act allows a complainant to seek judicial review of the
Commission’s dismissal of this action. See 2 U.S.C.
§ 437q(a)(8).

Sincerely,

Mary L. Taksar
Attorney

Attachment
Narrative




NUR 4063
JOE SCARBOROUGH FOR CONGRESS

Ralph Perkins filed a complaint alleging that the Joe
Scarborough for Congress Committee accepted two excessive
contributions. The complaint states that on September 2, 1994, the
Committee accepted a $1,500 contribution from Steve Baker and a
$1,500 contribution from T. Harrison Duke.

In response to the complaint, the Committee states that the
$1,500 contribution reported as being made by Steve Baker was a
joint contribution made by Steve and Mary Baker and the $1,500
contribution reported as being made by T. Barrison Duke was a joint
contribution from T. Harrison and Janice Duke. In his response to
the complaint, Mr. Baker states that he and his wife intended for
the $1,500 contribution to be split between them. Mr. Duke responds
that the $1,500 contribution was a joint contribution from him and
his wife as was evidenced by his notation on the face of the check.

This matter involves less significant issues relative to other
matters pending before the Commission and a limited amount of money.




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINCTON DC 204610

Pebruary 27, 1995

Donna Bloomer, Treasurer

Joe Scarborough for Congress Committee
P.0. Box 13012

Pensacola, FL 32591

RE: MUR 4063

Dear Ms. Bloomer:

On September 30, 1994, the Federal Election Commission
notified you of a complaint alleging certain violations of the
Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended. A copy of
the complaint was enclosed with that notification.

After considering the circumstances of this matter, the
Commission has determined to exercise its prosecutorial
discretion and to take no action against the Committee and you,
as treasurer. See attached narrative. Accordingly, the
Commission closed its file in this matter on February 21, 1995.

The confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(12) no
longer apply and this matter is now public. 1In addition,
although the complete file must be placed on the public record
within 30 days, this could occur at any time following
certification of the Commission’s vote. 1If 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 prior to receipt of your additional
materials, any permissible submissions will be added to the
public record when received.

If you have any questions, please contact the Central
Enforcement Docket at (202) 219-3400.

Sincerely,
Maw 3§ Tolsn

Mary L. Taksar
Attorney

Attachment
Narrative




MUR 4063
JOE SCARBOROUGH FOR CONGRESS

Ralph Perkins filed a complaint alleging that the Joe
Scarborough for Congress Committee accepted two excessive
contributions. The complaint states that on September 2, 1994, the
Committee accepted a $1,500 contribution from Steve Baker and a
$1,500 contribution from T. Harrison Duke.

In response to the complaint, the Committee states that the
$1,500 contribution reported as being made by Steve Baker was a
joint contribution made by Steve and Mary Baker and the $1,500
contribution reported as being made by T. Harrison Duke was a joint
contribution from T. Harrison and Janice Duke. 1In his response to
the complaint, Mr. Baker states that he and his wife intended for
the $1,500 contribution to be split between them. Mr. Duke responds
that the $1,500 contribution was a joint contribution from him and
his wife as was evidenced by his notation on the face of the check.

This matter involves less significant issues relative to other
matters pending before the Commission and a limited amount of money.



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINCTONS DC 246

February 27, 1995

Charles Joseph Scarborough
4141 Piedmont Road
Pensacola, FL 32504

RE: MUR 4063

Dear Mr. Scarborough:

On September 30, 1994, the Federal Election Commission
notified you of a complaint alleging certain violations of the
Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended. A copy of
the complaint was enclosed with that notification.

After considering the circumstances of this matter, the
Commission has determined to exercise its prosecutorial
discretion and to take no action against you. See attached
narrative. Accordingly, the Commission closed its file in this
matter on February 21, 1995.

The confidentiality provisions of 2 U.5.C. § 437g(a)(12) no
longer apply and this matter is now public. In addition,
although the complete file must be placed on the public record
within 30 days, this could occur at any time following
certification of the Commission’s vote. 1If 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 prior to receipt of your additional
materials, any permissible submissions will be added to the
public record when received.

If you have any questions, please contact the Central
Enforcement Docket at (202) 219-3400.

Sincerely,

Ay, € Tkt

Mary L. Taksar
Attorney

Attachment
Narrative




HUR 4063
JOE BCARBOROUGH POR CONGRESS

Ralph Perkins filed a complaint alleging that the Joe
Scarborough for Congress Committee accepted two excessive
contributions. The complaint states that on September 2, 1994, the
Committee accepted a $1,500 contribution from Steve Baker and a
$1,500 contribution from T. Harrison Duke.

In response to the complaint, the Committee states that the
$1,500 contribution reported as being made by Steve Baker was a
joint contribution made by Steve and Mary Baker and the $1,500
contribution reported as being made by T. Harrison Duke was a joint
contribution from T. Harrison and Janice Duke. 1In his response to
the complaint, Mr. Baker states that he and his wife intended for
the $1,500 contribution to be split between them. Mr. Duke responds
that the 51,500 contribution was a joint contribution from him and
his wife as was evidenced by his notation on the face of the check.

This matter involves less significant issues relative to other
matters pending before the Commission and a limited amount of money.




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINCTON DC 204010

Pebruary 27, 1995

T. Harrison Duke
Baker & Duke

P.0. Box 66

15 West La Rua Street
Pensacola, FL 32591

RE: MUR 4063
Dear Mr. Duke:

On September 30, 1994, the Federal Election Commission
notified you of a complaint alleging certain violations of the
Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended. A copy of
the complaint was enclosed with that notification.

After considering the circumstances of this matter, the
Commission has determined to exercise its prosecutorial
discretion and tc take no action against you. See attached
narrative. Accordingly, the Commission closed 1ts file in this
matter on February 21, 1995.

The confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S5.C. § 437g(a)(12) no
longer apply and this matter is now public. 1In addition,
although the complete file must be placed on the public record
within 30 days, this could occur at any time following
certification of the Commission’s vote. 1If 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 prior to receipt of your additional
materials, any permissible submigsions will be added to the
public record when received.

If you have any questions, please contact the Central
Enforcement Docket at (202) 219-3400.

Sincerely,

q‘[k\.\la 5 _r()llfl\_

Mary L. Taksar
Attorney

Attachment
Narrative




MUR 4063
JOE SCARBOROUGH POR CONGRESS

Ralph Perkins filed a complaint alleging that the Joe
Scarborough for Congress Committee accepted two excessive
contributions. The complaint states that on September 2, 1994, the
Committee accepted a $1,500 contribution from Steve Baker and a
$1,500 contribution from T. Harrison Duke.

In response to the complaint, the Committee states that the
$1,500 contribution reported as being made by Steve Baker was a
joint contribution made by Steve and Mary Baker and the $1,500
contribution reported as being made by T. Harrison Duke was a joint
contribution from T. Harrison and Janice Duke. 1In his response to
the complaint, Mr. Baker states that he and his wife intended for
the $1,500 contribution to be split between them. Mr. Duke responds
that the 51,500 contribution was a joint contribution from him and
his wife as was evidenced by his notation on the face of the check.

This matter involves less significant issues relative to other
matters pending before the Commission and a limited amount of money.




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINCTON DC 20461

Pebruary 27, 1995

Steven J. Baker

Baker & Duke

P.0O. Box 66

15 West La Rua Street
Pensacola, FL 32591

RE: MUR 4063
Dear Mr. Baker:

On September 30, 1994, the Federal Election Commission
notified you of a complaint alleging certain violations of the
Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended. A copy of
the complaint was enclosed with that notification.

After considering the circumstances of this matter, the
Commission has determined to exercise its prosecutorial
discretion and to take no action against you. See attached
narrative. Accordingly, the Commission closed Its file in this
matter on February 21, 1995.

The confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(12) no
longer apply and this matter is now public. 1In addition,
although the complete file must be placed on the public record
within 30 days, this could occur at any time following
certification of the Commission’s vote. If you wish to submit
any factual or legal materials to appear on the public record,
please do so as soon as possible. While the file may be placed
on the public record prior to receipt of your additional
materials, any permissible submissions will be added to the
public record when received.

If you have any questions, please contact the Central
Enforcement Docket at (202) 219-3400.

Sincerely,
Mg § Tt

Mary L. Taksar
Attorney

Attachment
Narrative




NUR 4063
JOE SCARBOROUGH FOR CONGRESS

Ralph Perkins filed a complaint alleging that the Joe
Scarborough for Congress Committee accepted two excessive
contributions. The complaint states that on September 2, 1994, the
Committee accepted a $1,500 contribution from Steve Baker and a
$1,500 contribution from T. Harrison Duke.

In response to the complaint, the Committee states that the
$1,500 contribution reported as being made by Steve Baker was a
joint contribution made by Steve and Mary Baker and the $1,500
contribution reported as being made by T. Harrison Duke was a joint
contribution from T. Harrison and Janice Duke. 1In his response to
the complaint, Mr. Baker states that he and his wife intended for
the $1,500 contribution to be split between them. Mr. Duke responds
that the $1,500 contribution was a joint contribution from him and
his wife as was evidenced by his notation on the face of the check.

This matter involves less significant issues relative to other
matters pending before the Commission and a limited amount of money.
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RETAKE AMERICA

JOE SCARBOROUGH
for
U.S. CONGRESS

March 13, 1995

Ms. Mary L. Taksar
Federal Election Commission
Washington, DC 20463

MUR 4063

Dear Ms. Taksar,

Thank you for your correspondence stating the FEC would
be acting on our political rivals complaint. As stated in
Mr. Baker and Mr. Duke’s letters, their contributions were
joint with their wive’s and were within the FEC guidelines.

Please let me know if you have any other questions. It
is my understanding this matter is now closed.

Sincerely Yours,

Cfg;f?Z;Cfggtgéféi;gZ;FSEQh

REPUBLICAN - FIRST DISTRICT
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