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October 4, 1994

Mr. Lawrence Noble, General Counsel
Federal Election Commission

009 E Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20463

Dear Mr. Noble:

Pursuant to the provisions of 2 U.S.C. 437g(a)(1) of the Federal Election Campaign Finance Act
of 1971, as amendad (the "Act"), | hereby fiile this complaint against Congressman Greg
Laughlin and the Laughlin for Congress Committee, Everet Kennemer, Ill, Treasurer. In support
of this complaint, | offer the following facts and information:

<)
VIOLATION
ry Congressman Laughlin's Campaign Committee, Laughlin for Congress,
has accepted an illegal corporate contribution from Sherwood Van
- Lines in violation of 2 U.S.C. 441b(a).
~)
THE PARTIES
’ Congressman Greg Laughlin
1. Greqg Laughlin, hereinafter called "Laughlin® is the Democratic Congressman
2 from the 14th District of Texas. Laughlin was elected in November of 1988.
O 2 Laughlin for Congress is the principal campaign committee of Laughiin. The

o ' Treasurer is Everett Kennemer, |l and the committee address is P.O. Box 564,
West Columbia, TX 77486

3 Based upon a statement in the Politics in America 1990, Laughlin requested to
be appointed to the Public Works and Transportation Committee for the 101st
session of Congress. On information and belief that request would have
occumred in December of 1988.

4. Laughlin was appointed to that Commitiee by Congressman Jim Wright
in January of 1989.




Leslie Tabor

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

T8

Sherwood Moving Vans, was an independent moving company headquartered in
San Anionio, Texas. The company is now bankrupt.

Sherwood Moving Vans was a Federal contractor providing moving serivces for
military personnel.

Papers filed pursuant to the bankrupicy action reveal Sherwood Moving Vans
was sued in District Court by an insurer which charged company officials
engaged in racketeenng. The suit was settied out of court with an agreement of
confidentiality. See Exhibit H.

It was reported in the San Antonio Business Joumal that the insurer's claim
sparked an intemal investigation by the Military Traffic Management Command,

the U.S. Army Criminal Investigation Command and the Defense Criminal
Investigative Service. The investigation uncovered no wrong doing. See
Exhibit I.

Leslie Tabor was the President of Sherwood Moving Vans during the occurence
of this transaction.

Tabor was indicted by a Federal Grand Jury proceeding in San Antonio and
Las Vegas for illegally funnelling $11,000 in corporate campaign contributions
through his wife, llene Tabor, to several Texas congressmen, including Laughlin.

THE TRANSACTION

As part of his transition to office, Congressman-Elect Laughlin contracted
with Sherwood Van Lines to move Laughlin's family from their three bedroom
home in West Columbia, Texas to Washington,D.C. more than 1400 miles.

The contract was reported to have been consummated personally between
Leslie Tabor, President of Sherwood Van Lines and Laughlin. See Exhibit A.

Laughlin is reported to have said that Tabor explained that Sherwood Van Lines
could bid at such a low rate ($2,000) because it specialized in and handled so
many military transfers to Washington. See Exhibit A.

Published reports of the normal and usual charge for a move of this type,
including packing services, is $15,000. See Exhibit B.

Laughlin, through Laughlin for Congress, paid Sherwood Van Lines $2500

for their services in January of 1994, more than five years after the services
were provided. See Exhibit C. This represents a price substantially less than
the reported normal and usual charge. The amount actually paid also represents
$500 more than the reported initial agreement.
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16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

23.

24,

25.

26.

ON-GOING RELATIONSHIP OF THE PARTIES

Laughlin, as a Freshman, was named by then Congressman Jim Wright to a
seat on the Public Works Committee. That Committee includes regulation of
Surface Transportation carrier such as Sherwood Van Lines. The 102nd
Congress considered several significant issues related to the trucking industry.

Sherwood Van Lines was a Federal contractor at the time discounted moving
services were offerred. Laughlin affirmed he had notice of Sherwood's
involvment with the military. He stated Tabor told him the reason he was abie to
give him a special rate was that he specialized in military moves. Ses Exhibit
A.

Sherwood Van Lines paid Laughlin $2,000 in honoraria to participate in a
panel discussion at the Sherwood Van Lines convention in Las Vegas in
1889. A number of other Members alsoc were paid honorana.

Laughlin reported the honoraria on his 1988 Personal Financial Disclosure
Report filed with the Clerk of the House. See Exhibit D. Laughlin reported the
travel reimbursement for that trip a year later on his 1989 Personal Financial
Disclosure Report. See Exhibit E.

Laughlin is quoted in the San Antonio Express-News saying that he may have
signed a litter in support of the company (Sherwood) circulated by another

Texas congressman. See Exhibit B. A Roll Call article of September 15, 1994,
indicates that the letter did, in fact, express support for the renewal of Sherwood
Van Lines military contracts for moving services. See Exhibit F.

llene Tabor, wife of Leslie Tabor, made contributions to Laughlin dating back
to 1988 according to FEC records. The contributions were $500 given on
9/12/86; $500 given on 8/14/90 and $750 given on 11/8/88.

Tabor was indicted by the Federal Grand Jury on charges that he made
illegal corporate contributions to saveral congressmen, including
Laughlin, by funneling illegal funds through his wife. See Exhibit F.

Laughlin, in a September 7, 1994, article appearing in the Vicloria Advocate,
stated that he would refund the illegal funds. See Exhibit G.

PAYMENT OF THE DEBT

Within 30 days from the time Laughlin was reported to have been made aware
of the Federal Grand jury investigation by a reporter, a payment in the amount of
$2500 ($500 greater than the original amount disclosed) was issued by the
Laughlin for Congress Committee to Sherwood Van Lines. See Exhibits B & C.

The payment was made more than five years after the services were provided.
It appeared as a debt for the first time as of the first report of 1994. See
Exhibit J.

The September 15, 1984 edition of Roll Call quotes Laughlin as saying that
"he never got 8 bill." Further, he was "totally unaware" of the issue until a
local paper called him to inquire about the unpaid move. See Exhibit F.




During the 1989-1894 period, Laughlin for Cangress raised more than
$1.3 million in campaign contributions. Sufficient funds existed with
which to pay this obligation.

THE LAW

The genesis of this transaction could oniy have occurred under two circumstances. First,
the contract for services of Sherwood were an obligation of Laughlin personally and payabie
from his personal accounts. Second, the contract for services of Sherwood were an obligation of
Ohe Laughlin for Congress Committee. Such payment is permissible on the basis that “transition
expenses" may be paid from campaign funds. The repayment in January of 1984 by the
Laughlin for Congress Committee has characterized this transaction as a political/campaign
expense.

The provision of services by corporate vendors is strictly regulated by the Act. Two
standards must be met before a transaction of this nature will be regarded as permissible. The
service must be provided at a rate which is consistent with its normal and usual charge extended
in the ordinary course of business. Second, if credit is extended, it must be provided on terms
"substantially similar to extensions of credit to nonpolitical debtors that are of similar risk and
size of obligation.” 100.7(a)(4).

Onrdinary coursa of business. Sherwood Van Lines was required to charge Laughlin a
price which was consistent with its practice in the ordinary course of business. Specifically,
Sherwood could only offer Laughlin the same discount available to others clients similarly
situated. Laughlin has stated that Tabor offerred to move his household belonging to
Washington, D.C. for $2,000. It is unlikely that this amount, substantialiy below the asstimated
value, represented the cost customarily charged clients of Sherwood even considering the
volume of military business Sherwood maintalned it conducted.

Collection of the Debt. The lapse of more than five years in payment of this debt
requires the examination of the activities of the parties. Vendors are required pursuant to
11 C.F.R. 100.7(a)(4) to make "a commercially reasonabie attempt® to collect debts. If a vendor
fails to make such an effort, a contribution will resuit. Laughlin has stated on several occasions
that he "never received a bill® from Sherwood. If Laughlin did not receive a bill then it is clear
Sherwood has not fulfilied the requirement that it made a commercially reasonable attempt to
collect the debt and a contribution has resuited. The issue is the amount of the contribution and
whether other parties shouid be held responsible for the resulting contribution.

A contribution is defined as "anything of value" provided in connection with any election
to Federal Office. 2 U.S.C.431(8); 11 C.F.R.100.7(a)(1). A service provided free of charge or at
less than the normal and usual charge by a third party on behalf of a candidate is an in-kind
contribution. The amount of the contribution is determined by calculating "the difference
between the normal and usual for the goods and services at the time of the contribution and the
amount charged.” 11 C.F.R. 100.7(a)(iii).

Sherwood Van Lines was originally organized under the laws of Missouri. As a
corporation, Sherwood Van Lines was prohibited from making contributions in any amount in
connection with the election of Laughlin to Federal office.

2 U.S.C.441b(a), 11 C.F.R. 114.2 clearly states:

(b) Any corporation whatever . . . is prohibited from making a contribution or
expenditure . . . in connection with any Federal election.




At a minimum, Sherwood has made an impemmissible corporate contribution of that
amount which represents the difference between the normal and usual charge and the amount
paid. Using the published estimates, the corporate contribution could be as much as $12,500.

While Laughlin has maintained that he "never received a bill, that does not absoive him
from responsibility in this matter. Section 114.2 also states:

(c) A candidats, political committee . . . is prohibited from knowingly accepting or
receiving any contribution prohibited by this section.

The circumstances at hand are not an instance where a service was provided and the
parties to the contract never came into contact again. Laughlin is an incumbent Congressman
with an obligation to a Federal contractor which was oustanding for a period in excess of five
years. It appears the parties were involved with one another before the moving transactions and
on other matters of mutual interest for a number of years after the transaction. There were
several opportunities to discuss the matter of the errant invoice. Similarly, if the bill had been
forgotten, there were sufficient opportunities to "jog™ memories of past transactions. The parties
simply do not appear to display the interest in clearing up this debt as would be expected given
the Member/Federal contractor relationship. The following circumstances support this statement:

1. llene Tabar had been a major donor of the Laughlin for Congress Campaign
since 1986. She made three contributions between 1986 and 1990.

Laughlin spoke personally with Tabor regarding the cost of the move.

Laughlin traveled to Las Vegas for the Sherwood convention at company
expense where he panticipated in a panel discussion about transportation
issues. He has acknowledged that he spoke with Tabor when he was at the
convention. He received a $2,000 honorarium.

Laughlin serves on the Surface Transportation subcommittee in the U.S.
House of Representatives. This committees deals regularly with the issues
of reguiation of the trucking industry.

On May 15th of 1990, Laughlin filed his persenal financial disclosure statement
in which he discloses the $2,000 honorarium from Sherwood. Such information
is provided with knowledge that to provide false information is a violation of
civil and criminal statutes. Laughlin personally signed the statement.

On May 15th of 1991, a year later, Laughlin filed his personal financial
disclosure statement in which he discloses the travel expenses associated with
the Las Vegas trip identified in #3 above. Again, such information is provided
with knowledge that to provide false information is a violation of civil and
criminal statutes. Laughlin personally signed the statement.

Laughlin signed a letter of support on behalf of Sherwood as it sought to
engage or renew its military contracts.

It does appear that the only event sufficient to "jog” the memory of Laughlin with regard
to this transaction was the call from the reporter in which he claims to have leamed he and
Sherwood were under Federal Grand Jury Investigation. The payment was made shortly
thereafter,




it simply appears that Laughlin took no responsibility for payment of this obligation. He
knew of the existance of the debt and the amount involved. He negotiated the contract himself.
No effort was made through the campaign finance statements of the Laughiin for Congress
Commiitee to refiect the existence, even in an estimated amount, of an obligstion owed during

the entire five year period.

His explanation that “he never received a bill® does not absoive him of the obligation to
satisfy the debt. When these circumstances are coupled with the repeated contacts of the
parties either in person or through issues, it leads to the conclusion that the failure to inquire
about the status of the invoice is tantamount to a knowing and wilful acceptance by Laughlin of
an illegal corporate contribution in violation of 2 U.S.C.441b(a).

PRAYER FOR RELIEF

| respecifully request that the Federal Election Commission investigate this violation and
find the following conclusions of law:

1. Sherwood Van Lines has made an illegal corporate contribution to
Laughlin for Congress in violation of 2 U.S.C.441b(a) 11 C.F.R. 114.2(b).

Laughlin's failure to pay Sherwood within a commercially
reasonble period of time is a knowing and wilful violation of the Act.

Further, | respectfully request that the Federal Election Commission asess all
appropriate penalties for a knowing and wilful violation as provided in 2 U.S.C. 437g(d).

The above statements are true and correct to the best of my knowiedge, information and
belief.

National Republican Congressional
Committee

320 First Street, S.E..

Washington, D.C. 20003

Subscribed and Swom to before me this § day of O(_:’UGE (<l . 1904,

My Commission Expires:mqq NotafY Publ 7?

M 7 Acken "tr""w.“-, / 3 o
| m Public, District vl Columtly 4, JJ. h(%{)

“1’ Cunmnr n Expires July 14, 1994
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Man accused of making illegal

contributions to lawmakers

AssoCisied Press

SAN ANTONIO ~ A former
San Antano resident has been
charged m a federal indictment
with funneling $11.000 in illegal
campalen contributions to 10 cur-
Ient Or 0rmer congressmen.

Lealie Alfred Tabor, o2, now of
Georgerown, Tenn., surrendered
to the FBI in San Antonio and
vas released on £50,000 band.

The 10-count wmdictment by a
San Antonio grand jury Friday
accused the tormer president of
Sherwood Van Lines of “causing
the concealment and covering up
of a marenal fact by scheme and
aevice.”

Ciring the Federal Election
Campaign Act, the indicanent al-
leged that Tabor disguised polin-
cal contributions during the 1990
campalgn to hide the tact that the
money came from Sharwood Van
Lines.

The indictment said Tahar used
‘s wife, Llene Tabar, "as a con-
Jduit” to funnel Sherwood moneyv
0 the political campaigns of the
10 House Democrats, including
tormer Rep. Albert Bustamante of
San Antonio.

Sustamante later was convict-
2d in San Antomio of federal rack-
:1éering charges after he was
.ccused of using his office far f-
nancial gain and accepting an -
legal gratuity.

Bustamante, acquitted on eight
yther charges, is free on bond

g
|
|
|

~ormer U.5. Rep. Albart Bustaman-
18 sald he pald for tha use of Leslie
Alfrea Tabor's moving servica.

while appealing his three-year
Drison sentence.

The other nine lawmakers
mennoned in the indictment

B
Columbia John Conyers of } .
.gan, et Edwards ar Waco.
Charles Wilson of Lufkin, Bill
Sarpalius of Amarillo, Bijl Hefner
of North Carolina, Pete Geren af
Fort Weorth. Jim Chapman of Sul-
phur Springs and former Rep.
Jim Bates, D-Calif

Tabor resigned from Sherwood
about two years ago, a company
ipokesmuan said. He now operates
3 MoviIng company 1n Tennessee.

AD answering service lor Ta-

bor's Tennessee company said he
was not available for commant
Friday, the San Antoruo Express-
News reported.

The imdictment accuses Tabar
ol paylng each lawmaker $1,000,
except for $2,000 paid to Conyers,

No elected ofticial, staft mem-
ber or Tabor’'s wile was accused of
comumutting an ulegal act.

Bustamante said December
that he had used Sherwood's mov-
ing services but had canceled
checks to prave he had paid for
the work.

At the time Bustamante made
that statement, Sherwood's new
management was suing Tabaor,

r Laugnlin told the Express-News

that he saught ‘.. 1s from several
Moving cormpanies 1or a move
from West Columbia to Washing-
tonin 1

He said Tabor bid 32,000, ex-
plaming he could do the work so
cheaply because his company
handled so many mulitary moves
to Washington.

Laughlin was on the House
transportation commirtee but
said last year that Sherwood nev-
er lobbied him.

He acknowledged being paid
$2,000 and expenses to sit inan a
panel discussion of transparta.

ton matters at a Sherwood com-

pany convention 1n Las Vegas.
Laughlin listed the $2,000 as an

honorariwm in his 1989 financial

disclosure report

-



FOR LINE NUMBER
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Any mmmm-nuennm“mmmum-“hmmh—nmﬂmmia-utwumm-ua
rurDeses, Othey then using the neme sad sddress of eny policingl committas to selicit esntributions fram sush commie.

. NAME OF COMMITTEER (la Full)

Taughlin for Congress

115991

>

A F s
Sherwood Van Lines, Inc.
31507 Copeland
San Antonio, Tx 8220

"Pmd Dishuragment

| Move to Washington

8. Full Name, Maliing Addrams and 21P Oode
Wast Columbia National Bank
P.0. Box 348
wast Columbia, Tx 77486

. Olsbureoment fop: L JPrimary | | Genersl
"X] Other “llli’ﬂ_l.ﬂg :Emntl.l £led
| Purpose of

Form 941, 4th Qer, 1993

" Disbursement for: V_XI Primery |
Other (spesify)

Genersl |

Date imonth,
aay. yeer)

18794

cion

amount o fach
Dlstwursement Thig Perica

2,500.00

Cate imonth,
ceoy, year)

1/27794

| Amount of Bach
Disbursemant This Period

1,3528.92

C. Full Name, Muiling Addram and ZIP Code
Incarnal Revenue 3ervice

Austin, Tx 73301

| Purpasa of Oisbursement |
i |
| Form 940 - 1993 ‘

Oisbursement tor: | X[ Primery | | Genersd
Othar (spesify) J

Date imonth.
aav, year)

1/27/94

Amount of gach
, Dlsbursemenm This Periog

32.68

0. Full Neme, Mailing Addrase and 1P Ceda
Texas Employment Commission
P.O. Box 149637
Augtin, Tx 78714-~9037

| Purpese of Disbursarnent :

SUTA - 4th Qcr. 1993 i

il

" Dlabursement for: IHHM __ Grnerm
"] Other (s0seitvs f

Qate imonth,
Jay, year)

1/27/94

Ameunt of Bsch
Dlsbursement This Periog

<2.10

E. Pull Neme, Meiling Addrem ena ZIP Code
Fundraising Management Group

501 Capicol Cr., N.Z., Suite 2008

Washington., _.C. 20002

i Purpose of Dishursament ;

Fundraising Fee :

Disbursemang for: i X rimegry »__EGmcm |
Qthar (speaify)

Oate imonth,
dav, yeer)

2/04/94

Amount of Esch
Disdursement This Penaa

2,000.00

F. Full Name, Malling Address ang ZIP Code
Greg Laugnlin
P.0. Box 304

wWwest Columpia, Tx 77486

| Purpose of Disbursement

Meals

Qisbursemant for: | X | Primary Generai |
] Gther (spusity) .

—ate (montn,
day, yesr)

2/04/94

Amount of Esch
Qisbursamant This Period

19817

G. Full Name, Masling Addrem and ZIP Cede

David L. Andrukitis, Majority Room

U.S. House of Rapreseacatives

Room WAZ9, Rayburn Bldg.
Wasnington, D.C, 20515

lPurpnu of Disburssment

Disbursement for: |._1(] Primary |

Printing |
' Generst! {
" Otiver (spseity) |

Cata (month,
zay, yoar)

2/04/94

Amaunt of Bsch
Disbursement This Period

] ~ Full Neme. Mailing Address ans ZIP Cade

.4ura Flores

20l Pennsvi-ania Ave., N.W., #201
L'n'a.si:ling:ca, D.C. 20006

Purpose ot Cisbursement
Inveice for Toy Soldier
14
, Disbursement for:
| Other (spesity)

Primery

Date imantn,
day, yeari

</06/94

amaount ot Esch
Disbursemaent This Peroa

31.80

. Full Name Mailing Addras and ZIP Cede
Erin Kelly
300k F Streec, M.E.

Lwaahingr_on, J.C. 20002

Purpose of Dlsburmmant

Invoice for Book

. Date (month,

dav, veer)

2/04/94

Amount of Esch
| Disbursement This Periad

-9.68

.UBTQTAL af Disgurserment: This Page (epuonat)

n,467.35

TOTAL This Periog (iast page thes line number only}
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'Laughlin Is Hit for Cut-Rate Moving Depl

Rep. Ceeg lm'hh (D—Tens) received
whai appears 10 be a cut-rate deal on moving
services fromacompany whose president was
cherged earlier this month with making ille-
gal campaign contributions o Laughlin and
nine other House Members.

Laughiin did not even pay the $2.500 mov-

*“ " ingbill until this January, five and a half years

after his move to Washington. And moving

companies say the amount is far less than

would normally be charged for a similar job.

The moving deal first came to light when the

San Astonio Express-News reparted in De-

cember 1993 that Langhlin and others had re-

cefved low bids from Sherwood Van Lines.

"Laughiin told Roll Call that he never re-

cetveda bill after Sherwood Van Lines moved

family from their three-bedroom house in

Antonio 0 Washington shortly afier he
elected to Congress in 1988,

s then-president, Leslic Alfred

, had contributed as much as $2,000 10

in's 1988 clection campaign — some

illegally, pro~ecutors allege — and of-

famd Lam zhlin a $2,000 honorarium at a Las

Viégas convention.

- Lamghlin faces a Republican challenge
fodm rancher Jim Deats in November. Laugh-
favored 10 win although Deats is mount
a0 aggressive campaign.

Taber was indicted by a federal grand jury
Sept. 2 on ten counts, charges he il-
legally funneled $11,000 10 a total of 10 cur-
rend and former Congiv- en. Taber al-
legedly disguised political contributions by
using his wife as a “conduit” for monies that
came directly from his company’s accounts.

The other Members who received contri-
butions from Taber were: Reps. John Cony-
ers (D-Mich), Chet Edwards (D-Texas),
Charles Wilson (D-Texas), Bill Sarpalius (D-
Texas), Pete Geren (D-Texas), Jim Chapman
(D-Texas), and Bill Hefner (D-NC), and for-
mer Reps. Jun Bates (D-Calif) and Alben
Bustamanie (D-Texas).

Aides to all of the cusrent Members who re-
ceived the tainted contributions said they are
now looking for ways (o return the money.

Sherwood, Inc., specializes in military
moves, and donated to candidates for Con-
But Taber's involvement with Laughlin, who
serves on the Public Works and Transporta-
tion subcommitiee on surface transportation,
went beyond campaign contributions.

Laughlin's records show that he paid Sher-
wood Van Lines $2.500 on Jan. 18, 1994, a
full five gnd a half years afier he moved. A
similar move in 1989, says Kade Cresswell,
president of Armstrong Movers, a San Anto-
nio company, would have cost $5,000.

ExHIBIT F

Tbemmnsdnwemmgmlbllllﬁom
Sherwood),” Laughlin explained. He said he
was “totally unaware” of the issue until a lo-
cal paper called him to inquire about the then-
unpaid move.

“We contacted the company and they said
that it hadn’t been billed. As a result of that |
sent them a check, with a letter attached. |
didn’t realize that there was no bill,” Laugh-
lin said.

After his clection and move to Washington,
1.aughlin said he had numerous bills and debts
1o settle and that the moving bill simply es-
caped him.

Asked if he thought it was odd that a mov-
ing company would forget to bill him, he re-
sponded, “1 can’t answer for them.”

Laughlin said he chose Sherwood for his
move afier a staffer for then-Speaker Jim
Wright (D-Texas) suggesied that he call them
to ask for a bid.

As it tumns out, Laughlin said, they offered
him a bargain price, because “they said my
house was right en route.” He could not recall
what the other estimales he received were but
said “they were not substantially higher.”

Soon afler Laughlin took office, Wright ap-
pointed him to the surface transportation sub-
commitiee. His position on the panel, Laugh-
lin said, prompted Taber to invite him to a
Sherwood. luc., company convention in Las

Vegas, in January 1989, where he redeived a
mmmmw

coavention, Laughlin said, was the first thme.,
he recalled meeting or with

“At the time, | didn’t think it was &
{to accept money directly froma
rather than a trade associstion, or simailér or-
ganization].” The prohibition on
mm“mwd“‘
months later.

At one point in 1990, L-dﬁ.w
with other members of the Texss
sional delegation, signed a letter of support for-
Sherwood, Inc.’s contracts with the military.
But Laughlin asserts he did not initiste the let-
ter, and he signed it only as a routine pat of
his work on the Texas

Laughiin says he plans t© &ry t0 give de al-
legedly illegal campaign contributions back
as soon a8 possible. ;

The San Antonio Express-News stporied
that Taber left Sherwood two years ago and
started a moving firm in Temnessee. Shey-
wood’s new managenjent seportediy had filed
a lawsuit against Taber. Calis to Sherwood’s
San Antonio offices went unanswered, and
Taber, who was released on $50,000 bond,
could not be reached.
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Laughlm m;qnds to repay. contribution ¢

BoBERT R ARFFM %uuwh :‘:.:lblﬂp-ﬂ!cllmuhl- Ihis maney,” Laughlic seid.
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agetent & forioer Sea Anbonie thov- (g recordh of when the contriby. 5chishd and device, cawe :
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‘ol un Sagal 11,000 cxmpaign eon- [Henion” of payieg e miney gy,
teibwtien. W : - reasury . ;
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_“Chories” Taber, the fermar pres- The filictment said that Tabec cally impesatble. . Taber, whe curveslly lives In
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; - e four yeane Ty fundi"to: tircumvent the Fedetnl check,” Lawghlinsald. 2. ] have every infention of paylug
; . Ravghlin, who first heard of the Election Camapalgn Act) whichsets  “Wa dow't ialend to keep m"y of ~ the money back,” Laughlin added.
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THE CLAYBURNE AGENCY, INC. § IN THE DISTRICT COURT
S s 1 - =
vs. C—— LY JUDICIAL DISTRICT
LESLIZ A. TABER, S 7
TEEODORE A.. COULTER, and 5
SEERWOOD VAN LINES, INC. s BEXAR COUNTY, TEXAS

PLAINTIFP'S ORIGINAL PETITION
TO TEE EONORABLE JUDGE OF SAID COURT:
Now comes TEE CLAYBURNE -AGENCY, INC., a Texas corporation

duly licensed to do business in this state, hereinaftar

" "CLAYBURNE," complaining of LESLIE A. TABER. TMECDORE A. COULTER,
N ard SEERWOOD VAN LINES, INC., Defendants hevein, anéd Zor cause
:q_ would show the court as fcllows:

- I.

< Venue

5 Venue is appropriate inz Bexar County, Texas, 2s the

e izdividual dafendants reside thersin.

- Service Upon Defendant TABER

Defendant, LESLIE A. TABER (hereinafter "TABER’), rssides in
Bexar County, Texas, and may be personally serve with process at

his tusiness address, 31507 Copeland Drive, San Astonio, Bexar

County, Texas. P

: DOENY
IIz. 1

Service Uson Defendant COULTER
Defendant, TEEODORE A. COULTER (hereinafter "COULTER®) /-

1
_ arved withs
resides in Bexar County, Texas, and may be 90:305&117 s A T 4
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pgoeut ';t his Dusiness adéress, 1507 Copeland Drive, San

Antonic, Bexar Couxty, Texas.
Iv. ‘
Defendant ‘smuooo VAN LINBES, IXC., (hereinafter
"szzmioon") , is a Missouri: Corporation authorized tc &c business
in the Stiu cf Texas, who may be served with process Ly serving

its president, LESLIE A. TABER, at its business address, 2507

_Copelarcd Drive, San Antonio, Bexar County, Texas.

v.

Relationship between Dafendants SEERWOOD, TABER and CCULTER

. At all times =atarial to this lawsuit, SHERWOOD las been
cperaticqg a moving and storage company whose prixh&ry customer has
been and is the United States Governmant. Its president, TABER,
has, with its vics-president, COULTER, used SEERWOOD'S corporate
fictice a3 a means of perpetrating fraud upon the CLAYBURNE.
artter, TABER and COULTER has used corporate funds <3 zay

LU ]

rersonal aeaxpenses witbout proper accounting, Zailed <o
distinguish between corperats and personal property, acc failed
tc naintain complete corporate and financial records. Thus,
SZERWOOD'S corporate fiction should be disregarded and _iabilisy
for its acts shoruld be borne individually by TABER and COCLTER,
iointly and severally.



vI.

Count Ons -- Rico Action

S ——]

a.. Ppattarn of Racketeering Activity
The Defendants, COULTER and TABER have varticipated in a

pattirn of racketeering activity, as cefined by 18 U.S.C.

1961(1) (A) and (B). This pattern consists of related

multiple predicate criminal acts and/or schemes whick have
the same purpose, ~esults, participants, victins, metheds c2

commisgion, znéd +the same distinguishing characteristics.

The predicate acts are as follows:

o o i. Briberv

Defendants TABER and COULTER violated 18 U.S.C. § 201

and Texas Fenal Code § 32.43(c) (bribery laws).

Dafendants

TABER and COULTER each oZfered money on

P nnm-:cus_occahioni within the past ten years <o a1

employes of the United States governmment with iztent =o

influence an cfficial act or izfluence such employee

commit or aid in the commitsing or collude I3, or
allow, fraud or make opportunity for the ccmmission of

fzand, on the Unitad States. On the above~referencecd

cccasions Defandants, TABER and COULTER,

offered cash
payments to employees of the Cnited States Military,
without its consent, which offar was, orlwould have
beean, accepted by these employees intentionally and/or
knowingly with tha understasding that their conduct
would be influenced with respect to the affairs of the
O. S. Military. Specifically, the payments were tc
-3 -




ingure that tha emplovees of the U.S. Military woula
act and/er refrain from acting, so as to prevent <hg Q7.
€. Military from l-minﬁ of late shipments made by
Defendant sxnmon The purpou in kocpinq e T, 5.
Milleary unava:o of late shipments was to 'orcvcnt the
penalty attendant to late shipments, i.e., Defendant
SHERWOOD's suspeasion from shipping goods cut of the
point of origin of said late shipments ->r 2 set pericd
of time. The sucﬁcuio_n would have decreased both +the
oumber cf vehicles operated by SEERWOOD as well as the
gross receipts received by it, both factors having a
direct sffect on its’ iniuru:.cc premiuvms. CLAYSURNE
would zot have insured SHERWOOD i€ it had kcown abeut
the bribes referred above.

ii. Wize Framd

Defendants, TABER and COULTER are guiltv cof viclating
18 U.S.C. § 1343 by using icterstats wire
communications for the purpose of executing schemes cr
artifices to defraud or for cbtaining mopey by means ci
false or :rmdnlené pretenses, representations or
promises. Specifically;, Defendant TABER, ¢n more tdan
ten separate occasicns within the past ten yvears,
transmitted or caused to be transmitted instructions tc
SEERWOOD's drivers to falsify cocuments and/or pay
money to pubdlic officials, agents or employees of the
U.S. Military who were the recipients of late shivped
goods in order to falsify documents; furthermore,

- § -
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Dct.nda..nt TABER, on at least ten sepirates occasions
within the past ten years intentionally used or ca.n.ua
to be used interstats wires to ;-nd money across state
fings 455 ‘nua above-refarunced bribes: Z“crthermors,

Defendant TABER on at least tan occu.icns and COULTER,

on &t lesast three occasions, intentionally used or

caused to be used, interstate wires to talephone

.0fZicers, agents or emplovess of the U. S. Military,

who were the recipients of the late delivered goods and

commmmicated <hereby the offers to pay DRoney in
considaeration for falsifying documents to kesp the U.

S. ¥Military frem learning that :che gocods were deliverad
late.

Zt was the Defendants' intent to execute this

rdj .

scheme soc that SEERWOOD would continue perfcrming
o shipping contracts during a period of time iz which it
< would Rhave otherwise been suspended because ci late
O

shipments. Such suspensions, had they cccurred, would

have been known to Plaintiff CLAYBURNE and it would not
have insured

Defendant SXERWOOD nor sustaired the

losses it 4id as a rassult of irsuring SHERWOCD.
iii. Mail Fraund

Defendants TABER and COULTER are guilty of violating 13
U.5.C. § 1341 by mailing or causing to be mailed %o

Plaineiff CLAYBURNE, a laettar cdated June 28, 1988, 2

cepy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit °A," and a
lsttar dated March 8, 1989, a copy of which is attachad
hereto as Exhibit “3,° incorporated by rsference herein
-8 o
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as if get cut in full, such letters being placed in whe
U. S. Mail éo: the purpose of executing a scheme or
a-.:tiuc- to defraud Plaintiff CLAYBURNE out of money by
mneans of false or fraudnlent pretenses, rcp:ucntations
and promises. On numercus occasions in the last 19
vears Defendants TABRER and cour.-rz-x caused to be mailed
falsified government documents (Driver's Daily i.oq.)
which allowed SEHERWNOQD tc pass inspecticns by the
Department of Transportaticn and thereby continge ieg
practice of cperating vehicles at speeds and for hours
which are prohibited by law. Such practice materially
affectad the risk Plaintiff undertook to insure in a
zanner which caused Plaintiff damage.

B. Violations of 18 U.S.C. § 1962(¢c)

Cefendants, TABER and COULTER, are guilty of viclating 13
J.S.C. § 1962(c), because, z2s amployees of SEERWOOD, an
enterprise engaged in iaterstate commerce, they csnducted
and/or participated, directly or indirectly, .ia the conduc:
of. SHERNOOD's affairs through the pattern of czacketeering
activity described above.

Se Vioclation of 18 U.S.C. § 1962(d)

pafendants TABER and COULTER are guilty of viclating 18

J.5.C. § 1962(d) by conspiring to commit the acts set forth

above.

&5 Injury to Plaintiff Clayburns bv Reasom of Viclations

plaintiff CLAYBURNE has sustained an injury by reason of

che Defandantsg’ violations of 18 U.S.C. § 1962 (c) & (d)
- ‘ o
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as set above. Specifically, Plaintiff CLAYBURNE has insured
Defendant SEERWOOD for almost three years, incurring a great
deal of expense in providing insurance and servicing the

account. Because of the bribery referrsd to above,

Defendant SEERWOOD continued to cperate its business without
iuspcnsions. These suspensions were Cesigned %o penalize

sm and induce it to oparats its business in a safe and
timely mangper. By avoiding suspessions, SEERWOOD was able

to overate its velticles in an unsafe nanner, tlareby

matarially affecting the risk Plaintiff CLAYBURNE undertock
to iasure. ﬁut for the illegal conduct of TABER and COULT=:
sat forth above, CLAYBURNE would not have insured SHERWOOD
and hence it would not have sustained the damages it did.
Such damages consist of, among othaers, uncol;cctad premiums
cwed by Defandant SHERWOOD, attorneys' Zees incurred in
fruitlass rnegotiations of a release aand defense of a
croundless lawsuit, additional overhead and labor costs tc
sarvice the fraudulently obtained policies in question, lost
opportunities to lolic{t, obtain and service other clients
causing a_loss of future profits and excessive losses under
=he policies which were charged against CLAYBURNE causing
its loss zatic to exceed permissible levels. These cdamages
are at this ;in- in excess of TWO EUNDRED TEOUSAND DOLLARS.
Parsuant to 18 U.S.C. § 1964(c), Plaintif? is(em:itled to
three times the actual damages proven at trial. This sum
does not include reasonable attorneys' fees incurred in the
prosecution of this action, for which claim is also mads.

.
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ViI.
Count Two -— B h of Insurance Contract .
a.. On or about July 1, 1988, Plaintiff CLAYBURNE
contractually agreed to obtain insurance Zor Uefendant

SHEERWOOD (alter ego for Defeadants TABER and COULTER), the
tezns of which were cont;inid in policy Neo. 1MT233501 j_u;;.d
by the Insurance Company of North America. Ia consideration
for providing that policy, Defendant SHERWOOD promised to
pay Plaintiff CIAYBURNE a premium in the amouct stated
therein. TCefendants SEERNOOD, TABER and COULTER have failad
to pay all of the yremiums it agreed to pay and prematurely
cancelled same, thereby dapriving Plaintiff CIAYBURNE of tha
ccomissions it would have received had the agreemsant not
been breached. Accordingly, Plaintiff CIAYBURNE has been
damaged i3 2 sum in excess of the minimm jurisdictional
iimits of this court, for which it now sues.

5. All cornditions precedent to recovering under <tla
contract of insurance described in the preceding paragraph
bave been performed by Plaintiff CLAYBURNE.

€. Fursuant ¢to Taxas Civil Zractice & Remedies Code,
Article 38.701 et seq., Plaintif® CLAYSURNE is entitled %o
Zecover . reasonable attorneys' fees incurred in the
prosecution of its claim for breach of the written contract
set forth herein. Plaintiff CLAYBURNE is represented by the
undersigned attornays and the claim has been prasanted to

the Defendant SHEEWOOD and paymant for the just amount owed
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P nas not besn tendered prior to the expiration of thirey days
' after the claim was presented.
VIII.

Count Three — Breach of Releass Contract
a. On or about March 8, 1989, Defendant SEERWOOD (alter
ego of TABIR and COULTER), byl and through its attormey,
" Xenneth B, Leeds, presented its claim (Exhibit "3°) upder
the Deceptive Trade Practices Act and Texas Iasurance Code
an&. included an o!fu:‘ to settle for certaiz tarms azd

copditions whick were set cut therein. Subseguent to this

- letter, authorized representatives cf Defendant SHERWOOD,
- TABER and COULTER inbued with full authority tc negotiate

and settle all claims on its behalf, met with Plaintise
—~AYBURKE and

its attorney, HNorman J. Paul. After

nagotiations, it was orally l.grud by both pazties that,
without admitting liability, but solely in the interest of
saving time and money,

U 4

Plaintiff CLAYBURNE would provide
coverage under ths original contract, Zor a reductionm in
Fremium of over $40,000.00, and that Dafendant. SEERWOOD
would pay the reduced premium in full as well as release

- :—’u:.nt:.zz CLAYSURNE, Joe Clayburne and Kenneth B. Clayburme
from all alleged claims arising cut of the transaction

described in Kenneth 3. Leeds' letter of March 8, 1989,
(Exhibit *m@),

In consideraticn and in reliance upen

Dafendant SHEFWOOD's promise that it would pay the reducec
Premium, continue covarage under the original pelicy and
realsagse 2ll alleged claims thezetofore presented, Plaintifs

-
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CLAYSURNE expesded further time and money in order to
continue coverage. Defendants SEERNOOD, TABER and COULTER

breached this oral coantract by failing to pay premiums for
extended 'ccv-:.aq:o. failing to continue coverage, and failing
to release Plaintiff CLAYBURME from the ;.bovo-nfcrnncod
claimg, causing it to iﬁcn: damages in the form of lost
premiums, lost profits and attorneys' feas in excess of thea
ninimal jurisdictional limits of this court for which it now

b. All conditicns precedent *o recovering under the

release contract set forth herein have been performed by
Plaintifl CLAYBURME.

c. Pursuant to Texas Civil Practice & Remedies Code,

_ Article 38.001 et seq., Plaintiff CLAYBURNE is entitled to
-y rccmr. rTeasonable attorneys' <fees incurred in the

prosecution of this claim for breach of <he oral contract
3 set forth herein. Plaintiff CLAYBURNE is represented by an
attorney, the claim has been presented to the Defendant
SKERNOOD and payment for the just amount owed has not been
. : tendered prior to the expiration of thirty cays after the

< claim vas presentad.

IX.

Count 'l'aur.‘ == utm_!tin Quantum Meruit Claim
A

In the altermative to recovery under the above contract
claimg, Plaintiff CLAYBURME would show that on or. abeut
July 1, 1388, the Plaintiff CLAYSURNE, upon requast from

,.n_-m SEERNOCO, (as alter ego of TABER and COULTER)

e -10 -

» L EN

LI
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provided insurance to Defendant SEERWOOD in the form of

Insurance Company of North America Policy No. LMT233501. As
a dirc.ct result of Plaintiff CIAYBURNE'S providing said
insurance coverage, a benefit was conferred on the Defendan:
SEERWOOD by way of said insurance. Defendant SHERNOOD has
accapted the benefit of th.o insurance provided by Plaiatifs
CLAYBURNE, +which csasonably expects tayment Zor tb‘o
insurance provided because it would nct have procured such
iasurance had Defendant "SHERWOOD not :oé:ucnud that 1%
would pay Zor szma. _
. Deafendants SEERKOOD, TABER and COULTER will be unjustly
enriched iZ allowed to retain the tenefit of iasurance
conferred on it without payment for same. Plaintifs
CLAYBURNE sues for +he eguitable value to Cefendants
SHERWOOD, TABER and COULTER of said iansurance.
S, Pursuant to Texas Civil Practice & Remediaes Code,
Article 38.001 et seqg., Plaintiff CLAYBURNE is entitled %o
Tecover Csasonable aetomyu' fees incurred :in the
Prosecution of its claim for the services provided as set
Corth herein. 7Plaintiff CLAYBURNE is and Las been
epresented by attorneys, the claim has Leen presented o
“efendant SEERWOOD and payment for the just amcunt owed has
zot been tandered prior to the expiration of thirsy days
aiter the claim was prasented.

X.

Count Five — Fraud and C_a_ngiug to Commit Fraud

a. Plaintiff CLAYBURNE will show that on or about Juna 28,

1988, and March 8, 1989, Defendants SEERNOOD, COULTER &
~11 -
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TABER, conspired to commit and did commit fraud by knowingly
making representations both vcrbally and i1 writing which
they knew to be false at the time said representations ware

" pade and which vers made for tho-p'urpou. of inducing the
Plaintiff CLAYBUMME inte insuring and conticuing to iasure
lnctcudl.nt SHERWOOD. Said representations are set foreth in

pu'a.graph Vi. above and incorporated by reference herein as
iZ set out in 2full.

Plaintiff CLAYBURNE, in reliance on

said Zalse representations, izitially obtained coverage,
then after Sherwood's dafault in paying premiums, refrained
f{zom cancelling the insurance in gquestion, expended further

tize and money to continue said coverage, and incurred

_ attorneys' Zses iz zegotiating a release and defending a
9) :r.‘..vole:.u lawsuit. The valus of all of the above is in
axcess of the minimal jurisdictional limits of this court
and for which PlaintifZ CLAYBURNE now sues.

=

= The fraudulent conduct cof Defendants SEERNOOD, TABER &

COULTER described above, was committed intentionally,
wvantonly, ullicioul.y,‘ and willfully and gives rise to
exemplary damages for which Plaintiff CLAYBURNE now sues.
Plaintiff CLAYSURNE asks that reascnable attorneys' Zees

- incurred in its defemse in the lawsuit filed by Defendant
SEEEWOCD in another state court action, as well as the
Feascunable attorneys' fees incurred in the prosecution of
L tiis action, be included in any sward for exemplary camages.
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th CONRSIDERED, Plaintiff CLAYBURNE prayr that tpon a
°,£ this cause that it bave and recover of and frem said

“.nd.,_nu SEERNOOD, TABER and COULTER, jointly and severally,

—he qz,;.ator of three times its actual damages under 18 U.S.C. §
.1,'““) ci', actual and exemplary damages under state common law
actions: DTought herein; reasonable attorneys’ fees; costs of
—ourts ;p:o-judmt and ;ost—jndénnnt iatearest at the maximum
—ats a.:~-oWed bY lawy and, Jurther general rslief.

Raspectfully submitted,

CLEMENS & SPENCER

1500 ¥.B.C. Bank Plaza

112 Zast Pecan Strest

San Antonio, Texas 78203-1598

(512) 227-7121
Telacopiar (512) 22720732

RN 7

Daniel A. Sass
State Bar No. 01875695

stAmNT7 £F EERFRY DEMANDS A TRIAL BY JURY.
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Three U.S. Department of Defense agencies have launched a joint investigation
to determine whether a San Antonio moving company bribed military officials and
Zalsified documents, the Business Journal has learned.

According to documents obtained by the Business Journal, the Military Traffic
“anagement Command, the U.S. Army Criminal Investigation Command and the Defense
M -~iminal Investigative Service are jointly investigating Sherwood Van Lines

— -C., a local moving c-mpany specializing in moving the househclds ,of military
~ersonnel.

The militars "is keenly interested in determining the truth of the

'~ illegations asserted against Sherwood Van Lines Inc.," reads a letter by Col.
toger F. Maguire, U.S. Army director of personal property for the Military

M -caffic Management Command. "If we determine that Sherwood Van Lines Inc., has

< “lolated the laws or regulations, or otherwise become unfit for Zurther
-articipation in the personal property program, we will take such action as :is

D necessary to protect the interescs of the Department of Defense.’

O In a prepared statement, Sherwood vice president Ted Coulter denied any
c}\vrongn:ioiw;;, saying cthat the charges are the result of "false allegations made by
ndiv:-djuals . . . in an effort to destroy Sherwood as a competitive force."

Coulter added that he is "convinced that any federal investigation would
reveal now certain persons perjured themselves against Sherwood" and that some

>f Shzrwocd’s competitors "have tried to manipulate the government'’s
nvesz_.gative process for their ulterior purpose of destroying competition."”

The allegations against Sherwood Van Lines were first aired in early November
nen The Clayburne Agency, a former insurer of the mover, sued Sherwood in state
zistrict court in Bexar County, seeking $ 600,000 over alleged racketeering.

The lawsuit, which was settled for an undisclosed amount on Dec. 13, charged
that Sherwood "offered cash payments to employees of the U.S. military without
-ts consent" -- allegedly constituting bribes to cover up late shipments

sherwood made that could have resulted in the suspension of its military
:ontracts.
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The suit also contended that Sherwood’'s drivers falsified logs required by
“he Department of Transportation and that the company committed wire fraud by
mailing instructions for its employees to commit illegal acts.

Because of a confidentiality agreement, Clayburne lawyer Dan Pass declines t:c
discuss the case, saying only that "the matters in controversy have been sectl=d
amicably to the satisfaction of all the parties."

But the day the lawsuit was settled, the Defense Department, assisted by the
Justice Department, had the U.S. attorney in San Antonio secure a temporary
restraining order from U.S. District Court Judge Emilio Garza to keep Sherwood
Irom retrieving the business records, computer tapes and audio cassettes that
:ad been subpoenaed for the Clayburne suit.

A subpoena for the records shortly thereafter put those documents in the
rands of the Defense Department’'s Criminal Investigative Service.

Traffic Command Col. Maguire outlined the extent of the operation in a lettar
the American Movers Conference, an industry association headed by retired Air
Tirce Maj. Gen. Charles C. Irions.

"Please be advised that the Military Traffic Management Command is looking
. .nto the very serious allegations made against Sherwood Van Lines Inc. by the
layburne Agency, " the letter stated, adding that the Traffic Command was

toordirating a joint investigation with the Criminal Investigation Command and
che Criminal Investigative Service.

) Maguire also wrote that copies of the Clayburne suit were sent to the Genera.l
ervices Administration, the Department of Transportation and the Interstate
“ommerce Ccmmission for any sz:tion they may wish to take.
Acccrding to an article in the American Movers Conference lzgal and
-2gislacive brief, "it is anticipated the investigators will be looking for
< °>rmer Sherwood associates, employees and drivers who might clarify, support cr
c2fute the numerous allegations supported by sworn affidavits already on the
D r2cord that cthe company has followed a corporate policy of bribing (Defense

Cepartment) rersonnel and falsifying documents to protect its service quality
O zatcing. "

3

S acttorney Richard !'iller says the van line welcomes ban investigaticn
0 clear the air. "We denied :..e allegations," Miller says. "We’re confident
e’'re going to get a clean bill of health."

Aand Sherwood vice president Coulter says he, too, is certain the company will
e vindicaced.

"Sherwood is proud of its record," he says, claiming that "Zy its reduced
rate-setting in the transportation of household goods for members of the armed
Zorces, (Sherwood) saves U.S. taxpayers an estimated $ 100 million a year."

Coulter says that for at least 10 years, Sherwood has been "a leading
competitive rate-setter among the moving -ompanies serving the Defense
“apartment on moves within the United States," adding thac "with Sherwood out c:
"2e picture, the § 100 million per year of taxpayer savings would flow into the
:offers of (its) competitors, charging higher rates to the Defense
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The fate of Sherwood Van Lines, which faced a criminal investigation from the

Department of Defense last year, is still uncertain as it battles all four
¢y oranches of the military in bankruptcy court.

o

‘'n one front, the San Antonio-based moving company is fighting the military
wzr allegations that it bribed military officials and falsified documents. Cn
™ inother, Sherwood Van Lines is struggling to pull through its

reorganization--which is roadblocked because the military refuses tc hand over
" ‘unds the firm claims it is owed.

But in the bankruptcy court, the firm may be holding better cards against the

.~ litary. U.S. Bankruptcy Judge Leif Clark issued a court order that fines the
—epartment of Defense as much as $ 100,000 a day for every day it withheld funds

M illegedly cwed Sherwood.

™ ierwood Van Lines is a mover of household goods for military personnel

(O :ationwide. The firm filed for Chapter 11 reorganization in the bankruptcy cour:

-ast March, citing a slowdown in personnel moves during the country’s Desert
\Ostorm military action in the Persian Gul€f.

O~

One year ago the Business Journal reported that the Defense Criminal
nvestigative Service (DCIS) of the DOD, the U.S. Army Criminal Investigation
ommand and the Military Traffic Management Command were investigating
illegations that Sherwood had bribed military officials and falsified documents.

That investigation stemmed from a November 1990 lawsuit filed in a scate
iistrict court in Bexar County by the Clayburne Agency, a former insurer of the
m2ver. The lawsuit later was settled for an undisclosed amount. The day the
_iwsuit was settled, the DOD, assisted by the Justice Department, had the U.S.
Attorney in San Antonio secure a temporary restraining order from then U.S.

~istrict Ccurt Judge Emilio Garza to keep Sherwood from retrieving its business

sacords, ccmputer tapes and audio cassettes that had been subpoenaed for the
“layburne suit.

sherwood President Ted Coulter says that on Jan. 31 the DCIS returned the
iocuments it seized from the company and declared the investigation over. Of the
more than 70 cassette tapes seized by government agents, about 50 were of
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country and western music and the rest revealed no wrong-doing, says Coulter.

DCIS Special Agent Larry Daniels at Kelly Air Force Base could not confirm or
deny whether the case was closed or not. "I can‘t tell you yes or no," Daniels
says.

Last month, Sherwooa won a victory in the bankruptcy court when Judge Clark
wrote an opinion to accompany a contempt order against the Air Force, Armmy,
Marines and Navy for holding "funds due to the debtor" totaling more than §$
175,000.

In his Jan. 10 opinion Clark writes, "Before fashioning a remedy in this
:se, the court must dispose of the suggestion the United States made in its
-2tter brief, that this court might lack jurisdiction to act effectively againsc
~he United States." Clark further says to not hold the government in contemc-
vould be an "extraordinary invitation to governmental lawlessness.”

The contempt order would cost the government $ 1,000 a day £or the first weex
¢ did not remit the funds, $ 10,000 a day for the next week and $ 100,000 a dav
for every day after that.

3ut Assistant U.S. Attorney Craig Gargotta received a stay on Clark’s order
I~ Zrom U.S. District Judge Edward Prado. Sherwood attorneys filed a motion to Lif-
~he stay con Jan. 27 and made a request for a hearing.

-~ Coulter says the reorganization plan, which was approved in December,
-nvolves paying the unsecured creditors 100 percent of what they are owed over
M :-he next 10 years. However, he says the government's freeze on the funds claimea
2y Sherwood will hurt the reorganizat: :n.

Ny "The military has no intention of playing by the book," Coulter says. "They
~“-ave no sense of fair play."
<3 Sherwood bankruptcy attorney Randy Osherow says the uncooperativeness cr the
mi.itary has bceen the only real sticking point in an otherwise smooth case.
i
"This has been one of our most successful cases," Osherow says, adding that
:ne reorganization plan was approved in about eight months with a minimum amount
on°f litigation--a rarity in the bankruptcy system for Chapter 1. cases.
"I think we’ll be successful (in collecting from the government). I just
icn’t want -0 ce successful too late," Osherow says. "This is silly. Let’s sit
icwn with t.2se people (the military) and make it work."

The government, however, shows no signs of budging.

"We respectfully disagree with the bankruptcy court," Gargotta says, adding
~hat Sherwood improperly asserted claims for money from the various branches ct
che military.

'There is a lot of misunderstanding about the government’s position in this
o 0ig, ! Gargotta says.

~nsecured creditors lawyer Edward L. Minarich says the government is keeping
~he creditors from being paid, thereby causing a ripple effect that could lead
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to more bankruptcies.

"The payments should have started in January to the creditors," Minarich
says. "They are willing to wait for a few months, but come April, there will be
some pecple wanting to know where their money is."

If the DOD does not back down, Minarich says, "I guess what happens then is
chat we’re going to set precedent."

Both parties Lze indicated that they will take the issue to the Fifth U.sS.
Tircuit Court of Appeals in New Orleans.

Coulter claims it was not only the military effort in the Persian Gulf that
‘orced the company to seek bankruptcy protection, but a campaign by competing
movers to put them out of business.

"The noise they were making reached a crescendo," by the time Sherwood filed
Zc. bankruptcy, Coulter says. "I couldn’t stay insured because of innuendo."

The military "is keenly interested in determining the truth of the
< :»legations asserted againsc Sherwood Van Lines Inc.," reads a letter by Col.
Roger F. Maguire, U.S. Army director of personal property for the Military
'~ Traffic Management Command. "If we determine that Sherwood Van Lines Inc. has
-10lated the laws or regulations, or otherwise become unfit for further
™ .articipations in the personal property program, we will take such action as :s
_.lecessary tO protect the interests of the Department of Defense."

) The letter was addressed to the retired Air Force Maj. Gen. Charles C.
rions, who was then head of the American Movers Conference, an industry
»~3gsociation in Arlington, Va.

3 Coulter claims that letter was part of an overall smear campaign against the

«:ompany because cf its consistently low bids against other major movers
competing for the military contracts.

.7 According to information obtained by the Business Journal through the Freedom
>f Information Act, the Air Force Joint Personal Property Shipping Cffice in San

NoAntonio has no complaints against Sherwood on file.

o Milicary quality assurance and carrier evaluation worksheets show that
cetween March 16, 1989, and Sept. 15, 1990 (a period during which allegations
vere bpeing made against Sherwood), the company had no documented missed
:nipmencs nactionwide and only a handful of low evaluation scores from losses,
lamages and days missed.

_ANGUAGE: Z=ZNGLISH

JMI-ACC-NO: 9219731

_CnaJ-DATE-MDC: June 21, 1994
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINCTON, DC 2048}

October 20, 1994

Sandra Kennedy, Treasurer
Jim Bates for Congress
P.O. Box 152042

San Diego, CA 92195

RE: MUR 4079

Dear Ms. Kennedy:

The Federal Election Commission received a complaint which
indicates that the Jim Bates for Congress Committee and you, as
treasurer, may have violated the Federal Election Campaign Act
of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). A copy of the complaint is
enclosed. We have numbered this matter MUR 4079. Please refer
to this number in all future correspondence.

Due to adminstrative error, on October 14, 1994, a
notification letter was addressed and sent to Jim Bates, rather
than to the Committee and you, as treasurer.

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




Sandra Kennedy, Treasurer
MUR 4079
Page 2

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.

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,

Moy 3 Tohoen

Mary L. Taksar, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket

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

cc: Jim Bates




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTION, DC 20463

October 20, 1994

Jim Bates, Treasurer
Bring Back Bates

3246 Quesada Street NW
washington, DC 20015

RE: MUR 4079

Dear Mr. Bates:

The Federal Election Commission received a complaint which

D) indicates that the Bring Back Bates 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 4079.

Please refer to this number in all future correspondence.

Due to administrative error, on October 14, 1994, a
3 notification letter was addressed and sent to you, rather than
to the Committee and you, as treasurer.

= Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate in

. writing that no action should be taken against the Committee and

O you in this matter. Please submit any factual or legal
materials which you believe are relevant to the Commission’s

o8 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.



Jim Bates, Treasurer
MUR 4079
Page 2

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.

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,

’ﬁ\u\»bé. Tohoon

Mary L. Taksar, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket

Enclosures

1. Complaint

2. Procedures

3. Designation of Counsel Statement




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, DC 20461

October 20, 1994

Nancy J. Rooks, Treasurer
Jim Chapman for Congress
P.O. Box 388

Sulphur Springs, TX 75483

RE: MUR 4079

Dear Ms. Rooks:

The Federal Election Commission received a complaint which

by indicates that the Jim Chapman for Congress Committee, the First
Committee of Texas (Jim Chapman) 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 4079. Please refer to this number in

all future correspondence.

= Due to administrative error, on October 14, 1994, a

e notification letter was addressed and sent to Jim Chapman.

“r rather than to the Committee and you, as treasurer. However,
Mr. Chapman is not coansidered a respondent in this matter and a

) response is not expected from hinm,

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




-~
14

M

(@8

Nancy J. Rooks, Treasurer
MUR 4079

Page 2

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.

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,
LLTTTN ¥. Toho

Mary L. Taksar, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket

Enclosures

1. Complaint

2. Procedures

3. Designation of Counsel Statement

cc: Honorable Jim Chapman




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON DC 20463

October 20, 1994

Dorothy C. Wing, Treasurer
Geren for Congress Committee
500 Throckmorton Suite 1400

Fort Worth, TX 76102

RE: MUR 4079

Dear Ms. Wing:

The Federal Election Commission received a complaint which

~) indicates that the Geren 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 4079.
Please refer to this number in all future correspondence.

Due to administrative error, on October 14, 1994, a
- notification letter was addressed and sant to Pete Geren, rather
than to the Committee and you, as treasurer. However,
< Mr. Geren is not considered a respondent in this matter and a

response is not expected from him.

B Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate in
writing that no action should be taken against the Committee and
o 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.



Dorothy C. Wing, Treasurer
MUR 4079
Page 2

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(4)(B) and § 437g(a)(12)(A) unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made
public. 1If you intend to be represented by counsel in this
matter, please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed
form stating the name, address and telephone number of such
counsel, and authorizing such counsel to receive any
notifications and other communications from the Commission.

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,

oy d. Tolson

Mary L. Taksar, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket

Enclosures
1. Complaint
2. Procedures

3. Designation of Counsel Statement

cc: Honorable Pete Geren




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, DC 2046}

October 20, 1994

George Thompson, Treasurer
Friends of Pete Geren
P.O. Box 1136

Fort Worth, TX 76101

RE: MUR 4079

Dear Mr. Thompson:

The Federal Election Commission received a complaint which

indicates that the Friends of Pete Geren 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 4079.

Please refer to this number in all future correspondence.

3

Due to administrative error, on October 14, 1994, a
notification letter was addressed and sent to Pete Geren, rather
) than to the Committee and you, as treasurer. However,

Mr. Geren is not considered a respondent in this matter and a
response is not expected from hinm.

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate in

& writing that no action should be taken against the Committee and
' you in this matter. Please subait any factual or legal
o 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.




George Thompson, Treasurer
MUR 4079
Page 2

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(4)(B) and § 437g(a)(12)(A) unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made
public. 1If you intend to be represented by counsel in this
matter, please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed
form stating the name, address and telephone number of such
counsel, and authorizing such counsel to receive any
notifications and other communications from the Commission.

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,

W\\cmbi- Tohetn

Mary L. Taksar, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket

Enclosures

1. Complaint

2. Procedures

3. Designation of Counsel Statement

cc: Honorable Pete Geren




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D C 2040}

October 20, 1994

J. Elvin Jackson, Treasurer
Hefner for Congress Committee
P.0. Box 3016
Concord, NC 28025

RE: MUR 4079

O Dear Mr. Jackson:
o
The Federal Election Commission received a complaint which
M indicates that the Hefner 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
oy complaint is enclosed. We have numbered this matter MUR 4079.

Please refer to this number in all future correspondence.

Due to administrative error, on October 14, 1994, a
M notification letter was addressed and sent to Bill Hefner,
rather than to the Committee and you, as treasurer. However,
< Mr. Hefner is not considered a respondent in this matter and a
response is not expected from him.

O Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate in
: writing that no action should be taken against the Committee and
o you in this matter. Please subait any factual or legal

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



J. Elvin Jackson, Treasurer
MUR 4079
Page 2

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(4)(B) and § 437g(a)(12)(A) unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made
public. 1If you intend to be represented by counsel in this
matter, please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed
form stating the name, address and telephone number of such
counsel, and authorizing such counsel to receive any
notifications and other communications from the Commission.

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,

Mary L. Taksar, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket

Enclosures

1. Complaint

2. Procedures

3. Designation of Counsel Statement

cc: Honorable Bill Hefner
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGION, DC 2040}

October 20, 1994

Bill Graham, Treasurer
Re-Elect Bill Sarpalius
P.O. Box 7926

Amarillo, TX 79114

RE:

MUR 4079

Dear Mr. Graham:

The Federal Election Commission received a complaint which
indicates that the Re-Elect Bill Sarpalius 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 4079. Please refer to this number in all future
correspondence.

Due to administrative error, on October 14, 1994, a
notification letter was addressed and sent to Bill Sarpalius,
rather than to the Committee and you, as treasurer. However,
Mr. Sarpalius is not considered a respondent in this matter and
a response is not expected from him.

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




Bill Graham, Treasurer
MUR 4079
Page 2

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.

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,

MQ. Tehoo~

Mary L. Taksar, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket

Enclosures

1. Complaint

2. Procedures

3. Designation of Counsel Statement

Honorable Bill Sarpalius




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON D C 20463

October 20, 1994

Danny Needham, Treasurer
Sarpalius for Congress
P.O. Box 8105

Wichita ralls, TX 76307

RE: MUR 4079

Dear Mr. Needham:

The Federal Election Commission received a complaint which
indicates that the Sarpalius for Congress Committee

O ("Committee”) and you, as treasurer, may have violated the
Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act").

C A copy of the complaint is enclosed. We have numbered this

s matter MUR 4079. Please refer to this number in all future

correspondence.

Due to administrative error, on October 14, 1994, a

(D) notification letter was addressed and sent to Bill Sarpalius,
rather than to the Committee and you, as treasurer. However,
Mr. Sarpalius is not considered a respondent in this matter and

a response is not expected from him.

< Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate in
writing that no action should be taken against the Committee and

) you in this matter. Please submit any factual or legal
materials which you believe are relevant to the Commission’s

O 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.



Danny Needham, Treasurer
MUR 4079
Page 2

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.

If you have any questions, please contact Joan McEnery at
(202) 219-3400. Por your information, we have enclosed a brief

description of the Commission’s procedures for handling
complaints.

Sincerely,
ME;-TO%O«

Mary L. Taksar, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket

Enclosures
1. Complaint
2. Procedures

3. Designation of Counsel Statement

cc: Honorable Bill Sarpalius




Amy S. Trites, Treasurer
Wilson Committee

Alexandria, VA 22312

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGION DU 20463

October 20, 1994

4604 Deming Avenue

RE: MUR 4079

Dear Ms. Trites:
The Federal Election Commission received a complaint which
indicates that the Wilson 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 4079. Please refer
to this number in all future correspondence.

Due to administrative error, on October 14, 1994, a
notification letter was addressed and sent to Charles Wilson,
rather than to the Committee and you, as treasurer. However,
Mr. Wilson is not considered a respondent in this matter and a
response is not expected from him.

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



Amy S. Trites, Treasurer
MUR 4079
Page 2

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.

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,

Mé. Toduen

Mary L. Taksar, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket

Enclosures

1. Complaint

2. Procedures

3. Designation of Counsel Statement

cc: Honorable Charles Wilson




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON. DC 20403

October 20, 1994

Bernice M. Beck
Chet Edwards for Congress
P.0O. Box 182

Waco, TX 76703

RE: MUR 4079

Dear Mr. Beck:

The Federal Election Commission received a complaint which
indicates that the Chet Edwards 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 4079. Please refer to this number in all future
correspondence.

I 3 7 4
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- Due to administrative error, on October 14, 1994, a
-y notification letter was addressed and sent to Chet Edwards,
< rather than to the Committee and you, as treasurer. However,

Mr. Edwards is not considered a respondent in this matter and a
response is not expected from him.

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate in
- writing that no action should be taken against the Committee and
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.
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Bernice M. Beck, Treasurer
MUR 4079

Page 2

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.

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,

m\%e‘. Tohwo-

Mary L. Taksar, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket

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

cc: Honorable Chet Edwards




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D C 20463

October 20, 1994

Nathan Conyers, Treasurer
Conyers for Congress

1833 E. Jefferson
Detroit, MI 48207

RE: MUR 4079

O Dear Mr. Conyers:

The Federal Election Commission received a complaint which

M) indicates that the Conyers 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 4079.
Please refer to this number in all future correspondence.

Due to administrative error, on October 14, 1994, a

“ notification letter was addressed and sent to John Conyers,
rather than to the Committee and you, as treasurer. However,
<7 Mr. Conyers is not considered a respondent in this matter and a

response is not expected from hia.

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




(I

Nathan Conyers, Treasurer
MUR 4079
Page 2

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(4)(B) and § 437g(a)(12)(A) unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made
public. 1If you intend to be represented by counsel in this
matter, please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed
form stating the name, address and telephone number of such
counsel, and authorizing such counsel to receive any
notifications and other communications from the Commission.

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,

q"tuub 3. Todoon

Mary L. Taksar, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket

Enclosures

1. Complaint

2. Procedures

3. Designation of Counsel Statement

cc: Honorable John Conyers




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON DO 20461

October 20, 1994

James W. Wise, Treasurer
Friends of John Conyers
104 N. West Street

Alexandria, VA 22314

RE: MUR 4079

Dear Mr.

Wise:

The Frederal Election Commission received a complaint which
indicates that the Friends of John Conyers ("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 4079.
Please refer to this number in all future correspondence.

Due to administrative error, on October 14, 1994, a
notification letter was addressed and sent to John Conyers,
rather than to the Committee and you, as treasurer. However,
Mr. Conyers is not considered a respondent in this matter and
a response is not expected from him.

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate in
writing that no action should be taken against the Committee and
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.




James W. Wise, Treasurer
MUR 4079
Page 2

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.

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,

Mary L. Taksar, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket

Enclosures

1. Complaint

2. Procedures

3. Designation of Counsel Statement

cc: Honorable John Conyers




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON DC 20461

Octobaer 20, 1994

R. Laurence Macon, Treasurer
Bustamante for Congress Committee
P.O. Box 120010

San Antonio, TX 78230

RE: MUR 4079

Dear Mr. Macon:

The Federal Election Commission received a complaint which

- indicates that the Bustamante 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

M matter MUR 4079. Please refer to this number in all future
correspondence.

- Due to administrative error, on October 14, 1994, a
notification letter was addressed and sent to Albert Bustamante,
- rather than to the Committee and you, as treasurer. However,

Mr. Bustamante is not considered a respondent in this matter and
a response is not expected from him.

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

and 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.




R. Laurence Macon, Treasurer
MUR 4079

Page 2

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.

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,

Mary L. Taksar, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket

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

cc: Albert Bustamante




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON DC 20400

October 14, 199%4
Honorable Preston M. "Pete" Geren
P.0. Box 1136

Port Worth, TX 76101

MUR 4079

Dear Congressman Geren:

The Federal Blection 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 4079.
Please refer to this number in all future correspondence.

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate in
writing that no action should be taken against you in this
matter. Please subait any factual or legal materials which you
"y believe are relevant to the Commission’s analysis of this

matter. Where appropriate, statements should be subamitted under
[ oath. Your response, which should be addressed to the General

Counsel’s Office, must be submitted within 1§ daxs 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.8.C. § 437g(a)(4)(B) and § €37g(a)(12)(A) unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made
public. 1If you intend to be represented by counsel in this
matter, please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed
form stating the name, address and telephone number of such
counsel, and authorising such counsel to receive any
notifications and other communications from the Commission.
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It ¥ou have any questions, please contact Joan McEBnery at
(202) 219-3400. ror your information, we have enclosed a gtl.!
description of the Commission’s procedures for handling
complaints.

Sincerely,

MOy d. Tahson

Mary L. Taksar, Attorne
Central Enforcement Docket

Enclosures

1. Complaint

2. Procedures

3. Designation of Counsel Statement
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON DC 2040}

October 14, 1994

Mr. Jim Bates
P.O. Box 152042
san Diego, CA 92198

MUR 4079

Dear Mr. Bates:

The rederal ERlection Commission received a complaint which
indicates that you may have violated the Federal Blection
Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). A copy of the
complaint is enclosed. We have numbered this matter MUR 4079.
Please refer to this number in all future correspondence.

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate in
writing that no action should be taken against you in this
matter. Please subait any factual or legal materials which you
believe are relevant to the Commission’s analysis of this
matter. Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under
oath. Your response, which should be addressed to the General
Counsel’s Office, must be submitted within 15 da¥| 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.8.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 authorising such counsel to receive any
notifications and other communications from the Commission.



b § 4 xou have any questions, please contact Joan McEnery at
(202) 219-3400. Por your information, we have enclosed a g:x.z

description of the Coamission’s procedures for handling
complaints.

Sincerely,

°“\a~0 2. Toloo

Mary L. Taksar, Attorno{
Central Enforcement Docket

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

WASHINCION DC 20401

October 14, 1994

Honorable Jia Chapman
P.O. Box 388
Sulpher Springs, 75483

MUR 4079

Dear Congressman Chapman:

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 (079.
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 1S days, the

Commission may take further action based on the available
information.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.8.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
fora stating the name, address and telephone number of such
counsel, and authorising such counsel to receive any
notifications and other communications from the Commission.




If you have any questions, plaase contact Joan Hclnorg st
(202) 21‘-!400. Ffor your information, we have enclosed a brief
description of the Commission’s procedures for handling
complaints.

Sincerely,

QM'UO g T(»QJ‘\&\

Mary L. Taksar, Attorne
Central Enforcement Docket

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




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON DC 2048}

October 14, 1994

Honorable Bill Hefner

245 Country Club Dr., Apt. 3-A
Concord, NC 28028

MUR 4079

Dear Congressman Hefners

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 4079.
Please refer to this number in all future correspondence.

Under the Act, you have the opgortunlty 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 18 da¥l 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.8.C. § 437g(a)(4)(p) and § 437g(a)(12)(A) unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made
public. 1If you intend to be represented by counsel in this
matter, please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed
form stating the name, address and telephone number of such
counsel, and authorising such counsel to receive any
notifications and other communications from the Commission.




1 € 4 xou have any questions, please contact Joan nclnorg at
(202) 219-3400. Pror your information, we have enclosed a brief
description of the Commission’s procedures for handling
complaints.

Sincerely,

°“\3ub $. Tauon

Mary L. Taksar, Attorney
Central Enforcemant Docket

Enclosures

1. Complaint

2. Procedures

3. Designation of Counsel Statement




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGION D C J048)

October 14, 1994

Ronorable Bill Sarpalius
P.0. Box 8108
Witchita ralls, TX 76307

MUR 4079

Dear Congressman Sarpalius:

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 {s enclosed. We have numbered this matter MUR 4079.
Please refer to this numbsr 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 18 dl{l 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.8.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 authorising such counsel to receive any
notifications and other communications from the Commission.




1t xou have any questions, please contact Joan nelnorg at
(202) 219-3400. Por your information, we have enclosed a brief
description of the Commission’s procedures for handling
complaints.

Sincerely,

ocwu.ba- Tohomn

Mary L. Taksar, Attorne
Central Enforcement Docket

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




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON, DC J0db)

October 14, 1994

Honorable Charles Wilson
1000 Crooked Creek
Lufkin, TX 75901

MUR 4079

Dear Congressman Wilson:

The rFederal Election Commission received a complaint which
indicates that you may have violated the Federal Election
o Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). A copy of the
complaint is enclosed. We have numbered this matter MUR {079.
Please refer to this number in all future correspondence.

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate in

e 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
O 2 U.8.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
o public. 1If you intend to be represented by counsel in this
matter, please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed
fora stating the name, address and telephone number of such
counsel, and authoriszsing such counsel to receive any
notifications and other communications from the Commission.



1t xou have any questions, please contact Joan Ic:notg at
- 4

(202) 219-3400. Por your information, we have enclosed a {ef
description of the Commission’s procedures for handling
complaints.

Sincerely,

Tengy . Tabuen

Mary L. Taksar, Attorne

Central Enforcement Docket
Enclosures

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




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINCTION DC 2041

Honorable Chet Edwards October 14, 1994
2910 Colombus Ave.
Waco, TX 76710

MUR 4079

Dear Congressman Edwards:

The rederal Election Commission received a complaint which
indicates that you may have violated the rederal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act®). A copy of the
complaint is enclosed. We have numbered this matter MUR 4079.
Please refer to this number in all future correspondence.

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate {n
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.8.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
publie. 1If you intend to be represented by counsel in this
matter, please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed
form stating the name, address and telephone number of such
counsel, and authorising such counsel to receive any
notifications and other communications from the Commission.
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If you have any questions, please contact Joan McBnery at
(202) 21;-3400. Por your information, we have enclosed a grlot
description of the Commission’s procedures for handling
complaints.

Sincerely,

Mary L. Taksar, Attorne
Central Enforcement Docket

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




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINCTION, DC 20409

October 14, 1994

Mr. Albert Bustamante
403% Mt. Laurel Dr.
san Antonio, TX 78240

MUR 4079

Dear Mr. Bustamante:

The Federal Election Commission received a complaint which
indicates that you may have violated the Federal Election

O Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act®™). A copy of the
complaint is enclosed. We have numbered this matter MUR 4079.

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
M believe are relevant to the Commission’s analysis of this
matter. Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under
o oath. Your response, which should be addressed to the General
Counsel’s Office, must be submitted within 15 days of receipt of
N this letter. If no response is received within 1S5 days, the
Commission may take further action based on the available
information.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with

O 2 U.8.C. § 437g(a)(4)(D) and § 437g(a)(12)(A) unless you notify
the Comaission in writing that you wish the matter to be made
O~ public. 1If you intend to be represented by counsel in this

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



1t ;ou have any questions, please contact Joan nctnorg at
(202) 219-3400. Por your information, we have enclosed a briet
description of the Comaission’s procedures for handling
complaints.

Sincerely,

Omm.OJ. Telvo.

Mary L. Taksar, Attorne
Central Enforcement Docket

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




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCION DC 2040)

October 14, 1994

Ilene Taber
102 West View Rd.
Georgetown, TN 37336

MUR 4079

Taber:

Dear Mrs.

The Federal Election Commission received a complaint which
indicates that you may have violated the rederal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). A copy of the
complaint is enclosed. We have numbered this matter MUR {079.
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 da¥i of receipt of
M2 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.B.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

s public. If you intend to be represented by counsel in this
matter, please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed

fora stating the name, address and telephone number of such

counsel, and authorising such counsel to receive any
notifications and other communications from the Commission.




1t ;ou have any questions, please contact Joan nclnorg at
(202) 219-3400. Pror your information, we have enclosed a briet
description of the Commission’s procedures for handling

complaints.

Sincerely,

ony Telme~

Mary L. Taksar, Attorne
Central Enforcement Docket

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




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINCGTON DC 2040)

October 14, 1994

Ilene Taber
P.0. Box 504 D RR 3
San Antonio, TX 78218

MUR 4079

Taber:

Dear Mrs.

The Federal Election Commission received a complaint which
indicates that you may have violated the Pederal Election

o Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). A copy of the

complaint is enclosed. We have numbered this matter MUR 4079.

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
M 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

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

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with

O 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
O 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 authorising such counsel to receive any
notifications and other communications from the Commission.



1f you have any questions, please contact Joan lc:norg st
(202) 219-3400. For your {nformation, we have enclosed a briet

description of the Commission’s procedures for handling
complaints.

Sincerely,

"%\.&0 3. T

Mary L. Taksar, Attorne
Central Enforcement Docket

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




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINCTION. OC 20408

October 14, 1994

Mr. Leslie A. Taber
102 West View Rd.
Georgetown, TN 37336

MUR 4079

Dear Mr. Taber:

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 enciosed. We have numbered this matter MUR 4079.
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 ang 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.8.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 Comaission by completing the enclosed
form ltatinz the name, address and telephone number of such
counsel, and authorising such counsel to receive any
notifications and other communications from the Commission.




1f you have any questions, please contact Joan uclnotg st
(202) 21;-!(00. ror your information, we have enclosed a brief
description of the Commission’s procedures for handling

complaints.
Sincerely,

Meny . Tahoon

Mary L. Taksar, Attorne
Central Enforcement Docket

Enclosures
1. Complaint

2. Procedures
3. Designation of Counsel Statement




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON DC Judbd

October 14, 1994

Mr. Leslie A. Taber
P.0O. Box S04 FD RR 3
san Antonio, TX 78218

MUR 4079

Dear Mr. Taber:

The Federal Election Comaission received a complaint which
indicates that you may have violated the rederal Blection
Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). A copy of the
complaint is enclosed. We have numbered this matter MUR 4079.
Please refer to this number in all future correspondence.

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate in
writing that no action should be taken against you in this
matter. Please subait any factual or legal materials which you
believe are relevant to the Commission’s analysis of this
matter. Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under
oath. Your response, which should be addressed to the General
Counsel’s Office, must be submitted within 18 da¥l 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.8.C. § 437g(a)(4)(B) and § 437g(a)(12)(A) unless you notify
the Comaission 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 Comamission by completing the enclosed
form stating the name, address and telephone number of such
counsel, and authorising such counsel to receive any
notifications and other communications from the Commission.




1t zou have any questions, please contact Joan McEnery at
(202) 219-3400. Pror your information, we have enclosed a gtl'!
description of the Commission’s procedures for handling

complaints.

Sincerely,

Nﬂbnt> 4. Tledren
Mary L. Taksar, Attorne
Central Enforcement Docket

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




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON DC 20401
October 14, 199¢

Mr. Joseph Rebman, Registered Agent
sherwood Van Lines

27% N. Lindberg Blvd.

st. Joseph, MO 63141

MUR 4079

Dear Mr. Rebman:

The Federal Election Commission received a complaint which
indicates that Sherwood Van Lines 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
4079. 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 Sherwood Van
Lines 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 1% dlgl of receipt of this letter. If no response is
received within 1% days, the Commission may take further action
based on the available information.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.8.C. § 437g(a)(4)(B) and § 437g(a)(12)(A) unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made
public. 1If you intend to be represented by counsel in this
matter, please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed
form stating the name, address and telephone number of such
counsel, and authorising such counsel to receive any
notifications and other communications from the Commission.




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

fef

Sincerely,

MJ Tudwon

Mary L. Taksar, Attorne
Central Enforcemsnt Docket

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

WASHINCTIONS OC MM

October 14, 1994

Congressman Greg Laughlin
P.0. Box 504
West Colombia, TX 77486

RE: MUR 4079

Dear Congressman Laughlin:

The Federal BRlection 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 4079.
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 18 da¥l 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.8.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 authorising such counsel to receive any
notifications and other communications from the Commission,
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1t xou have any questions, please contact Joan nclnori at
- r

(202) 219-3400. Fror your information, we have enclosed a {et

description of the Commission’s procedures for handling
complaints.

Sincerely,
°Nnmb 3. TEﬁaok

Mary L. Taksatr, Attorne
Central Enforcement Docket

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




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINCION DC 204010

October 14, 1994

Mr. Everet Kennemer, III, Treasurec
Laughlin for Congress Committee
P.0. Box 504

West Columbia, TX 77486

MUR 4079

Dear Mr. Kennemer:

The Federal Election Commission received a complaint which
indicates that the Laughlin 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 4079.
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

ou, as treasurer, in this matter. Please subait any factual or
egal 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. If no
response is received within 1% days, the Commission may take
further action based on the available information.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.8.C. 8§ 437g(a)(4)(s) and § 437g(a)(12)(A) unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made
public. 1If you intend to be represented by counsel in this
matter, please advise the Comaission by completing the enclosed
form stating the name, address and telephone number of such
counsel, and authorising such counsel to receive any
notifications and other communications from the Commission.




o

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

complaints.
Sincerely,
TGk £ Tokboon
Mary L. Taksar, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket
Enclosures

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




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINCTION DC 20400

October 14, 1994

Maria Cino, Executive Director

National Republican Congressional Committee
320 rPirst St. 8B

Washington D.C. 20003

RE: MUR 4079

Dear Ms. Cino:

This letter acknowledges receipt on October 7, 1994, of
your complaint which you filed on behalf of the National
Republican Congressional Committee 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. 8hould 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 4079. 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.

S8incerely,
Maw 3. Takas

Mary L. Taksar, Attorne
Central Enforcement Docket

Enclosure
Procedures




l’l!nnmrﬂoNa&mquPuuarnwo
500 8. Taylor, Box #2358
Amarillo, Tx 70101
(806)372-5805
Fax (806)373-8768

October 21, 1994 =3

Mr. Lawrence Noble t?
General Counsel ) 1=
Federal Election Commission B s
o
(S <3

999 E Street, NW
Washington, DC 20463

Re: MUR 4079

Dear Mr. Noble:

"2 I am in receipt of your letter of October 14, 1994 in
reference to the above-captioned case. The information I have
received appears to be a Federal Election Commission complaint

- filed against someone, other than my client, Congressman Bill
) Sarpalius.

Your letter says this complaint indicates my client may have

&2 violated the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971.  After
reviewing the complaint I find no mention of my client in the
complaint that was filed. There are references to Congressman

~ Sarpalius in two newspaper articles attached to the complaint on

this other person but they do not reference any wrong doing on the
part of my client.

I would appreciate it if you or someone on your staff could
let me know in writing what specific allegations or complaints
exist regarding my client and let me know what sections of the

N Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 you believe he may have
violated.

I look forward to hearing from you on this matter.

Slncerely,

E. Dean Roper

EDR/kas



!r S A
T E‘%EE.
m 4079 w :—::t,tlf‘i
NAME OF COUNSEL: Dean Roper =
= T
ADDRESS s — Bmarillo Natiopal Plaza II . =
Suite 1212 b
Amarillo, Texas 79101
TELEPHONE:

(806) 372-5805

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

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

P o .
10/21/94 -
3

Date ignature

RESPONDENT'S NAMB: Bill Sarpalius

ADDRESS 3 126 Cannon HOB

Washington, D.C. 20515

HOME PHONE:

BUSINESS PHONE:

(202) 225-3706
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700 NoAaT™ St7. Many's STRegY
San AvTomo, Tous 70208 1
(210 227-7868 (210) 27 1 0282 TELECOPIER UCI 3‘ 8 08 AH 54

October 26, 1994

Mr. Lawrence Noble, General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
999 E. Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20463

RE:

MUR 4079

Dear Ms. McEnery:

In connection with the above captioned matter, my client, Ilene Taber, has received a
copy of a complaint filed by the National Republican Congressional Committee against

< Sherwood Van Lines and Greg Laughlin. In Mary Taksar's correspondence of October 14, 1994,

Ms. Taber is referred to mistakenly as a Respondent, advised that she "may have violated the

Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971," and told that she has fifteen (15) days in which to

i) respond to the allegations and show that no action should be taken against her. While we
appreciate being advised that a complaint has been filed in which Ms. Taber's name appears, the

face of the complaint establishes that response from her would be inappropriate at this time.

<t Having carefully reviewed the materials that were forwarded to Ms. Taber, it appears to
me that she has mistakenly been designated by the Commission as a Respondent. I note, for

- example, that the alleged violation is that Congressman Laughlin's Campaign Committee

N "accepted an illegal contribution from Sherwood Van Lines." I further note that the relief prayed
for is against Sherwood Van Lines and Congressman Laughlin. Finally, although Ms. Taksar's

o letter to my client refers to her as a Respondent, the National Republican Congressional
Committee's complaint does not. In the complaint, she is simply mentioned in passing: (i)
paragraph 10 makes reference to the fact that her name appears in her husband's indictment; (ii)
paragraph 21 lists contributions to Congressman Laughlin by Ms. Taber, with no suggestion of
impropriety; (iii) paragraph 22 again makes passing reference to Ms. Taber in connection with
her husband's indictment; and (iv) in subparagraph 1 of the complaint's section, entitled "The
Law," Ms. Taber is described as a "major donor" to Congressman Laughlin (during the five
years, between 1986 and 1990, she reportedly made three contributions to Congressman

Laughlin), with no suggestion of impropriety on her part.

In short, it appears to me that no complaint has been filed against Ms. Taber, that her
designation as a Respondent in Ms. Taksar's correspondence was an error, and that no response is
appropriate as the matter now stands. Let me assure you, in closing, that, if in fact your



Mr. Lawrence Noble
October 26, 1994
Page -2-

investigation is directed, in whole or in part, at Ms. Taber’s conduct, we wish to be advised and
given the opportunity to respond to specific allegations against her. In that connection, I am
returning her executed "Designation of Counsel” for your files and ask that future
correspondence of any type be directed to my attention.

Sin ours,

Sam D. Millsap, Jr.

SDM:rmg
Enclosure




TION OF

MoR 4079
NAME OF COUNSEL3: Sam D, Millsap, Jr.
ADDRESS 3 Law Offices of Sam D. Millsap, Jr.
' One Riverwalk Place, Suite 1000
700 N. St. Mary's Street
“San Antonio, lexas /8205
TELEPHONE ; (210) 227-7565

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

communications from the Commission and to act on my behalf before

~ the Commission,

v

© Qs \ gl
M

RESPONDENT'S NAME: Ilene Taber

9 ADDRESS :

HOME PHONE:

BUSINESS PHONRE:




U e @ e PRGOS CHARLES WITSOF T
OCT 18 ‘94 17:98

MAME OF COUMERLs Abba Lovell/Dsvid Frulls
4
ADORESS Brand § Lowell A

923 15th Street, NW

Huhithon. D.C. 20005
TALEPEONS 202/663~9700 ‘?V

The above-namned individual is heceby designated as my
counsel and (¢ authoriged to receive any notifications and other
communications from the Commission and to act on my behalf defore
she Commission.

»
A w Ju\
sg_gqbcr 20, 1994

T{gnature

) RESPONDENT'S NAD: Charles Wilson
< ADORESS : 1000 Crooked Creek

O Lufkin, TX 75001

BOME YOOME; 409/632-6749
202/225-2401
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MOR 4079

im NON 11:81 FAX 2027377568

» X e " L - ' -
BRAND&LOWELL @oe2

NAME OF COUMSEEs Abbe Lowell/David Frulla

Brand & Lowell ii 3\?i
5 _j o »%
923 15ch Street, NW Sl
2D o
Washington, D.C. 20005 (= 2%
©
202/662-9700 =

The adbove-nased individual is hereby designated as my

counsel and is authorized to receive any notifications and other

communications from the Commission and to act on my behalf Before

the Commission.

JO/R4/ G4

ate

gnature

&
-

The Wilson Copmittea/Amy S. Trites, Treasurer

. 4604 Deming Avenue

Alexandria, VA 22312

1~

oc; 24
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PATTON BOGGS, L.L.P.
BSOSO M STREET, N.W,
WASHINGTON, D.C. 200371350
{(20OR2) 4B7-@000

Fasseuin: DN 457030

WRITCR'D DECT DIAL

(202) 457-6310

(‘::—';_?
YIA FACSIMILE ~ 53
Joan Mcﬁnery’ Ea‘qu“ S 3 !-,“.
Office of the General Counsel - iR
Federal Election Commission 0
Washington, D.C. 20463 —

- Re:  Matter Undq' Review 4079

Dear Ms. McEnery:

Atlached please find Congressman Laughlin's designation of counsel form, which

P authorizes Pation Boggs, L.L.P. to represent him in MUR 4079. Shortly, you should rcceive a
3 similar designation of counscl fmw for the Laughlin for Congress Committee, which was also
named as a defendant irf the case.

Attachment
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PATTON BOGGS, L.L.P.
25330 M STREET., N.W.

WASHINGTON, D.C, 200371350

{202) 45?7-8000

Faxnmn i 20N 087-6 05

WRITPFR’S IRCCT DiAL

(202) 4576310

g:.'.
S T om
VIA FACSIMILE = Heom
P& f_:: n
Joan Mclinery, Esquire -t 1= a
Office of the General Counsel 3 S
Fcderal Election Commission ; 29
Washington, D.C. 20463 = .
o
P =

Re: Matter Under Review 4079

Dear Ms. McLinery:

This letter is a formal request for an extention of time to reply in the above-captioned
maitcr on behall of Congressman Greg I.uughlin and the Laughlin for Congress Committce.

Autachced please find Congressman Laughlin's designation of counscl form, which authorizes mc
1o make this request.

Due 1o the circumstnces surrounding this matter and to Congressman Laughlin's ofTicial

&) responsibilitics outside of the country immodiately following the election, Respondents request
. an exlension until December 13, 1994 to rcspond to the complaint, which is 42 days beyond the

initial 15-day responsc date (the complaint was received October 18, 1994). While this is longer
o thau the normal extension granted by the Commission, Respondents respectfully request this

extension for the following reasons:

(1) As the timing of the complaint makes clear, the complaint is a blatant, partisan
attempl to use the procodures of the FEC to disrupt Congressman J.aughlin's campaigning in a
lightly contested race. ‘The complaint itself acknowlcdges that the circumstances of Congressman
Laughlin's move from Texas (which occurred in 1988 bofore he was even sworn in as a Member)
on which its allegations are based have been reporied in the media for at least ten months. See
Exhibit B to the complaint (December 19, 1993 news article). Therefore, it would be unfair to

force Congressman Laughlin, his campaign committee, and its stafT (0 take time out from the
campaign to respond to the complaint;
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Joan McEnery, Esquire
October 27, 1994
Page 2

(2) Immediately lollowing the clection, Congressman Laughlin is scheduled to be outside
of the country {from November 12 through November 28, 1994. Specifically, he will be traveling
to Russia as the Senior Ropresentative of the United States Government at the International
Conference on Energy and Law, co-sponsored by the U.S, Dept. of Energy and the Russian
Ministry of Fuel and Encrgy;

(3) Finally, since Congressman Laughlin will not be available to respond to the complaint
until he returns from Russia on November 28, Respondents respectiully request 15 days (the
ordinary amount of time provided to respond to FEC complaints) from his return date in which to

propare his response,
For those reasons, Respondents respectfully request an extension until December 13,
1994 to respond to this complaint,
Sincerely
onald S. Yiebman
Enclosure

cc:  Congressman Greg Laughlin
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PATTON BOGHGS, L.L.P.
B850 M STREET, N.W.
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20037-123580

(zo2) 487.@000
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October 28, 1994 o
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YIA FACSIMILE £
Alva Smith, Esquire
Office of the General Counscl

Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re:  Matter Under Review 4079

Dcar Ms. Smith:

. This letter is a formal request for an extention of time o reply in the above-captioned
matter on behalf of Congressmam Greg Laughlin and the Laughlin for Congress Committee. As|

V. mentioned on the phone this morning, Respondents previously submitied a request for an

o extension until December 13, 1994, which is 42 days beyond the original response date (the

’ complaint was received October 18, 1994). However, considering the immediacy of the original
< response date and the fact that both Joan McEnery snd Mary Taksar are out of the offico today, at
£ your suggcstion 1 am submitting this rcquest for an intermediate extension of 20 days in an effort

to have it processed today.

% In addition to the reasons for seeking an extension until December 13, 1994, which we
mentioned in the previous extension requost and which we will repeut below, we have another
immediate reason for seeking a shorter extension. The attorney from our office who had
originally been assigned to address the FEC complaint and 10 secure an extension had a serious

injury which requires surgery and will keep him out of the office for an extended period of time.

Finally, the rcasons that we requested the longer extension until December 13, 1994 are
as follows (we realize that you will not be sble to proccss a longer extension, but we are Jisting
thesc other reasons for you so that you will have the entire picture):

(1) As the liming of the complaint makes clear, the complaint is a blatant, partisan
attempt 10 use the procedures of the FEC to disrupt Congressman Laughlin's campaigning in a
tightly contested racc. The complaint itsclf acknowledges that the circumstances of Congressman
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Page 2

Laughlin's move from Tcxas (which occurred in 1988 before he was even sworn in as a Member)
on which its allegations are bascd have been reported in the modia for at Icast ten months. See
Fxhibit B to the complaint (December 19, 1993 news article). Therefore, it would be unfair to
force Congressman Laughlin, his campaign committee, and its staff (o take time out from the
campaign to respond to the complaint;

(2) Immediately following the election, Congressman Laughlin is scheduled to be ouigide
of the country from November 12 through November 28, 1994. Specifically, he will be traveling
to Russia as the Scnior Representative of the United States Government at the Intornational
Conference on Energy and Law, co-gponsored by the U.S. Dept. of Encrgy and the Russian
Ministry of Fuel and Lnergy;

(3) Iinally, since Congressman Laughlin will not be available to respond to the complaint
until he returns from Russia on November 28, Respondents respectfully request 15 days (the

ordinary umount of time provided to respond to FEC complaints) from his return date in which to
prepare his response,

Thank you very much for your assistance with this expedited extension request, and for

agreeing to attempt Lo process it today. Please call me at the above-listed dircet dial number if
you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Michael N. Druckman

cc:  Congressman Greg Laughlin
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PATTON BOGGS, L.L.P.
2880 M STREET, N.W.
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20037-1380
(202) a57-6000

e —

taganing: BO8) 487-631> WRITCH'S DIRY CT DIAL

(202) 457-5604

October 28, 1994

VIA FACSIMILE
Alva Smith, Esquire &
Office of the General Counsel

Federal Election Cornmission

Washington, D.C. 20463

. Re:  Matter Under Review 4079

Dear Ms. Smith:

This letter is to confirm the conversation we had this aflernoon in which you
™M communicated that the Federal Election Commission has granted our request for a 20-day
cxtension of ime, until November 22, 1994, to roply in the above-captioned matier on behalf of
Congressman Greg Laughlin and the Laughlin for Congress Committec. Pleasc lct me know
immediately if this information is incorrect.

Thank you very much for your help in this matter.

Sincerely,

Michael N. Druckman
cc:  Congressman Greg Laughlin
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October 27, 1994 g o
2 Ieoa.
Office of the General Counsel R L
Federal Election Commission =
999 E Street, NN\W. ~
Washingion, D.C. 20463 =
o
RE: MUR 4079 =

Dear Sir or Madame:

On advice of counsel Leslie A. Taber has decided to assert his Fifth Amendment
Privilege in response to the above entitled and numbered complaint. As you are aware, the
. Federal Flection Campaign Finance Act provides for criminal sanctions both in the form

of fines and other punishment. See 2 US.C. §437g (d)(1)(A) and §437g (2)(5)XA), (B), and
(C), for example.

- Please note that many statements in the complaint are not supported by the Exhibits

they cite. For example, paragraph twelve of the complaint claims that Congressman
- Laughlin contracted personally with Taber to move his family to Washington. It cites
55 Exhibit A. Exhibit A is an Austin American newspaper article which does not substantiate

the daim. Instead, the articdle reads that Laughlin "said Tabor (sic) bid $20,000, explaining”
at some undisclosed time that "he could do the work so cheaply because his company

- handled so many military moves to Washington." At best, this passage supports the

’ proposition that an explanation by Leslie Taber for the cost of this move was relayed by
A\ someone to Congressman Laughlin at some undetermined time.

- Please also examine the Exhibits attached to the complaint for inconsistencies. For

example Exhibit F supports the proposition that Laughlin and Taber never met or spoke to

O each other until after the move referenced above. Exhibit F reports that "...Sherwood Van

-~ Lines moved [Laughlin’s] family ..to Washington shortly after he was elected to Congress

in 1988" and Taber "invited him to a Sherwood, Inc., company convention in Las Vegas in
January 1989." It further states that the "Las Vegas convention, Laughlin said, was the first
time he recalled meeting or speaking with Taber.” This is inconsistent with the claim that
Taber and Congressman Laughlin personally arranged for the move with each other.

Fnally, please note the numerous unsupported allegations made in the complaint.
Please do not hesitate to call our office if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

hia Hujar
fo LDS
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MOR 4079

NAME OF COUMSEL: _Gerald Goldstein

ADDRESS: Goldstein, Goldstein & Hilley
29th Floor Tower Life Bldg.
319 s s: !!i!;::'E
San Antonio TX 78205-3199

TELEPHONE : 210/226-1463

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

communications from the Commission and to act on my behalf before

O the Commission.

= 18 Oct 1994

_ Date ignature
~

RESPONDENT'S NAME: Leslie A. Taber

- ADDRESS : 102 Westview Rd NW
Georgetown TN 37336

HOME PHONE: 615/339-1929

BUSINESS PHONE: 615/476-7416




1333 NEW HAMPSHIRE AVENUE, N.W.

SUITE 400
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20036
22887 4000

65 AVENUE LOUISE, P.B. NO. 7
OS50 BRUSSELS, BELGIUM
(O 32 2535 291

65 LAST S5TH STREET
33RD FLOOR
NEW YORK, NEW YORK 10022
te1P2r 872 1000

Ms. Mary L. Taksar

Attorney

Central Enforcement Docket
Federal Elections Commission

AKIN, GuMP, STRAUSS, HAUER & FELD, L..L.P.
ATTORNEYS AT LAW

Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 4079

Dear Ms. Taksar:

A REGISTERED LIMITED LIABILITY PARTNERSHIP
INCLUDING PROFESSIONAL CORPORATIONS

1500 NaTionsBank pLaza
300 CONVENT STREET
SAN ANTONIO, TEXAS 78205
(210) 270-0800
FAX(210) 224-2035

WRITER'S DIRECT DIAL NUMBER 1210 270

November 1, 1994

1700 PACIFIC AVENUE
SUITE 4100
DALLAS, TEXAS 752000 A iy

1214 9699 2800

2100 FRANKLIN PLAZA

1 CONGRESS AVENUE

AUSTIN, TEXAS 7B70)
(5121 499 .00

1900 PENNZOIL PLACE SOUTH TOWER
7H LOUISIANA STREET
HOUSTON, TEXAS 7 700,

(7i3) 2205800

SIHM09
13373 Tvd3034
1519

b6, HY ho I E KON
vETHED ii';'E...':H‘J

Today 1 received your letter dated October 20, 1994 which said it enclosed a copy
of a Complaint against the Bustamante For Congress Committee. As a matter of fact, the
only enclosure was a Complaint against Laughlin For Congress Committee, a copy of
which Complaint is enclosed. If there is a Complaint against Bustamante For Congress

Committee, please send it to me.

Please also send to me copies of the appropriate FEC filings, as a Federal Grand
Jury has all of the Bustamante Committee's records through July 1992.

Please call if you have any questions.

RLM/rd

Enclosure
C:BUSTAMANTE-5

Sincerely,

g —

R. Laurence Macon, P.C.
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PERKINS COIE

A Law PARTNERSHIP INCLUDING PROFESSIONAL CORPORATIONS
607 FOURTEENTH STREET, N.W. o WasHinaton, D € 20005.2011

1202 G28-6000 & Frosivee (2020 444 1690

November 4, 1994

Ms. Joan McEnery

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

Re: MUR 4079
Dear Ms. McEnery:

On behalf of Chet Edwards for Congress and Bernice M. Beck, as treasurer, |
request an extension of time to respond to the complaint in MUR 4079 received by the
Committee on October 27, 1994. Due to the recent designation of Perkins Coie as
counsel (attached), we do not have an adequate opportunity to respond. An extension
of time is necessary in order to review the record, have an adequate opportunity to
discuss the issues with our client, collect factual information, and prepare a

comprehensive response. Therefore, I am requesting an extension of 20 days until
December 1, 1994,

Sincerely,
B. Holly Schadler
Counsel to Respondents
Attachment
[15823-0001/DAS43060.026)

ANCHORAGE * BELLEVUE » HONG KONG * LOS ANGELES * PORTLAND ® SEAVTLE & Brosans » Taipe: » WasHINGTON, D.C.
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i Date gnatuce

< RESZONDENT'S NAME® osoice M. Back. as freasurer
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D C 2046)

November 7, 1994

B. Holly Schadler, Esq.
Perkins Coie

607 rourteenth Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20005-2011

RE: MUR 4079
Chet Edwards for Congress and
Bernice M. Beck, as Treasurer

Dear Ms. Schadler:

This is in response to your letter dated November 4, 1994,
requesting an extension until December 1, 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
December 1, 1994.

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

Sincerely,

Zza% Xm Q7.

Taksar, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket




T.“E...kE‘CT:'Zl 1

FELL

SSI0N
"T LERERAL

OFF

Friends@ Congressman Jolh Conyers

S yo Al 'H

Koy

QOctober 30, 1994

Ms. Mary Taksar

Central Enforcement Docket
Federal Elections Commission
999 E Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 4079
Dear Ms. Taksar:

I am in receipt of your letter of October 20, 1994 to the
Friends of John Conyers Committee regarding the complaint filed
against the Laughlin for Congress Committee. This letter responds
to the allegations raised in the news articles accompanying the
complaint and to issues outlined in your letter.

The Friends of John Conyers Campaign received a contribution
from Ilene Taber on May 15, 1990. The contribution was for
$2,000.00 with a designation by our committee that $1,000 be used
for the primary election and the second $1,000 for the general
election. The check was drawn on Ms. Taber's personal checking
account. The contribution was itemized on our July, 1990 Quarterly
Report for this period.

There was never any indication to our campaign that these
funds may have been subsequently reimbursed by Ms. Taber's husband,
Sherwood Van Lines (Ms. Taber's employer), or any other person.
We believed then as we believe now, that, in the absence of any
information to the contrary, these funds were provided voluntarily
and solely by Ms. Taber. Accordingly, our campaign reported this
contribution as required under the law.

As a footnote, it might be of interest to the commission that
as soon as our campaign committee became aware that the
contribution provided by Ms. Taber might have been subsequently
reimbursed by either Mr. Taper, a third party or Sherwood Van
Lines, we refunded $2,000 to Ms. Taber.

We refunded this money not because we believe that our
committee was in any violation of House rules or Federal Election

1500 Wilson Blvd., Suite 320, Arlington, VA 22209
Paid for and authorized by Friends of Congrossman John Conyery




Page two of two
October 30, 1994

Commission regulations in accepting this money. On the contrary,
we refunded this money to ensure that our committee always adheres
to and fully lives up to the spirit of the law. A copy of our
letter of transmittal to Ms. Taber is attached.

Should you have any questions regarding this matter, please
feel free to contact me at (703) 516-0103.

Sincerely yqurs,

riends of John Conyers

Enclosure
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Friends@ Congressman Jdiiz Conyers

October 26, 1994

Ms. Ilene Taber . J2:3
Box 504, FD RR3

San Antonio, TX 78218

Dear Ms. Taber:

At the request of Chairman Conyers, I am enclosing a check to
you in the amount of $2,000.00. This check represents a refund of
the $2,000 in contributions that you had provided to the Chairman's
re-election campaign in 1990.

While I know that your original contributions to our campaign
e were drawn on your personal account, recent inquiries from the
Federal Elections Commission raise the possibility that your
contributions may have been reimbursed with corporate dollars. As
you can appreciate, the Chairman would like to adhere the both the
N letter and spirit of the law. In order to avoid any hint of
impropriety, we are returning these funds to you.

Should you have any questions regarding this matter, please
feel free to contact me at (703) 516-0103.

Sincerely yours,

1500 Wilson Blvd., Suite 320, Arlington, VA 22209
Paid for snd anthorized by Fricnds of Congressman John Conyers
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November 1, 1994

Mr. Lawrence Noble, General Counsel
Federal Election Commission

999 E Street NW

Washington, DC 20463

RE: MUR 4079

Dear Mr. Noble:

The Pete Geren for Congress Committee, of which I am treasurer,
was Congressman Geren's campaign committee for his unsuccessfpl
1986 bid for the 6th Congressional District of Texas. This

committee did not receive any contributions from Leslie or Ilene
Taber.

Very truly yours,

Dorothy C. Wing¢/ Treasurer
Pete Geren for Congress Committee

DCW:1s




. FRIENDS OF PETE GEREN .

P. O. BOX 1136
FORT WORTH, TEXAS 76101

November 1, 1994

Mr. Lawrence Noble, General Counsel
Federal Election Commission

999 E Street NW

Washington, DC 20463

RE: MUR 4079

Dear Mr. Noble:

I am the treasurer of Friends of Pete Geren, hereinafter referred
to as "the Committee," which is the principal campaign committee
for Preston M. Geren III, Congressman from the 12th District of
Texas. The committee was formerly known as Geren for Congress
Committee. I am responding to a notification letter dated

October 20, 1994 which refers to a complaint made by the National
Republican Congressional Committee with respect to Congressman
Greg Laughlin and the Laughlin for Congress Committee. While
Congressman Geren is not named in the complaint, he is mentioned
in two newspaper articles, Exhibits A and F, attached to the
complaint. These two articles are also attached to this letter.

The newspaper articles state that a Leslie Alfred "Tabor" or
"Taber" was indicted by a federal grand jury and that included in
the indictment were charges that he made illegal disguised
political contributions from a corporation through his wife Ilene
to members of Congress including Congressman Geren.

The Committee deposited a $1,000 check (copy enclosed) on
October 16, 1990 which was drawn on an account styled Charles
Leslie or Ilene Taber. The contribution was reported on the
Committee's Report of Receipts and Disbursements for the period
October 1, 1990 through October 17, 1990. There was nothing
about the check to suggest that it was anything other than a
contribution from an individual. Neither myself, the candidate,
nor anyone that I know of involved with the campaign knew Mr. or
Mrs. Taber or had any reason to believe that this contribution
might be other than a permissible individual contribution.
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Laurence Noble, .ul Counsel .
November 1, 1994
Page 2

To the best of my knowledge and belief there has been no
violation by the Committee of the Federal Election Campaign Act
of 1971, as amended.

If the commission has any questions, wishes to have any

statements under oath, or examine any records, please call me at
(817) 332-1923.

Very truly yours,

Georde Thompson
Treasurer, Friends of Pete Geren

GT:1s
Enclosures




Sunday, September 4, 1564

EXHIL @A

— A~y —r—

T — e —

‘Man accused of making illegal

contributions to lawmakers

Adsoclaled Prees

SAN ANTONIQO ~ A former
San Antornuo resident hay been
cnharged i a federal tndictment
w7t funneling $11.000 w1n legal
campalgn contrbuoons to 10 cur-
Tent or :3rmer congressmen.

Lealie Alfred Tabor. 62, now of
Creorgetown, Tenm., surrendered
10 the FB! in San Antonio and
was released on $30,000 bond

The 10-count ndictment by a
San Antonio grand jury Friday
accused the former president of
Sherwood Van Lines of “causing
the concealment and covering up
2! a matenal fact by scheme and
nevice.”

Cling the Federal Election
Campaign Act, the indicanent al-
\2geqa that Tabor disguised polhn.
2al contmbutons during the 1990
campalgn 10 hide the tact that the
money came from Sharwood Van
Lines.

The indicunent saxd'rabor usad
s wue, Oene Tabar, “3s a con-
duat” to funnel Sherwood manev
1o the polincal campaigns of the
-0 House Democrats, including
rartner Rep. Albert Bustamante of
San Antono.

Sustamante later was convict-
=d 1n San Antomo of federal rack-

=leering cbarges after re was | Jium

:ccused af using his office far 8-
aancial gan and accepang an i
‘egal gratuity.

Sustamante, acquitted on eight
ather charges, 15 free on bona

=ormer U.S. Rep. Albent Bustaman-
1@ said he paid for tha use of Lasie
Alfrea Tabor's moving service.

while appealing his three-year
arison sentence.

! The other nine lawmakers
;mouuoucd in the jndictment

| were Reps. of W
i Columbia John Conyers of Mich-
1 .gan, et Edwards of Waco.

Charles Wilson of Lufkin, Bill

Sarpalius of Amarillo, Bill Hefner

of North Carolina, Bate Gien of
| Fort Worta, Jum Chapman of Sul-
| phur Spnngs and former Rep.
Bates, D-Calit

Tabor resigned from Sharwood
about two years ago, a company
spokesman said. He now operates
3 moving company in Tennessee.

AD answering service lor Ta.

bor's Tennessee company said he
was not available tor comment
Friday, the San Antonio Express-
News reported.

The indictment accuses Tabor

" of paying each lawmaker $1,000,

except for $2.000 paid to Conyers.

No elected onicial, staft mem-
ber or Tabor’s wile was accused of
commutting an dlegal act.

Sustamants said December
tat he had used Sherwood's mov-
ing services but had canceled
checks to prove he had pad for
the wark.

At the ame Bustamants made
that statement, Sherwood's new
management was suing Tabor.,

[Laugnlin told the Express-Vews
that he sought =15 from several
MOVINE Cormpanies 1or a move
from West Columbia w Washing-
tonin 1

He saad Tabor bid $2.000, 2x-
plaaming he could do the work 50
cheaply because his company
handled so many mulitary moves
to Washunglon

Laughlin was on the House
transporiauon committee put
said last year that Sherwood nev-
er lobbied him.

He acknowledged being paid
$2.000 and expenses (0 sit in on a
panel discussion of transporea.
tion matters at a Sherwood com-

pany convenuon 1n Las Vegas,

Laughlin listed the $2,000 as an
honoranum in his 1989 flnancial
disclosure report

[N
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EXHIAIT y.4

San Antonio Express-hesss

Federal grand jurors meeling
bere aad n Las Vegas are likely
o be shoched by something they
discover In their grobs of fermer

Albert Bustamante

) and repertealy some olh-
BN

. won't be whal the congress-

men are maspected of delag It
will be what Congress hasn't
done. -

Bometow, In more than twe
centuries of taking care the na-
Uon, their Irieads and themselves,
mambers of Coagress have never
A around 10 asthorining pay-
ment of howseheid moviag ex
penses. Jor mewly slected repre-
sentatives and senatory
. Being 3 mewber of Congress

that pays $LI1800 or more asd
doesn’t mcChade Moving expeoses.

fticians havemt grovided Uwern-
mives Congyess has, on the other

JAA_ Sunday, Qecember 19, 1993

(Grand ) Jury shocker: the goodies con;

may be Uwe ealy job In America -

It sy be the ouly perk the pol- -

dand, provided moving axpenses
for high-levet employees of the
exsculive and judicial branches.
Several congressional slaffers
sald tey had so explanation for

“Mymmwyislhadbeen in Congress
four to eight weeks. | sat on the

Fransportation Committee.

3%

— Grog Lovghiin, Yexes (m

Antoale moving company. As not-
ed in this space last Sunday, the
formec president of that company
Qled as affidavit in US Bank-
ruptcy Cowrt here saying he had
been subposmaed by a Las Vegas,
Nev, graad jury iavestigating
Bustamasie, appacently b & e
laled matter.

mmmmms—m
nin Express-News this week he
had wsed Sherwood Van Lines
wm-huhrmﬂnm

Anolher-congressman this
week described an arTangement
with the moving company that
may shock e innoceal, but is sot
nearly so startliag as the (act the
pvumm doesn'l ply lor the

Texas’ l4th District (an area be-
tween here and Meuston) in 1988,
said he received severa! bids
from moving companies to take

ment and IS Juing its former pres- | the hamitare {rom his twee-bed-

Mdent, Leslie Taber. But, Busta-

" mante said be had paid for those

moves, and has casceled checks |
to show it

roorm house (hn West Columbia to
\lu'-“nnlnl. R4
He sald Taber gave him a bid

| of 32000, explaining he could

move the goosds 11 - o

cause Lhe comparv I.u'l.‘l LA
many mililary moses G 4. utg
ton. (Sherwoed spec.al 'nl.. (2
Itary moves, whct ma- .- ¢ o

lations with Con@ess SarLounar'y f Is dted 1o his (inancial

N T (T |

helpful) That pac-
pacieng

A check wilh avoi--
company ladicated 1 Tarket

price for a move nf °¥ 2 y.0e with
full packing woul® be atun:

%}m hai? a? 'r o wo'd

But It got eves bhelior !
Sherwood huil an annw-

|

gressimet don’t get

.
'

o | 1ot6ET By e compan:
| he may have sigaed a letter :a

&wwynmmm
sald, l\-mmlﬂ

travel expenses. The bonorartun’
disclosure

reort for 1999 v:J

Laughlls said e’ was pever

y. Uhough

support of the company clreulat -
ed by amether Tenas congresy
N —
He 3ald he contacted the coml-
pany’s execulives whea be was'
rulsing maney for re-glection, but
Dyl.hltunukmmh

company Cenvenl 1\ Beid 1 | Chapter'll bankruptcy, and the,

Las Vegas about tw ume of

pfmmhﬂhmh‘

Laughlin's move i ear'y 1% He Las Vegas was gose. .

was invited lo be o0 a panel dis-
cussing transport-related usues

"My memary Is | had been in
[w—uumm-m

called “I sat oa 'the
mittee *

He $3id de wasn't aware ului"

glad to hlbuut.
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EXHIBIT F

Laughlm Is Hit for Cut-Rate ! Movmg Deal

By Gabrid Kaha
Rep. Gueg Laughlin (D-Texas) received
appears (0 be a cut-rate deal on moving
from & company whose president was
- charged eadlier this month with making ille-
gal campaign contributions o Laughlin and
. mine other House Members.
Lqﬁddnumpuydtsl.ﬁnmv-
. ingbill watil this January, five and a half years
" after his move 1o Washington. And moving
companies cxy the amount is far less than
would sormally be charged for 8 similar job.
The moving deal first came (o light when the
Saa Antonic Express-News reported in De-
cember 1993 that Laughlin and others had re-
ceived low bids from Sherwood Van Lines.
"Lawghiin wld Roll Call that he never re-
celved a bill after Sherwood Van Lines moved
family from theis three-bedroom house in
Astonio 10 Washington shortly afier he
dlocted 10 Congress in 1988.
s then-president, Leslie Alfrod
, had conmributed as much as $2,000 o
‘s 1988 clection campaign — some
illegally, pro~ecwiors allege — and of-
fetpd Lasghlin « $2,000 honorasium at a | as
Véges convention.
- Laughlin faces a Republican challenge
" firden rancher Jim Deats in November. Laugh-

Is tavored o win although Deats is moun!
a0 aggressive campaign.

Taber was indicied by a federal grand jury
Sept. 2 on ten counts, including charges he il-
legally funneled $11,000 to a tal of 10 cur-
rent and former Congie. .iuen. Taber al-
legedly disguised political contnbutions by
using his wife as a “conduit™ for monies that
came directly from his company’s accounts.

The other Members who received contsi-
butions from Taber were: Reps. John Cony-
ers (D-Mich), Chet Edwards (D-Texas),
Churles Wilson (D-Texas), Bill Sarpalius (D-
Texas), Pete Geren (D-Texas), Jim Chapinan
(D-Texas), and Bill Hefner (D-NC), and for-
mer Reps. Jim Bates (D-Calif) and Albert
Bustamante (D-Texas).

Aides 1o all of the curment Members who re-
ceived the lainted contributions said they are
now looking for ways (0 retum the money.

Sherwood, Inc., specializes in military
moves, and donaled 1o candidates for Con-
gress, which funds those military contracts.
But Taber's involvement with Laughlin, who
serves on the Public Works and Transporta-
tion subcommitiee on surface transportation,
went beyond campaign contributions.

Laughlin’s records show that he paid Sher-
wood Van Lines $2,500 on Jan. 18, 1994, a
full five gnd a half years afler he moved A
similar iove in 1989, says Kade Cresswell,
president of Amistrong Movers, a San Anlo-
nio company, would have cost $5.000

““The reason is that we never gol a bill | from
Sherwood),” Laughlin explained. He said he
was “lotally unaware” of the issue until a lo-
cal paper called him to inquire about the then-
ungpaid move.

“We contacted the company and they said
that it hadn’t been billed. As a result of that |
sent them 8 check, with a letier attached. |
didn’t realize that there was no bill,” Laugh-
lin said.

Afier his election and move to Washington,
I aughlin said he had numerous bills and debts
to setile and that the moving bill simply es-
caped him.

Asked if he thought it was odd that a mov-
ing company would forget to bill him, he re-
sponded, “1 can’t answer for them”

Laughlin said he chose Sherwood for his
move afier a siaffer for then-Speaker Jim
Wright (D- Texas) suggesied thal he call them
10 ask for a bid.

As il tums out, | aughlin said, they offered
him a bargain price, because “they said my
house was right en route.” le could not recall
what the other estimates he received were but
said “they were not substantially higher.”

Soon afier | aughlin took office, Wright ap-
pointed him (o the surface transportation sub-
committee. His position on the pancl, Laugh-
lin said, prompied Taber (o invite him o a
Sherwood, line |, company convention in [ as

Vegas, mhrm-y 1989, whathc:&indl
$2.,000 honorariom, directly from Sherwood,
for participsting on a panel discussion sbout
transpostation issues, according 10 Laughlin’s
financial disclosure records. The Las Veges
convention, Laughlin said, was the first time .
he recalled meeting or spesking with Tober. &

wu-eun.ld.dmmnuii—l
[to accept money directly from a cotporation,
mm-mm«*«-
ganization].” The probibition on sccepting
su&hamuwsrﬂpwduﬂmd
months later.

At one point In 1990, Laughlin, W
with other members of the Texas Congres-
sional delegation, signed aletter of support for-
Sherwood, Inc.’s contracts with the military.
But Laughlin asserts he did not initisse the fet-
ter, and he signed it only as a routine past of
his work on the Texas delegation.

Laughlin says he plans o &y (0 give the al-
legedly illegal campaign contributions beck
a5 500N ag possible.

The San Antonio Express-News reported
that Taber lef Sherwood two years ago and
started & moving fim in Teonessee, Sher-
wood's new reportodly had filed
8 lawsuit against Taber. Cails to Sherwood’s
San Antonio offices went unanswered, and
Taber, who was released on $50,000 bond,
could not be reached.
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W. G. (BILL) HEFNER
MEMBER OF CONGRESS
8th DISTRICT
NORTH CAROLINA

h6. WY LS 1]

November 2, 1994

re: MUR 4079

Federal Election Commdissdion
O¢bice o Genearal Coundsel
999 E St. NW

Washington, DC 20463

Dear Ma. McEnenry:

W This Lettenr i4 in redspondse to your correspondence
dated Octobex 20, 1994, which we received on Octoben 28.
In September 04 1990 Congressman Hedner gLew to Texas 2o
appear at a fund ralser to supporat the reelection o4
Congressman Chet Edwardas. Several weeks Later we re-
= ceived a number o4 checks from Texas that Congressman
Edwards had collected to suppoat Congressman Hegfner’s
campaign. Among them waé the check ¢arom Charles & ILene
Taber, a copy o0¢ which {4 enclosed. Most oé the people
that sent us checks including the Taber's were unknown
by the Congressman or any oé his sitasdé.

3

We accepted all o4 the contalbutions in good 4aith
44ince to the best o4 our knowledge they all appeared 2o

be completely within the guide Lines o4 the FEC xregula-
tionas.

2 6 U 4 3

I4 the Commission deteamines that a repund o4 the
contaibution funds {8 necessary to aesolve this paroblem
we will be happy 1o comply ié¢ you will but advise us as
to who to return it to. I4 you need additional ingorma-
tion please contact our ofpice and we will do ounr best
to do what evea we need to do 2o achieve a J4peedy
resolution to the paroblem.

Sincearely younrs,

T

ELvin Jackson,
treasuren
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WASHINGTON, D.C. 20037-1350

VIA FIRST-CLASS MAIL
Joan McEnery, Esquire
Office of the General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

PATTON BOGGS, L.L.P.

2550 M STREET, N.W.

(202) 4%7-6000

FacsimiLe: (202) 457-6313

November 3, 1994

Re: Matter Under Review 4079

Dear Ms. McEnery:

WRITER'S DIRECT DiAL

(202) 457-5604

- -
(3
= T s
L2
-
-
2
T
o2
=

Enclosed is an original of Congressman Laughlin's designation of counsel form in the
above-captioned matter. I previously sent you his designation form by fax, and am now
providing you with an original for your files. Shortly, I will send you an original for the
Laughlin for Congress Committee, which I also previously had sent to you be fax.

If you have any questions, please call me directly at (202) 457-5604.

Enclosure

Sincerely,

Py
(
M ’,WCA%?/V-)/LQ e

Michael N. Druckman
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@ e or vesiaurion offfBouss:

MOR _ 4079

NAME OF COUNSEL: Ronald S. Liebman, Roger 5. Ballentine,
Michael N. Druckman
ADDRESS : Patton Boggs, L.L.P.

2550 M Street, N.W.
Wwashinaton, DC 20037

TELEPHONE: 202/457-6000

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

communications from the Commission and to act on my behalf before

the Commission.

270 9y Lhes '

Date~ : Signaturé}' ()

RESPONDENT'S NAMB: Congressman Greg Laughlin

ADDRRSS : 2076 Van Tuyl Place

ch, VA 22043

HOME PHONR: 703/533-1733

BUSINESS PHONE: 202/225-2831
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PATTON BOGGS, L.L.P. o
2550 M STREET, N. W pM
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20037-1350 ; S
(202) 457-6000 HU" fd Y2z il
FacamiLk: (202) 457-631% WRITER S DIRECT DiAL

(202) 457-5604

November 10, 1994

VIA FIRST-CLASS MALI

=
Joan McEnery, Esquire i
Oftice of the General Counsel o
Federal Election Commission ‘:-
999 [ Street, N.W. -

Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: Matter Under Review 4079

Dear Ms. McEnery:

Enclosed is an original designation of counsel statement by the Laughlin for Congress

Committee in the above-captioned matter. [ previously sent you a designation form by fax, and
am now providing you with an original for your files.

If you have any questions, please call me directly at (202) 457-5604.

Sincerely,

i /)

Michael N. Druckman

Enclosure




MUR 4079 g S
NAME OF COUNSEL: Ronald S. Liebman, Roger S. Ballentine, 3z
Michael N. Druckman = =Fo
ADDRESS 3 Patton Boggs, L,L.P, ~ LS
~ 10
2550 M Street, N,W, 2= 7z
Washington, D.C, 20037 *
TRLEPHONR: 202/457-6000

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

communications from the Commission and to act on my behalf before

O the Commission.
0 3194 R
- Date Signature —
f/)
Laughlin for Congress Committee,

3 RESPONDENT 'S NAME: Everet Kennemer, III, as Treasurer
<r ADDRRSS : P. 0. Box 504
=3 West Columbia, TX 77486
O
(@8

HOME PHONE: 409/345-5865

BUSINESS PHONE: 409/297-4075




RECEIVED
. FEDERAL ELECTION
COMMISSION

OFFICE OF GEnt AL
COUNTEL

BraND & LOWELL
A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION Ni"l 7 ” 43 r.” '54

923 FIFTEENTH STREET, N.W.
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20008

TELEPHONE: (202) 8829700
TeLECORIER: (202) 7377588

November 7, 1994

VIA HAND DELIVERY

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

- Re: Matter Under Review 4079

Dear Ms. McEnery:

Enclosed please find the Response of the Wilson Committee

. and Amy S. Trites, as Treasurer, to the Notification of the
Filing of a Complaint Against Congressman Laughlin, Congressman
M) Laughlin's Principal Campaign Committee, and Sherwood Van Lines,

as well as the Declaration of Amy S. Trites.

Sincerely,

Da E. Frulla

DEF : mob
Enclosures




A
FECTIAL N

COMUMISSION

GFFiCe OF CENTE
BEFORE THE UNITED STATES FEDERAL ELECTION COIIISSIGN
Bor 1 1us WS

IN THE MATTER OF:
THE WILSON COMMITTEE,
and MATTER UNDER REVIEW 4079

AMY S. TRITES,
as treasurer.

- N e e Nl e

RESPONSE OF THE WILSON COMMITTEE AND AMY S. TRITES,
AS TREASURER, TO THE NOTIFICATION OF THE FILING

F LAI A
ONGRE LAUGHLIN' R A

AND SHERWOOD VAN LINES®

Respondents, The Wilson Committee and its treasurer, Ms. Amy
S. Trites, hereby respond to the Complaint filed by the National
Republican Congressional Committee in the above-referenced matter
under review, and ask that it be promptly dismissed as against
them. Respondents received the complaint materials on October
22, 1994.

Respondents must stress at the outset that the complaint
herein neither names them as Respondents, nor charges them with
any wrongdoing. In fact, information set out in attachments to
the complaint exonerates them from any conceivable allegation
that might have been on the Commission staff’s mind in including
them herein. It is difficult to understand why the FEC has even
asked for a response. Respondents, accordingly, respectfully

request that the Federal Election Commission find, pursuant to 2

' The Wilson Committee and Ms. Trites have captioned
their response in this manner because, as explained below, the
Complaint did not name them as respondents. Their interposition
into this matter under review has simply happened by fiat.




o

U.S5.C. Section 437g(a), no "reason to believe" exists that they
violated federal campaign finance law and regulations in
connection with the matters at issue in this Congressman

Laughlin-based MUR.

Complainant did pot file charges against either of these

Respondents. Rather, it named Congressman Greg Laughlin; his
principal campaign committee, Laughlin for Congress; and Sherwood
Van Lines. The complaint did note that Mr. Leslie Tabor,
President of Sherwood Van Lines, had been indicted for
"funnelling $11,000 in corporate campaign contributions through
his wife, Ilene Tabor, to several Texas Congressman, including
Laughlin."

The complaint did not present this allegation as an FECA
violation by these unnamed congressmen, however. The gravamen of
the complaint is that Sherwood Van Lines moved Congressman
Laughlin from Texas to Washington, D.C. upon his election to
Congress for free. Complainant expressly only proffered
allegations about alleged Sherwood-reimbursed contributions as a
background allegation to demonstrate an "on-going relation"
between Sherwood and Congressman Laughlin -- one of the alleged
recipients of Sherwood’s largesse. Complainant explained that
this "on-going" relationship discredited Congressman Laughlin’s
committee’s argument, made in response to the "free move"
allegations when they were first aired in the press, that the

RESPONSE OF THE WILSON COMMITTEE AND ITS TREASURER,
AMY S. TRITES, TO COMPLAINT FILED AGAINST OTHERS - Page 2




committee had delayed paying Sherwood for the move because
Sherwood had not billed the committee and the committee simply
forgot about the debt. The Wilson Committee thus does not even
factor into Complainant’s theory of liability as an afterthought.

Because the complaint alleges no wrongdoing by these
Respondents, the Commission has no authority to open an MUR based
on this complaint as against them. Commission complaint
acceptance and processing regulations require that each complaint
"clearly identify as a respondent each person or entity who is to
have committed a violation." 11 C.F.R. § 111.4(d) (1) (1994).
This, the complaint does not do as to these Respondents; in fact,
Complainant’s clear design was not to involve them. As a party
congressional campaign committee, the Complainant is not
unsophisticated in the ways of FEC proceedings. It could have
taken the partisan step of naming all ten Democratic Party member
recipients of the allegedly illegal Sherwood contributions as
respondents, had it seen fit. Indeed, representatives of the
Complainant themgelveg would no doubt be almost as surprised The
Wilson Committee is a respondent as The Wilson Committee itself
is.

Commission regulations also require an acceptable complaint
to "contain a clear and concise recitation of the facts which
describe a violation of statute or regulation over which the

Commission has jurisdiction" before it can be accepted. 11

C.F.R. § 111.4(d)(3) (1994). This complaint arguably contains --

judging by most complaints -- a fairly comprehensive recitation

RESPONSE OF THE WILSON COMMITTEE AND ITS TREASURER,
AMY S. TRITES, TO COMPLAINT FILED AGAINST OTHERS - Page 3
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of the facts describing alleged FECA violations by Congressman
Laughlin, his committee, and Sherwood. It makes no effort to
recite a violation by these Respondents. The regulations thus
provide the Commission no authority to bootstrap these
Respondents into this matter under review via the instant
complaint because of the requirements of Section 111.4(d) (3), as
well,

Because of the impact a Commission investigation has on
First Amendment protected speech and expression, courts strictly

enforce the above-described requirements that a complaint-based

Commission investigation begin with a properly filed complaint
against a particularly named (or at least identified) respondent.
The Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit has
explained why the Commission must scrupulously comply with its
enforcement regulations, in the following terms:

A . . . consideration making careful judicial scrutiny
of jurisdiction necessary in this case is the obvious
difference between the scope of investigatory authority
vested in agencies such as the FTC, SEC, or the
Administrator of the Department of Labor’s Wage and
Hour Division on the one hand, and the FEC on the
other. The former agencies are vested with broad
duties to gather and compile information and to conduct
periodic investigations concerning business practices.

i i . R
the contrary, investigations such as the one conducted
here may begin only if an individual first files a
signed, sworn, notarized complaint with the Commission.

F ral E i issd v ini -Partisan

League, 655 F.2d4 380, 387-88 (D.C. Cir. 1981) (emphasis added) .
The Commission must thus expeditiously dismiss the complaint as
against these respondents because applicable regulations and

RESPONSE OF THE WILSON COMMITTEE AND ITS TREASURER,
AMY S. TRITES, TO COMPLAINT FILED AGAINST OTHERS - Page 4
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caselaw prohibit inclusion of these Respondents into a complaint-
based matter under review in which they were deliberately not
named as respondents.

II1.

Complainant attached to its complaint two news articles that
alleged Mr. Tabor, formerly of Sherwood, had been indicted for
providing disguised corporate contributions through his wife,
Ilene Tabor, to the committees of certain House members,

including The Wilson Committee. See Complaint attachments A and

F. The indictment apparently charges that nine $1,000 and one
$2,000 of these disguised contributions ($11,000 in all) were
made to ten different members, allegedly including Congressman
Wilson. Complainant did not, however, attach the underlying
indictment to its charges.

These two vague newsclips cannot be seen as providing an
independent basis for including these Respondents in this matter
under review. The Commission acknowledged the inherent
unreliability of newsclips as a basis for initiating matters
under review in Agenda Document 79-299 (Nov. 5, 1979).
Accordingly, the Commission requires that any such newsclip-based
allegations contain their own "clear and concise statement of the
acts which are alleged to constitute a violation of the Act";
sufficiently document the charges alleged; and be "substantive in

[their] . . . facts." Commission Agenda Document 79-299, at 3.

RESPONSE OF THE WILSON COMMITTEE AND ITS TREASURER,
AMY S. TRITES, TO COMPLAINT FILED AGAINST OTHERS - Page 5
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Nothing in the newsclips reflects that Congressman Wilson,
his committee, or Ms. Trites, let alone any of these members of
Congress or their committees, were in any way in complicity with
this alleged wrongdoing by Mr. Tabor and his (then) company.
Indeed, one article (Exhibit A) actually reports that, "No
elected official, staff member or Tabor’'s wife was accused of
committing an illegal act." (Emphasis added.) Thus, the
newsclips do not meet the standards for acceptance of a newsclip-

based complaint because, on their face, they allege no violation

of law by The Wilson Committee or its treasurer. In fact, the
newsclips do just the opposite.

Moreover, the newsclips do not explain whether the charges
against Mr. Tabor have been resolved; it is likely that they have
not, in that the indictment was apparently filed just last month.
Indictment charges, particularly as reported in newspapers, are
simply that. It is the most fundamental and elementary
constitutional precept that such charges are not proof of
wrongdoing of Mr. Tabor, not to mention these Respondents.

Based on this record, not a scintilla of evidence exists to
include The Wilson Committee and Ms. Trites in this MUR. The
Commission must, therefore, dismiss these proceedings as against
them. See In Re Federal Election Campaign Act Litigation, 474 F.
Supp. 1044, 1047 (D.D.C. 1979) (failure to allege and present
"even the slightest evidence that the accused parties" knowingly

committed acts constituting an FECA violation "is, by itself,

RESPONSE OF THE WILSON COMMITTEE AND ITS TREASURER,
AMY S. TRITES, TO COMPLAINT FILED AGAINST OTHERS - Page 6
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sufficient reason [for the Commission] not to investigate the

allegation.") .

III.

If Respondents are not dismissed from this matter under

review, they will be left in the untenable position of having to
divine the charges the Commission believes might conceivably be
able to pend against them -- and then to try to rebut them.

The Constitution does not permit such Star Chamber-like
proceedings. See, e.g., Russell v. United Stateg, 369 U.S. 749,
763-64 (1962) (an indictment must, inter alia, "sufficiently
appris[e] the defendant of what he must be prepared to meet").
In words that apply equally here, the Supreme Court held that
neither the defendant, nor the grand jury, prosecutor, or court
(in the FEC milieu, the respondent, complainant, Commission OGC
attorney, and the Commission, respectively) could be required to
"guess" what the charges are. 369 U.S. at 770.

Moreover, federal appellate courts have long required the
Commission to exercise its investigatory power with
circumspection because of its direct impact on constitutionally
protected speech and association. Indeed, a court has ordered
Commission proceedings dismissed because they were brought on
"official curiosity" as opposed to hard complaint-based

allegations of wrong-doing. Machinists Non-Partisan Political
League, 655 F.2d at 388.

RESPONSE OF THE WILSON COMMITTEE AND ITS TREASURER,
AMY S. TRITES, TO COMPLAINT FILED AGAINST OTHERS - Page 7
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Left to conjecture, Respondents can only conclude the

following theory might form the basis for their being dragged
into this matter under review:

If it is reported in Rgll Call that an individual was

indicted -- not convicted -- for making an illegal

campaign contribution to a member’s committee, that

committee must thereupon refund the allegedly improper

contribution or else the Commission will open a matter
under review.

The Commission might, alternatively, be engaging in a flight
of "official curiosity" to ascertain if The Wilson Committee and
its treasurer knew that Ms. Tabor’s contribution was made from
Sherwood Van Lines’s corporate funds -- if, indeed, the
indictment’s charges can be and are proven.

The attached Declaration of Amy S. Trites addresses and
resolves both such potential issues. Ms. Trites declares that
The Wilson Committee received only one thousand dollar
contribution check dated over four years ado, May 30, 1990, from
Ms. Ilene Tabor. Declaration of Amy S. Trites, § 3. Ms. Trites
declares, however, that neither The Wilson Committee nor she had
any knowledge or suspicion when The Wilson Committee received Ms.

Tabor’s contribution that it was made from Sherwood Van Lines

corporate funds.? Declaration of Amy S. Trites, § 4. Indeed,

- Indeed, based on this record, Respondents must add they

still have no positive indication the contribution was, in fact,
illegal.

RESPONSE OF THE WILSON COMMITTEE AND ITS TREASURER,
AMY S. TRITES, TO COMPLAINT FILED AGAINST OTHERS - Page 8
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Ms. Tabor’s check was personal and bore no indicia it was a
disguised corporate contribution. Declaration of Amy S. Trites,
Y 5. It should be noted that federal campaign finance
regulations recognize that a contribution made in the name of
another will generally not present a "genuine question" of
legality pursuant to 11 C.F.R. Section 103.3(b) (1) when it is
first received. Obviously, such a contribution is camouflaged to
prevent a treasurer from knowing it was made in the name of

another. The check in question from Ms. Tabor in no way

indicates the funds were actually Sherwoocd’s. On these facts, no
inference of these Respondents’ knowing receipt of an illegal
contribution can exist.

Second, Ms. Trites’s declaration also explains the committee
has been considering refunding the contribution since before they
were notified of this MUR. Declaration of Amy S. Trites, 1Y 6-
7. However, an actual refund has proven difficult because the
Tabors have moved from Texas and Sherwood’s successor in interest
following bankruptcy has indicated it will refuse to accept a

refund. Declaration of Amy S. Trites, {1 7-8. The Wilson

. The decision to try to refund has been made from an

abundance of caution and not from any actual requirement of
federal campaign finance law and regulations we can ascertain.
These regulations require a refund when a treasurer discovers a
contribution "ig illegal based on new evidence not available to
the political committee at the time of receipt and deposit

." 11 C.F.R. § 103.3(b) (2) (1994) (emphasis added). As
explained above, an indictment charge, reported in a newspaper,
does not prove the contribution "is" in fact illegal.

RESPONSE OF THE WILSON COMMITTEE AND ITS TREASURER,
AMY S. TRITES, TO COMPLAINT FILED AGAINST OTHERS - Page 9
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Committee is now considering donating the $1,000 to charity.
Declaration of Amy S. Trites, § 9.

Thus, insofar as Respondents have accurately conjured up
what potential FECA violations might have been on the Commission
staff’s mind in including them as Respondents in this matter
under review, these "charges" have no basis and must not be
permitted to proceed.

V. CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, Respondents respectfully request

that the matter under review as against them be expeditiously

dismissed.

Respectfully submitted,

BRAND & LOWELL
(A Professional Corporation)

Dated: November 1, 1994 '_Zi?./i

Abbe~Dawili Lowell

David Earl Frulla

923 Fifteenth Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20005
(202) 662-9700

Counsel for Respondents

RESPONSE OF THE WILSON COMMITTEE AND ITS TREASURER,
AMY S. TRITES, TO COMPLAINT FILED AGAINST OTHERS - Page 10
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FEDERAL ELECTION

COMMISSION
OFFICE OF G- HERLL
P8t

BEFORE THE UNITED STATES FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

Hov—T— 11 us MM "3

IN TBE MATTER OF:
THE WILSON COMMITTEE,

and MATTER UNDER REVIEW 4079

AMY S. TRITES,
as treasurer and in her
individual capacity.

DECLARATION OF AMY S. TRITES

I, Amy S. Trites, declare as follows:

I have been employed on the official staff of Texas
Congressman Charles Wilson since 1975. I have also served the
Congressman by working, in my spare time, as the treasurer of his
principal campaign committee, The Wilson Committee. I have held
this position since 1984.

2 s I make this Declaration based on my personal knowledge
gained during my official employment with and campaign service
for the Congressman, and in connection with the above-captioned
Matter Under Review.

& The Wilson Committee received only one thousand dollar
contribution check dated over four years agQ, May 30, 1990, from
Ms. Ilene Tabor.

4. Neither I nor, to the best of my knowledge, The Wilson
Committee had any knowledge or suspicion when The Wilson
Committee received Ms. Tabor‘s contribution that it was made from
Sherwood Van Lines corporate funds or from any funds other than

Ms. Tabor’s personal funds.
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B Indeed, the contribution check, attached hereto as

Exhibit 1, was a personal check from Ms. Tabor to The Wilson

Committee.

6. Upon learning of the indictment of Mr. Leslie Tabor for
allegedly making disguised corporate contributions through
Sherwood Van Lines, The Wilson Committee has considered refunding
Ms. Tabor’s $1,000 contribution.

%, Refund efforts started before notification of this MUR
are, however, proving difficult. The Tabors have moved from
Texas.

8. I have been advised by counsel that representatives of
the duly constituted successor in interest to Sherwood following
its bankruptcy refuse to accept a refund on the company’s behalf.

G The Wilson Committee is now considering donating Ms.
Tabor’s $1,000 contribution to charity.

FURTHER DECLARANT SAYETH NOT.

I declare under the penalty of perjury that the foregoing is

true and correct.

e g

Amy S. Trites

Executed on: November ‘4 , 1994

DECLARATION OF AMY S. TRITES - Page 2
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CHAPMAN

* * * DEMOCRAT % * % £

November 10, 1994

Federal Election Commission
Mary L. Taksar, Attorney
Central Enforecement Docket
999 E Street, NW
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 4079

Dear Ms. Taksar:

I am writing in response to your letter of October 20,
~ 1994, which was received in my office on October 25, 1994
regarding the above-referenced matter.

After careful review of the complaint enclosed with

M your letter, I can find no reference to the Jim Chapman for
Congress Committee or to me personally. Please do not
hesitate to let me know if I can provide additional

information.

Sincerely,

Nancy ¥ oks
Treasurer



AKIN, GuMP, STRAUSS, HAUER & FELD. L.L.P.
ATTORNEYS AT LAW
A REGISTERED LIMITED LIABILITY PARTNERSHIP

INCLUDING PROFESSIONAL CORPORATIONS ET
WASHINGTON, ( 1500 NaTionNSBank PLAZA BRUSSELS. MU uw
DALLAS, TEXAS 300 CONVENT STREET MOSIOW, -.ga%
AUSTIN, TEXAS I X
HOUSTON. TEXAS SAN ANTONIO, TEXAS 78205 (s : _1:‘5;“_:;
NEW YORK, NEW YORK (210) 270-0800 in N
FAX (210) 224-2035 © ”"::T
WRITER'S DIRECT DIAL NUMBER (210) 270 mlo -
‘€
November 14, 1994
General Counsel's Office Via Federal Express
Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463
O Re: MUR 4079
(. L
Gentlepersons:
N

- On November 1, 1994, I received a letter dated October 20, 1994 from Mary L.
Taksar enclosing a Complaint against Laughlin For Congress Committee. Although the

e Complaint filed by Maria Cino, Executive Director of National Republican Congressional
Committee, does not mention or refer to Albert Bustamante of the Bustamante for

~ Congress Committee, former Congressman Bustamante is mentioned in some of the

g newspaper articles attached to the Complaint.

- No action should be taken against the Bustamante For Congress Committee or its

G Treasurer since there is no evidence or allegation of any kind in the Complaint or the

attached articles that there were corporate contributions made to the Bustamante

S Committee or that any corporation wrongfully funneled illegal funds through an individual
to the Bustamante Committee, or that the Bustamante Committee failed to pay any debts
to any corporation when the Bustamante Committee had the financial capability to pay
such debts.
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Gentlepersons
November 14, 1994

Page Two

If there are any such facts or allegations, please notify the undcrsigned so that I can
respond. As I previously informed Ms. Taksar, a Federal Grand Jury has all of the

Bustamante For Congress Committec records through July, 1992.

Please call if you have any questions.

I~
Sincerely,
~)
R. Laurence Macon, P.C.
RLM/rd
) C:MISC1-226
O

k]
MUL2313 tea3g
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FAC‘LE COVER PAGE

Telephone: (314) 259-4500 . o %, S
Facsimile: (314) 2594599 No. of Pages (including cover page): 1

=
RECIFIENT’S FAX NO.  202-219-3923
PHONE NO.
SENDER’S PHONE NO.:
CLIENT/MATTER NO.:

000068.000

I¥ COTY I3 NLLEGIBLE OR INCOMIFLENE, PLEASE IMMEDIATELY CALL (314) 2594500 FOR RETRANSMISSION

COMMENTS
Dear Ms. McEnery: This is to respectfully request additional time to respond t the Complaint issued in
<D Matter No. MUR 4079. By letter dated October 14, 1994, Ms. Mary L. Taksar forwarded the above
referenced complaint against Sherwood Van Lines, Inc., to me, as "Registered Agemt”™ at "275 N.
Bivd., St. Joseph, MO 63141." My former address was "275 N. Lindbergh, St. Louis, Mo. 63141" and my
< current address is as listed above on this facsimile cover sheet. Presumably because of the incorrect address
(St. Joseph rather than St. Louis, Mo.), the mailing did not arrive at my former office address until late last
= week. Because some of my mail still is delivered to my old office, once every week I go to that office to pick
M up any mail that might have been delivered there during the preceding week. Accordingly, it was not until this
past Saturday (Nov. 12, 1994) that I discovered Ms. Taksar’s letter and the accompanying complaint. Under
\ the circumstances, I would respectfully request an additional 15 days to resppond, 10 and including Nov. 29,
S 1994. At least that much time is needed as I first must forward this Complaint to Sherwood Van, which I
believe is located in San Antonio, TX. Please advise as soon as possible. Thank you, Joseph E. Rebman

THE INFORMATION CONTAINED IN THIS COMMUNICATION IS CONFIDENTIAL, MAY BE ATTORNEY-CLIENT PRIVILEGED, MAY CONSTITUTE
INSIDE INFORMATION, AND IS INTENDED ONLY FOR THE USE OF THE ADDRESSER. UNAUTHORIZED USE, DISCLOSURE OR COPYING IS
STRICTLY PROHIMTED AND MAY BE UNLAWFUL. iF YOU HAVE RECEIVED THIS COMMUNICATION IN ERROR. PLEASE MMEDIATELY NOTIFY
US AT (314) 2594500,
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D C 2046}

November 21, 1994

Joseph E. Rebman, Registered Agent
Sherwood Van Lines, Inc.

100 South PFourth Street

St. Louis, MO 63102

RE: MUR 4079
Sherwood Van Lines

Dear Mr. Rebman:

This is in response to your letter dated November 14, 1994,
requesting a 15-day extension 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 December 12, 1994.

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

Sincerely,
"'Nlru.b

Mary L. Taksar, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket




BranD & LOWELL

A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION
923 FIFTEENTH STREET, N.W.
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005

TELEPHONE: (202) 6829700
TELECOPIER: (202) 737 7888

November 14, 1994

b Aoy

VIA HAND DELIVERY

Joan McEnery, Esquire

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

Re: Matter Under Review 4079

Dear Ms. McEnery:

ety

b5, |
D g

We represent The Wilson Committee and Ms. Amy S. Trites, its
treasurer, respondents in this matter under review brought
against Congressman Laughlin, his principal campaign committee,
and Sherwood Van Lines.

Oon November 7, 1994, we filed a submission on behalf of The
Wilson Committee and Ms. Trites demonstrating no "reason to
believe" exists for them to have been named as respondents in
this matter under review filed against others.

In that submission, we explained that these Respondents were
seeking to refund the $1,000 contribution from Ms. Ilene Tabor,
the wife of the former president of Sherwood, Mr. Leslie Tabor.
Press reports attached to the complaint for this MUR indicate
that Mr. Tabor was indicted for allegedly having his wife make
federal political contributions using Sherwood funds. Press
reports indicate one such contribution may have been made to The
Wilson Committee. These Respondents explained in their "no
reason to believe" submission that they were having difficulty
refunding the contribution because the Tabors have moved from
Texas and a representative of the successor in interest to
Sherwood following its bankruptcy refused to accept a refund.

We submit this letter as a supplement to Respondent's
November 7 filing to inform the Commission that, by letter dated
November 14, 1994, we transmitted on The Wilson Committee's and
Ms. Trites's behalf a check in the amount of $1,000 to Ms. Ilene
Tabor, care of Mr. Gerald H. Goldstein. We have learned that Mr.
Goldstein, a San Antonio attorney, represents Mr. Tabor in the
pending criminal proceedings, described above. We attach to this
letter a copy of our letter to Mr. Goldstein and of the refund
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Brano & LowelL @ -

Joan McEnery, Esquire
November 14, 1994
Page 2

check. As the attached letter indicates, we have directed the
$1,000 be returned to Ms. Tabor.

This latest correspondence demonstrates even further that no
conceivable basis can exist for the Commission to choose to
include these Respondents in this matter under review directed
against others. Not only does the complaint allege no wrongdoing
by these Respondents, but Respondents have taken the extra step
of refunding the contribution even though no actual proof exists
that it was, in fact, illegal.

Respectfully submitted,

BRAND & LOWELL, P.C.

Abbe David Lowell
David E. Frulla

Counsel to The Wilson Committee
and Ms. Amy S. Trites




BRrRAND & LoweLL

A PIOFTSMONAL CORPORATION
923 FIFTEENTH STREET, N.W.
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20008

TELEPHONE: (202) 862-9700
TeLECOPIER: (202) 737-7888

November 14, 1994

BY CERTIFIED U.8. MAIL,
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Gerald H. Goldstein, Esquire
Goldstein, Goldstein and Hilley
Twenty=-Ninth Floor

Tower Life Building

San Antonio, TX 78205

Re: e i i
lient. M Leslie Tal
Dear Mr. Goldstein:

We represent The Wilson Committee and Ms. Amy S. Trites, its
treasurer. The Wilson Committee is the principal campaign

committee of U.S. Representative Charles Wilson.

We are writing to you in your%capacity as counsel for Mr.
Leslie Tabor, formerly President of Sherwood Van Lines of San
Antonio. We have learned that Mr. Tabor has been indicted in
federal court in San Antonio for allegedly having his wife, Ms.
Ilene Tabor, make contributions in her name using Sherwood Van
Lines funds.

A review of The Wilson Committee records indicates that it
received a $1,000 contribution from Ms. Tabor made by check dated
May 30, 1990. Press reports have indicated that the indictment
of Mr. Tabor alleged that a $1,000 contribution to The Wilson
Committee from Ms. Tabor was one of those made with Sherwood
funds.

As you know, federal campaign finance regulations require a
political committee to refund a contribution the committee
discovers is illegal. While we recognize that press reports and
an indictment are n?t in any way proof of wrongdoing by Mr. Tabor
or any other person , The Wilson Committee has directed us, from

A It is important to emphasize, also, that The Wilson

Committee has no knowledge, independent of these indictmept
charges reported in the press, that Ms. Tabor's contribution was
illegal.




BrRAND & LOWELL

Gerald H. Goldstein, Esquire
November 14, 1994
Page 2

an abundance of caution, to refund the $1,000 contribution
described above. The refund check is attached to this letter.

Please ensure that these funds are returned to Ms. Tabor.
Thank you very much for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,
M
David E. Frulla

DEF/mtl
Attachment
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MEMORANDUM

TO: The Commission

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

By: Lois G. Lerner

Associate General Counsel

SUBJECT: MUR 4079 - Extension Request for

< Congressman Greg Laughlin; Laughlin for Congress
Committee and Everet Kennemer, III, as treasurer

By lottcf dated October 27, 1994, counsel requested a
forty-two day” extension until December 13, 1994, to respond to
the complaint filed in MUR 4079. See Attachment 1. By letter
dated October 28, 1994, counsel reguested a twenty-day

~ extension. See Attaeh-lnt 2. On October 31, 1994, the Office of
<

the General Counsel contacted counsel to clarify and confirm
that the second reguest, dated October 28, 1994, for a shorter
i extension was an interim request and was not meant to supersede
! the earlier request for an lstcntiql-intll Pecember 13, 1994.

Counsel has outlined three l-!o ranting the
N extension: original counsel’s cipa absence from the
office due to surgery, the ’taﬂlnlgg to the election and the

candidate’s extended travel outside the country on official
business.

In an October 27, 1994, conversation, as confirmed in his
October 28, 1994 llttcr. counsel stated that the original

counsel rolponliblo for this ﬁltt. suffered a recent injury
requiring surgery and was ow Osbe out of the office for a
month. ‘ :

},anixtonlion until
ons ' ; Coun 01 confirmed in a
Bevaf the ‘General Counsel that

l1.Based on the receipt date of -_»-}
December 13, 1994, is a forty-one iday sxts
November 3, 1994, conversation . wifh Eth
his rcquont was for an c:t ng i :




MUR 4079
Extension Request
Page 2

Additionally, in his letters, counsel alleges that the
timing of the complaint was politically motivated and states
that "it would be unfair to force Congressman Laughlin, his
campaign committee, and its staff to take time out from the
campaign to respond to the complaint.” Counsel further states
that Congressman Laughlin will be out of the country from
November 12 through November 28, 1994, representing the United
States at an international conference in Russia. Counsel
indicates that the request until December 13, 1994, was
calculated to give the respondents 15 days to respond after the
Congressman’s return from overseas.

This Office believes that the mere proximity of a
complaint to an election does not merit such an extension.
However, this Office believes that the injury and resulting
absence from the office of original counsel combined with
candidate’s travel to Russia on official business are unusual
and extenuating circumstances. This Office concludes that the
granting of this extension is appropriate. Therefore, this
Office recommends that the Commission approve the respondents’
request for a 4l1-day extension until December 13, 1994.

RECOMMENDATION

h 1 Approve respondents’ request for a 4l-day extension until
December 13, 1994.

2. Approve the appropriate letter.
Attachments

Le October 27, 1994 Request for Extension
2. October 28, 1994 Request for Extension
4. Complaint

Staff Assigned: Joan F. McEnery, CED
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of

MUR 4079
Congressman Greg Laughlin;
Laughlin for Congress Committee
and Everet Kennemer, III, as
treasurer.

N N ot

CERTIFICATION

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, Secretary of the Federal Election

Commission, do hereby certify that on November 10, 1994, the

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

actions in MUR 4079:

Approve respondents’ request for a 4l-day
extension until December 13, 1994, as
recommended in the General Counsel’s
Memorandum dated November 7, 1994.

p Approve the appropriate letter, as
recommended in the General Counsel’s
Memorandum dated November 7, 1994.
Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, McDonald, McGarry, Potter,

and Thomas voted affirmatively for the decision.

Attest:

=10 =94

Date

Received in the Secretariat: Mon., Nov. 07, 1994 12:25 p.m.
Circulated to the Commission: Mon., Nov. 07, 1994 4:00 p.m.
Deadline for vote: Thurs., Nov. 10, 1994 4:00 p.m.

bijr




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D C 2046)

November 30, 1994

Ronald S. Liebman, Esq.
Patton, Boggs, L.L.P.

2550 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20037-1350

RE: MUR 4079
Congressman Greg Laughlin,
Laughlin for Congress Committee
and Everet Kennemer, I1II,
as Treasurer

Dear Mr. Liebman:

This is in response to your letter dated October 27, 1994,
requesting an extension until December 13, 1994 to respond to
the complaint filed in the above-noted matter. After
considering the circumstances presented in your letter, the
Commigssion has granted the requested extension. Accordingly,
your response is due by the close of business on December 13,
1994.

I1f you have any questions, please contact Joan McEnery at
(202) 219-3400.

Sincerely,

Mary L. Taksar, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket
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December 1, 1994

By Hand Delivery

Lawrence M. Noble, Esq.
Office of the General Counsel b
Federal Election Commission " mth
6th Floor |
999 E Street, NW

Washington, DC 20463

[y ¥

Re: MUR 4079

Dear Mr. Noble:

I am responding on behalf of Chet Edwards for Congress (the "Committee")
and Bernice Beck, as Treasurer, (collectively referred to as "Respondents”) to the

complaint filed by Maria Cino, Executive Director of the National Republican
Congressional Committee, dated October 4, 1994. While the complaint was filed

3 against the Laughlin for Congress Committee, its Treasurer, and Congressman
Laughlin, it appears that the Committee has been asked to respond in this matter based

’ the appearance of Congressman Edwards' name in a newspaper article, marked as

Exhibit A, accompanying the complaint.!

Respondents have reviewed the Committee's contributor records and confirmed
that the Committee received a contribution of $1000 from Ilene Taber on June 7,

1990. Her employer is identified as Sherwood Van Lines on the Committee's FEC
report. As indicated by the Committee's records, this contribution was entered into

Ms. Taksar's letter states that the complaint indicates that Respondents may have violated the
Federal Election Campaign Act. It is not clear, since the complaint is not directed toward the Committee,

what the violation might be. Nevertheless, we have assumed for purposes of preparing this response that the
issue arises out of a contribution to the Committee from Ms. Tlene Taber, the wife of Leslie A. Taber, former
President of Sherwood Van Lines.

(13823000 DAMPIMPEN e « Hone Kone * Los Anceuss = PorTtann

= SRATTAR ® SPOKANE * TAIPEI = WASHINGTON, D.C.
STRATEGIC Aluiance: Russets & DuMotsss, Vistouv :
o s e T VL TR DR T




M)

4

Lawrence M. Noble, Esq.
December 1, 1994
Page 2

the Committee's database as an individual contribution for the 1990 general election.
There was absolutely no reason for the Committee to question whether the
contribution was made up of legal funds. It appeared on the face of the check to be
from an individual and was within the permissible contribution limits. The
Committee has not received any other contributions from Mrs. Taber.

An article, published in the Austin American-Statesman, that accompanied the
complaint as Exhibit A reports that certain contributions that appeared to have been
made by Mrs. Taber may, in fact, have been made out of funds diverted from
Sherwood Van Lines by her husband. Respondents had no information at the time of
receiving Mrs. Taber's contribution that would have caused them to question its
legality. Indeed, the news report is based on information only recently available to
the public. Nevertheless, in light of the questions raised about the legality of Mrs.
Taber's contributions, the Committee has taken prompt steps to remove the money
from its account.

In accordance with the Commission's advice in Advisory Opinion 1991-39, the
Committee has disbursed funds in the amount of $1000 to a qualified charitable
organization described in 26 U.S.C. § 170(c). In that opinion, a committee had
received contributions and later received information sufficient to question the legality
of those funds. Since the committee could not determine with certainty the identity of
the original contributor, the Commission advised the committee to disburse the funds
for a lawful purpose unrelated to any Federal election, campaign or candidate.

In the present case, since Mr. Taber has denied using Sherwood Van Lines'
funds to make contributions, Respondents have insufficient information to determine
whether the contribution was in fact made up of impermissible funds or, if so, who the
original contributor was if it was not Ilene Taber. Nonetheless, the Committee wishes
to avoid any question relating to the contribution at issue. Accordingly, the
Committee has made a donation to Caritas in an amount equal to the amount of the
questioned contribution. See Exhibit B.

The Committee had no knowledge of any legal issues related to Mrs. Taber's
contribution at the time it was received. Indeed, only recently has the Committee
become aware that there may be some question whether the contribution was made up
of other than legal funds. In light of these facts and the Committee's prompt steps to

[15823-0001/DAS43330.065) 12/1/94
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Lawrence M. Noble, Esq.
December 1, 1994
Page 3

disburse the funds in question, Respondents request that this matter be dismissed, with
regard to the Committee and Bernice Beck, as treasurer, and that the Commission take
no further action.

Sincerely,

Fly e

B. Holly Schadler
Counsel to Respondents

Attachment
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AME OF COMMITTEE (in Full]

CHET EDWARDS FOR CONGRESS

A. Full Name, Mslllng Addrem end 2P Code
Mrs. Ilene Taber
Box 504 FD RR 3
San Antonio, TX 78218

Name of Employer

Sherwvood Van Lines

Qeccupstion

Receipt For:
m Other lipecify):

Primery

Corporace Secretary

Dete (month,
day, vearl

6/7/90

Aggregate Yaar-to-Dete >$ 1000

00

r Amount of Bach

Receiot this Period

1000.00

e

P

| Receipt For:

{Dallas, TX

8. Pull Name, Mailing Address and Z1P Code

Jene W. Gravley
1707 Henderson Court
Irving, TX 75240

Name of Employer

Bankers Commercial
Life Insurance

Occupetion

Primeacy
10!"!0‘ (specify):

Insurance Executive

Date (monath,
day, veer)

6/4/90

Aggregste Yewrto-Date >S  &5n0

00

Amaunt of Eech
Receipt this Periog
500.00

(In-kind
contribution

C. Full Name, Mailing Addrews and ZIf Code

| John Abdnor

13428 Hughes Lane
Dallan, TX 75240

Nemse of Employer

Bankers Commercial
| Iife Insurance |

Occupation

RAeceipt far: Primary
| JOmner (soecityl:

I_x] Generel

Insurance Fxecutrive

Oste (month,
dey, yesr)

6/4/90

Aggregate Year-to-Dste >SS 9200

Q40

Amount of Each
Receipt this Period

1000.00

(In-kind
carrriburion

4. Full Nerve, Mailing Address and 21P Code
Willa Mae Abdnor

13428 Hughes Lane

75240

Name of Employer

Bankers Commercial
Life Insurance

Oate (monta,
day, year)

6/6/90

Occupation

Receipt For: Primary

I l Other (soecity):

' ve
Apgregate Yesrec-Oate S

10

00

Amount of Egch
Receipt this Puriod

1000.00
(In-kind
contribution

3

€. Full Nems, Mailing Addrem snd ZIP Code

Name of Emglover

Dats (month,
day, year)

Oczupeton

Recsipt For: ] l Primacy
r[ Othar (spucify):

Aggregete Year4o-Date > §

Amount of Esch
Receiot this Periog
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IN RE: Matter Under Review Number 4079 Qﬁ
?/:j‘ 2 g
Via Certified Mail Nos 7 7 7 /¢b
Attn: Ms. Joan McEnery
Ms. Mary L. Taksar
Mr. Lawrence Noble

RESPONSE OF PARTY SHERWOOD VAN LINES, INC.
TO THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
MATTER UNDER REVIEW #4079

COMES NOW Theodore A. Coulter, as President and
stockholder, responding to the Federal Election Commission

("FEC") on behalf of Sherwood Van Lines, Inc. ("Sherwood") to
those certain allegations set forth in Matter Under Review
("MUR") number 4079.

HISTORY AND BACKGROUND:

It should perhaps be the first order of business to point
out to the FEC that Sherwood has gone through Chapter 11
Bankruptcy Proceedings, beginning in March of 1991 (Case No 91-
5115-C, United States Bankruptcy Court, Western District of
Texas, San Antonio Division). To the understanding of this
respondent all allegations of wrongdoing listed in MUR #4079 took
place prior to the initiation of the Bankruptcy proceedings and

at a time when the company was under different management and
ownership.

At this time Sherwood has one (1) paid employee and is very
nearly on the verge of having to totally cease operations.
Therefore, and the following statement is not made nor intended
with any adversarial intent, Sherwood is in no position to
conciliate, retain legal counsel, or produce documents.

Further, as the charging party has pointed out, the United
States Department of Justice (“"Justice"”) and its investigative
branch, the Federal Bureau of Investigation ("FBI"), have been
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conducting an investigation into the activities of Sherwood’s
former chief executive officer, other officers and employees, aa
well as certain congressional members and staff. Sherwood, and
its remaining officers and employee, has totally cooperated with
Justice and the FBI - in fact it was Sherwood that originally
contacted the FBI and surrendered those documents and other
evidence which appear to have formed the entire basis of the
complaint at hand.

Additionally, staff of Sherwood have voluntarily provided
all records requested by the FBI and Justice in this matter.
Because of staff and financial limitations, and the massive
amounts of documents that were culled through and handed over to
the Federal authorities, no photocopies were made by Sherwood.
By contacting Mr. Jackie Bennett of Justice’s Ethics in
Government section you can verify that the records of Sherwood
which may be germane to the FEC MUR are indeed already in the
hands of the Federal government. It is the understanding of
Sherwood and this respondent that United States Attorney Bennett
is attached to the Ethics in Government section of Justice and
lead counsel in the Federal Grand Jury investigation’s as well as
chief prosecutor in all indictments which have been handed down.

RESPONSE TQ ALLEGATIONS:

At page two of the October 4, 1994, complaint filed by the
National Republican Congressional Committee ("NRCC"), under the
heading Sherwood Moving Vans, four (4) allegations are made
against Sherwood at paragraphs 5. through 8.. Sherwood assumes
that the FEC is seeking responses from Sherwood to these
allegations and therefore Sherwood states as follows:

5. "Sherwood Moving Vans (Sic Sherwood Van Lines, Inc), was an
independent moving company headquartered in San Antonio,
Texas. The company is now bankrupt.*

As stated above, Sherwood did indeed file for Chapter 11
Reorganization protection in the Federal Bankruptcy Court in
1991. This event took place under the control and guidance of
Mr. Leslie A. Taber who was President and Chairman of the Board
at the time that the decision was made and the filing initiated.
The company is indeed headquartered in San Antonio, Texas, and
has been for over twenty-five years.

6. "Sherwood Moving Vans was a Federal contractor providing
moving services for military personnel."

Sherwood is indeed a Interstate Commerce Commission ("ICC")
certificated motor carrier with authority to move household goods
throughout points in the Continental United States. It provided
moving services for the general public as well as the United

States Government - the largest shipper of household goods in the
world.




*Papers filed pursuant to the bankruptcy action reveal
Sherwood Moving Vans was s8ued in District Court by an
insurer which charged company officials engaged in
racketeering. The suit was settled out of court with an
agreement of confidentiality. See Exhibit H."

This allegation is a gross and patently self-serving
misrepresentation of fact. The law suit filed in Texas State
was initiated Dby Sherwood and was originally
styled as a Texas Deceptive Trade Practices Act claim with a San
Antonio insurance agency as defendant. That defendant, as a
counter to the Sherwood litigation, filed a RICO cross complaint
in the same Texas court. All of this activity took place years
prior to the filing of the Sherwood Bankruptcy and has no
apparent relationship to the matter at hand in this Response.

Not withstanding the confidentiality agreement, the FEC
needs to be aware that, at the time the suit was filed, Justice
filed an action in Federal District Court seeking to gain access
to all documents referred to by the cross-plaintiff insurance
agency in order to gain time to fully investigate the allegations
in the RICO complaint. Sherwood immediately called for a meeting
with Justice which promptly took place in Justice’s offices in
San Antonio. At that meeting Sherwood voluntarily offered to
provide Justice with any and all documents and cooperation that
the government required. For a period of thirteen months an
investigative branch of the United States Department of Defense
(the Defense Criminal Investigative Service based at Kelly and
Lackland Air Force Base’'s), working in conjunction with Justice,
performed an exhaustive investigation into the RICO allegations.
The FEC should also be advised that, coupled with the Justice
investigation, the ICC and the Department of Transportation
conducted investigations of their own. The results o

matt lic record

available to the FEC from the various agencies involved. NOT A
SINGLE ALLEGATION MADE IN THE SEVEN SWORN STATEMENTS WHICH FORMED
THE BASIS OF THE RICO COMPLAINT WAS BORN OUT OR PROVEN TRUE
DURING THE INVESTIGATIONS. Perhaps the FEC would have a clearer
understanding of the situation if it was aware of the fact that
Sherwood had money judgements against several of the parties
swearing oaths, and had fired the others for gross negligence.

The point being that if anyone wants to know about
Sherwood’s tiff with its insurance agent they need only go to the
government agencies identified above and the entire matter is
there for all to see.

8. "It was reported in the San Antonio Business Journal that
the insurer’s claim sparked an internal investigation by the
Military Traffic Management Command, the U.S. Army Criminal
Investigation Command and the Defense Criminal Investigative

Service. The Investigation uncovered no wrong doing. See
Exhibit I1."
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Sherwood trust that media articles will not be the basis of
decisions made in any FEC investigation. A cursory examination of
the articles presented in the complaint will find repeated
contradictions, obvious misstatements, and blatant exaggerations
- often by the same reporters. If indeed the U.S. Army Criminal
Investigation Command exist and if indeed it investigated
Sherwood, then this respondent is unaware of such an organization
or investigation. As stated above Sherwood cooperated fully with
the Defense Criminal Investigative Service ("DCIS") for a period
of thirteen months. At the end of that period, all records were
returned to Sherwood and no findings of any wrongdoing were
forthcoming from the DCIS, or Justice, or the ICC.

To the knowledge of this respondent, the sum total of the
Military Traffic Management Command ("MTMC") investigation
consisted of a three page letter addressed to Sherwood which
contained a series of questions for Sherwood to answer and
document. Sherwood, via its legal counsel, provided more
information and detail than MTMC requested and satisfied all
interest they had in the matter. It is also interesting to note
that the questions posed by MTMC were nearly identical to
questions posed by the United States Trustee’s office and
Justice’s bankruptcy representative at a later date. In a sworn
deposition in the bankruptcy, audio tapes of telephonic
conversations between two attorney‘’s were produced, one attorney
attempting to coerce the other to use these same questions to

force Sherwood into a liquidating Chapter 11 or even Chapter 7
bankruptcy.

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS OF FACT:
Sherwood would respectfully advise the FEC of the followings

1. If indeed any employee, officer, or director of Sherwood,
past or present, is guilty of any criminal wrongdoing or
violation of any Federal code or regulation, that individual
did so without the direction, support or approval of the
corporation. There is not a single corporate record in the
Minutes of the Stockholders or Board of Directors Meetings
authorizing any action as alleged in the complaint at hand.

2, The movement of household goods for any person or persons,
which were accomplished by Sherwood, should have been done
in strict accordance with Federal, state, and local laws and
regulations. It is an often repeated charge in the
corporate minutes that all applicable laws be obeyed by
corporate employees. As it appears that, in certain cases,
this may not have been the case - Sherwood would wish to
clearly state for the record that it could only have been
accomplished by maverick employees, doing so0o without
official corporate knowledge, direction or approval.

3. Sherwood has taken every legal course of action that it can
afford to recover those monies which it discovered in the




course of its bankruptcy proceedings had been misapplied or
misused. The vast majority of funds herein under discussion
and investigation appear to have been channeled to one or
two highly placed corporate officers (and/or directors)
through secretive means and deception. What these
individuals ultimately did with these monies is unknown to
Sherwood or this respondent.

Regarding the movement of any given government
representative or employee, without charging that shipper
for such services, Sherwood would state as follows. As the

result of discovery proceedings in Bankruptcy Court
adversarial actions, Sherwocod became aware that former staff
had indeed accomplished moves without benefit of properly
accomplished booking documents, and/or shipping documents,
and/or invoicing documents. Immediately upon discovery of
these findings Sherwood made Justice aware of these possible
wrongdoing’s. The revelations to Justice took place as
early as the spring of 1993. The former majority stockholder
of Sherwood and its current remaining management and
ownership deplore these actions and would ask that the FEC
take note that indictments of current or former Sherwood
staff is limited to one individuval who has not been
associated with the company for a period of over three
years. Further, the ordinary business files of the
corporation had been secreted away so as to make their
existence, and the fact that services had not been paid for,
impossible for the vast majority of honest corporate
employees, officers and stockholders to discover them.

Sherwood has openly sought the advice of the ICC in this
matter concerning the nature and extent of any charges which
would apply. The matter is lengthy and complicated and the
overly simplistic statements of the NRCC at paragraphs one,
three and four under the general heading "THE LAW" are not
only inaccurate, but incomplete. The position of the ICC in
this matter is available to the FEC upon request to the
ICC’s motor carrier staff. Sherwood has neither the legal
expertise, nor the financial wherewithal to parse out a very
complicated situation and arrive at a clear understanding of
what is owed by who to whonm. Further it would be
irresponsible of Sherwood to interfere with the Justice
Grand Jury investigations and criminal prosecutions at this
time. It appears to Sherwood that since the Federal courts
are now in the process of deciding if a key player and
former employee of Sherwood is guilty of the very wrongdoing
which is the subject of this MUR - that the Court should be
allowed to decide before any further action is taken by the
FEC. Should the Defendant/Former Employee prevail in that
matter, then it could very well be that the entire MUR may
be without merit or basis in fact.

Sherwood, the corporation, never intended to make a
political contribution to the campaign of any congressional




candidate outside of the Federally mandated guidelines for
such contributions. It was always the stated desire of the
former majority owner of the company to have employees,
including himself, give on their own. In pursuit of this
position Sherwood was instrumental in the establishment of a
properly constituted Political Action Committee. That a
rogue employee avoided the use of this proper vehicle and
contravened the stated instructions of the corporate
ownership should be more than adequate proof that Sherwood,
the corporation, is not guilty of any wrongdoing. Rather,
that individual or individuals, who may or may not be
responsible for violations of FEC regulation, were acting on
their own, and should be judged accordingly.

For all of the above stated reasons, in addition to evidence
and sworn testimony before Federal Grand Juries and made
available to Justice officials and FBI representatives, Sherwood
denies any wrongdoing on the part of the corporation as alleged

in MUR #4079. Sherwood would respectfully request that the
Federal Election Commission find that Sherwood did not knowingly
Y and willfully violate sections 441b(a) of 2 U.S.C. and 114.2(b)

of 11 C.F.R. and that such a finding result in no penalty being
- assessed against Sherwood.

— Respectfully subpitged.)//_ﬂ_ﬂaw
\ G B ‘ ’
" N A LZW

Theodore A. Coulter
President
Sherwood Van Lines, Inc.
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2550 M STREET, N.W.
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20037-1350
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(202) 457-6310

December 13, 1994

Joan MckEnery, Esquire -
Ofttice of the General Counsel =
FFederal Election Commission ©
009 | Street, N.W. -
Washington, D.C. 20463 i,
ke

Re:  MUR 4079
Dear Ms. McEnery:

This letter responds to the Complaint filed by the National Republican Congressional
Committee ("NRCC™") against our clients, Congressman Greg Laughlin and the Laughlin for
Congress Committee, Everet Kennemer, 111, as Treasurer (the "Committee"), in the closing
weeks of the 1994 election campaign. By waiting until the final weeks of the campaign to file
the Complaint (even though the allegations in the Complaint were widely publicized over nine
months beforehand),” the NRCC has made it clear that politics and tactics, rather than any
legitimate grievance, motivated its Complaint. Given the Complaint's strategic nature® --
exploiting Commission procedures in an attempt to disrupt Congressman Laughlin's campaign --

it is not surprising that the NRCC's allegations are of so little merit.¥ Not only is the Complaint

See, e.g., Exhibit B to the Complaint (Dec. 1993 newspaper article).

That the NRCC intended to use the Complaint for purely political reasons is further
demonstrated by the fact that copies of the Complaint were sent to numerous Texas newspapers
even before it was ever filed. Attached as Exhibit 1 are copies of faxes from 3 of the many Texas
newspapers which received the October 7, 1994 Complaint on or before October 5. 1994.
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legally deficient, as discussed in detail below, but it is also barred by the statute of limitations
because the events on which its allegations are based occurred over six years ago. On behalf of
our clients, we respectfully request that the Commission find no reason to believe that
Congressman Laughlin or the Committee violated the Federal Election Campaign Act ("Act"),

and that it take no action on this Matter Under Review ("MUR").
1. Statement of Facts

Amidst the flurry of activity in the weeks after Congressman Laughlin's initial election to
Congress in November, 1988, he arranged to move his family and their belongings from West
Columbia, Texas to the Washington, D.C. area, specifically, Falls Church, Virginia.
Congressman Laughlin contacted several moving companies, including Sherwood Van Lines,
Inc. ("Sherwood"), to inquire about the cost of such a household goods move. A representative
of Sherwood told him over the telephone that Sherwood could move his household goods for
approximately $2,000. At the time, household goods carriers were experiencing extremely
strong downward price pressure as a result of fierce competition in the industry, which had been

intensifying since the industry was deregulated in 1980.Y As one 1989 industry study stated,
3 For example, the allegation that Congressman Laughlin "signed a letter of support on
behalf of Sherwood as it sought to engage or renew its military contracts,” Complaint at4,9 7, is
false. The letter to which the Complaint refers is a bipartisan colleague letter which recommends
a U.S. General Accounting Office report to Secretary of Defense Richard Cheney. See letter
attached as Exhibit 2. The GAO report was a general analysis of the military moving contract
bidding system, and neither it nor the colleague letter endorsed Sherwood or any other particular
moving company. See GAO report attached as Exhibit 3.

4

. See Ettorre, Trucking: The Squeeze Gets Tighter, Industry Week, Apr. 4, 1988 (attached
as Exhibit 4), at T2 ("competitive pressures are not allowing carriers to raise rates much in order
to recover from declining margins" and "are putting a downward pressure on price . . .");
Thomas, An Empirical Investigation of Product Differentiation and Pricing Strategy: An
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although "[r]ate bureaus still exist and continue to file tariffs for their membership . . ..

discounting the tariff rate by individual carriers has become commonplace" and such discounting
"is not legally controlled by the ICC . ..." Empirical Investigation, supran. 3, at 66. In fact, in
December 1988, it was common practice for household goods carriers automatically to give
customers discounts of 25% to 40% from their published tariff rates and it was not extraordinary

for a carrier to give a discount of 50%.*

On December 28, 1988, Sherwood picked up Congressman Laughlin's belongings and

Y

- departed for his three-bedroom townhouse in Falls Church, Virginia. The move included

ol furniture and other items from three bedrooms, a living room, a den, a kitchen, and a dining

:) room. By the time the Sherwood truck traveled the approximately 1413 miles to its destination,”
Congressman Laughlin had already left Washington. He was not present when Sherwood

\: unloaded his family's household goods.

N Application to the Household Goods Motor Carrier Industry [hereinafter Empirical

. Investigation), Southern Economic J., July 1989 (attached as Exhibit 5), at 65 ("competitive

activity . . . . has become vigorous since the industry was partially deregulated under the
Household Goods Transportation Act of 1980 (HGTA)"; id.at 66 ("The Motor Carrier Act of
1980 marked the beginning of deregulation of the trucking industry, with specific rulings for
household goods carriers incorporated in the HGTA.").

: See Affidavit of Will Armstrong (attached as Exhibit 6), § 2; See also Augello, The
Unclear But Present Danger, Distribution, May 1994 [hereinafter Unclear Danger], at 72
(attached as Exhibit 7) ("The practice of discounting class rates started soon after Congress
enacted the Motor Carrier Act of 1980. This was facilitated by regular general increases to the
bureau class rates which resulted in an artificial and inflated 'list price' in the tarifts. Carriers

began to employ 'discounts’ as a marketing device . . . .").

- Attached as Exhibit 8 is a computer printout from the Household Goods Carriers' Bureau

indicating that the mileage for a motor carrier traveling from West Columbia, Texas to Falls
Church, Virginia is 1413 miles.
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Sherwood never sent Congressman Laughlin a bill, never attempted to collect the debt,

and never even reminded Congressman Laughlin that an obligation existed. With the onslaught
of new Member activities and obligations, Congressman Laughlin simply forgot about it.
Nothing in the Complaint suggests that Congressman Laughlin had a reason to avoid the debt.
As the Complaint admits (at 4), it was perfectly permissible for the Committee to pay for

Congressman Laughlin's moving expenses,” and "[s]ufficient funds existed with which to pay

this obligation." Complaint at 4, § 27. Furthermore, the actions that Congressman Laughlin took

Ve

- when he learned in 1993 that an outstanding debt to Sherwood might exist demonstrate that he

ik had no intention of receiving any special treatment.

: " Specifically, in December, 1993, a local newspaper asked him whether he had ever paid

for his household goods move to the Washington, D.C. area. Congressman Laughlin and the

- Committee immediately reviewed their files, but no documentation on the move was found. On
> January S, 1994, Congressman Laughlin's assistant, Ken Bryan, met with Sherwood's president

™ to attempt to obtain records documenting Congressman Laughlin's move. See Letter from

Laughlin for Congress Committee Treasurer, Everet Kennemer, III, to Sherwood President Ted

The primary political committee of a Member of Congress is authorized to use "excess
campaign funds” and "funds donated" to pay for the expense of moving the Member-elect and
his family to Washington, D.C. because such costs constitute "ordinary and necessary expenses
incurred in connection with his or her duties as a holder of Federal office" pursuant to 11 C.F.R.
§113.2. See AO 1980-138 ("[T]he expense of moving the Senator-elect and his family to
Washington, D.C. . . . [is] incurred by the Senator-elect as a result of his election to Federal
office and therefore [is] 'incidental’ to his status under 11 C.F.R. 113.1(c) as a 'Federal
officeholder.’ As ordinary and necessary expenses incidental to holding Federal office, payment

for these expenses from excess campaign funds would not constitute a 'personal use’ of campaign
funds prohibited by § 439a.").
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Coulter, dated January 20, 1994 (attached at Exhibit 9) ("Since we were unable to locate any
receipt or other documentation evidencing our payment of this move and, since we needed to
determine that we have indeed forwarded payment for this move, Mr. Bryan met with you on
January 5 for the purpose of seeking your copies of documentation which we could not locate.").
Sherwood failed to produce any documentation on the move, and revealed its lack of
records by asking Congressman Laughlin for his records. See Letter from Ted Coulter to

Congressman Laughlin, dated January 7, 1994 (attached as Exhibit 10) (requesting Congressman

I~

- Laughlin to send Sherwood all shipping documents or correspondence in his files concerning his

b move); Letter from Ted Coulter dated Jan. 27, 1994 (attached as Exhibit 11) ("Sherwood will

:) now take the position that there are no documents existant which would alter the tariff charges
from those officially published by Sherwood."); see also Exhibit 9 (Jan. 20 Kennemer letter to

. Coulter) ("It now appears that neither your office or ours has any records concerning the move.

<

-y We conclude from this, of course, that no bill was sent to us and, consequently, no payment
&

made. You apparently were unable to tell Mr. Bryan how much the move cost when he met with
you on January 5."),

Despite the Committee's efforts to obtain a precise determination of the cost of
Congressman Laughlin's move, Sherwood has never provided such a determination. In the
absence of any guidance from Sherwood, the Committee took prompt action to try to settle the

debt, sending Sherwood a check for $2,500.00 on January 20, 1994. See Exhibit 9 (Jan. 20

Kennemer Letter) (copy of check attached) ("To resolve the debt, the committee has executed the
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enclosed in the amount of $2,500.00. This is an estimate for the expenses incurred in the move,
as we discovered no records which would assist us in either documenting the cost of the move or
that the move had already been paid for by the committee."). The Committee also told
Sherwood that it will pay any additional amounts owed upon being notified of those amounts.
Id. ("We would greatly appreciate your notifying us promptly if the enclosed check covers the
expense of the move or if it is less or more than needed.").
II. Discussion

A.  Usual and Normal Charge

Neither Congressman Laughlin nor the Committee received an "in-kind contribution”
from Sherwood because the $2,500 that the Committee paid was well within the "normal and
usual" price range for the move performed. In the absence of any documentation on the move,
the most reasonable way to determine the "usual and normal" price for a move like the one
performed for Congressman Laughlin in 1988 is: (1) to apply the tariff rate published on
Sherwood's behalf by the association to which it then belonged, the Households Goods Carriers'
Bureau, and (2) to reduce that amount by the discount commonly granted to customers in the
industry at that time (as mentioned above, the carriers were not required to follow the published
tariffs, and commonly gave substantial discounts from those published rates, see discussion
supra at 2-3 & nn. 3 & 4).

A copy of the Household Goods Carriers' Bureau tariff rates in effect in December 1988

is attached as Exhibit 12. Under the tariff schedule, the two facts necessary to find the
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appropriate fee per 100 pounds of goods moved are miles traveled and weight of the goods.
According to the Household Goods Carriers' Bureau, the mileage for a carrier traveling from
West Columbia, Texas to Falls Church, Virginia is 1413 miles. See computer printout from the
Household Goods Carriers' Bureau Committee, attached as Exhibit 8. As to weight of the move,
unfortunately, no records have been found that would enable Congressman Laughlin and the
Committee to establish precisely the weight of the move. Nevertheless, a fair estimate can be

made using the long-standing industry rule of thumb that the approximate weight of a household

N
goods move is one thousand pounds per room. See Affidavit of Will Armstrong, ¢ 3 (attached as

=L Exhibit 6). In Congressman Laughlin's case, Sherwood moved household goods from seven

:; rooms (3 bedrooms, a den, a dining room, a living room, and a kitchen). Therefore, a fair
estimate of the weight would be 7,000 pounds.

J: Using these two figures, the applicable published tariff rate for household goods

~

) weighing between 4,000 and 7,999 pounds, going a distance of between 1401 and 1450 miles,
% would have been $58.55 per 100 pounds of goods. See Exhibit 12. Applying that rate to the
N

estimated weight of the move, $58.55 x 70 (7,000 lbs. divided by 100 to yield weight per 100
pounds) yields a fee of $4,098.50. Considering that it was common practice to discount from
that published rate up to 40%, and that a discount of 50% was not extraordinary, the discounted
price would come to between $2,049.25 and $2,459.10. Considering that the Committee has

already paid $2,500.00 to Sherwood, the Complaint's allegations that Congressman Laughlin or

the Committee received a household goods move for less than Sherwood's "normal and usual
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charge" is simply incorrect. Therefore, Sherwood did not provide Congressman Laughlin or the
Committee with an in-kind "contribution" within the meaning of the Federal Election Campaign
Act.

B. Statute of Limitations

Even if the Complaint could raise a legally cognizable claim, the Commission would still
have to dismiss the Complaint with prejudice because the applicable statute of limitations has
expired, and the Commission therefore lacks jurisdiction to proceed in this MUR. Congress has
provided a five-year statute of limitations for civil government actions. Specifically, 28 US.C. §
2462 provides that "[e]xcept as otherwise provided by Act of Congress, an action. suit or
proceeding for the enforcement of any civil fine, penalty, or forfeiture, pecuniary or otherwise,
shall not be entertained unless commenced within five years from the date when the claim first
accrued . . .."). Because the Federal Election Campaign Act ("the Act"), 2 U.S.C. §§ 431-454,
does not contain any statutes of limitations for initiating civil enforcement matters,” the
five-year limitations period set forth in 28 U.S.C. §2462 applies to matters under review by the
Commission. See 3M Co. (Minnesota Min. & Mfg.) v. Browner, 17 F.3d 1453, 1461 (D.C. Cir.
1994) ( "§2462 is a general statute of limitations, applicable . . . to the entire federal government
in all civil penalty cases, unless Congress specifically provides otherwise.")

Simply stated, the statute sets a fixed period of time after which claims may no longer be

asserted against a party. Board of Regents v. Tomanino, 446 U.S. 478, 487 (1990) (finding

8

The only limitations period provided in the Act, set forth at 2 U.S.C. § 455, applies
exclusively to the bringing of criminal matters. FEC v. Lance, 617 F.2d 365, 372 (1980).
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statutes of limitation having "long been respected as fundamental to a well-ordered judicial
system"). In the above-captioned MUR, the Complaint was not even filed until over five years
after Sherwood's December 1988 move of Congressman Laughlin's household goods.
Consequently, 28 U.8.C. § 2462 precludes the Commission from now commencing a
"proceeding for . . . any civil fine [or] penalty"* because five years have passed since the date
the Commission's potential claims accrued. See United States v. Core Lab., Inc., 759 F.2d 480
(5th Cir. 1985) ("Core Lab.") (claim accrues on the date of the act giving rise to the violation),
o United States v. Meyer, 808 F.2d 912 (1st Cir. 1987) (concurring with Core Lab. as to date
required to initiate administrative proceedings); 11 C.F.R. § 110.1(b)(6) (an in-kind contribution

is made on the date the contributor provides the goods and services)."

i
The statute of limitations is not a technical way of avoiding enforcement proceedings; it
~3
exists to protect parties "from having to confront controversies in which the search for truth may
'
- be thwarted by the loss of evidence." Gould v. United States Dep't of Health & Human Servs.,
S0 9

The D.C. Circuit has made it clear that the language in 28 U.S.C. § 2462 applying its

o limitations period to actions "for the enforcement of any civil fine [or] penalty” does not restrict
the statute to actions seeking to collect or enforce previously imposed penalties, but instead,
includes actions or proceedings that may ultimately result in the imposition of a penalty. 3M Co.
(Minnesota Min. & Mfg.) v. Browner, 17 F.3d at 1458 ("The pre-1948 version [of the statute]
applied to any suit or prosecution 'for' a penalty. Nothing restricted its operation to actions
seeking to collect penalties already imposed in other proceedings, and we can discern no reason

why Congress would have thought such a restriction desirable.").
O

In a government action to impose a civil penalty, the action accrues when the act in
question occurred, regardless of when the alleged violation was discovered. See 3M, 17 F.3d at
1460 (rejecting a "discovery of violation" rule on the grounds that the rationale for that rule in
private civil actions -- that "a claim cannot realistically be said to accrue until the claimant has
suffered harm" -- is inapplicable in civil enforcement actions, in which the government's burden
is simply to prove the violation, and injuries or damages resulting from the violation neither are a
part of the cause of action nor are necessary to maintain the suit).
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905 F.2d 738, 741-42 (4th Cir. 1990). As one court in this district explained, "[t]raditionally,
statutes of limitation are 'designed to promote justice by preventing surprises through the revival
of claims that have been allowed to slumber until evidence has been lost, memories have faded.
and witnesses have disappeared.' " Common Cause v. Federal Election Commission, 630

I'. Supp. 508, 511 (D.D.C. 1985) (quoting American Pipe & Construction Co. v. Utah. 414 U.S.

538,554 (1974)). In addition:

Statutes of limitations also reflect the judgment that there comes a
time when the potential defendant "ought to be secure in his
reasonable expectation that the slate has been wiped clean of
ancient obligations[.]" Here again it is of no moment whether the
proceeding leading to the imposition of a penalty is a proceeding
started in a court or in an agency. From the potential defendant's
point of view, lengthy delays upset "settled expectations” to the
same extent in either case.

3M, 17 F.3d at 1457 (citations omitted).

Applying the statute of limitations is particularly appropriate for the allegations against
Congressman Laughlin and the Committee in MUR 4079. First, none of the original moving
documents or related papers appears to exist any more.'Y Therefore, this is clearly a situation in
which the respondents' ability to put forth the facts in their defense "may be thwarted [or at least
unfairly hampered] by the loss of evidence." Gould, 905 F.2d at 741-42. Second, the NRCC's

allegations "have been allowed to slumber" for a great deal of time now, Common Cause, 630

L

See Exhibit 9 (Jan. 20 Kennemer letter to Coulter) ("It now appears that neither your
office or ours has any records concerning the move. . . . You apparently were unable to tell Mr.
Bryan how much the move cost when he met with you on January 5."); Exhibit 11 (Jan. 27 letter
from Coulter) ("Sherwood will now take the position that there are no documents existant which
would alter the tariff charges from those officially published by Sherwood.").
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F.Supp. at 511, and Congressman Laughlin "ought to be secure in his reasonable expectation that
the slate has been wiped clean" of these allegations arising from events that occurred just afier he
was elected to his first term of office over six years ago. IM Co., 17 F.3d at 1457,
1. Conclusion
For the reasons set forth above, we respectfully request that the Commission find no
reason to believe that Congressman Laughlin or the Committee violated the Federal Election

Campaign Act ("Act"), and that it take no action on this Matter Under Review.

Ronéld S. Lieb

Attachments

cc: Congressman Greg Laughlin

Everet Kennemer, 111, as Treasurer, Laughlin for Congress Committee
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Cctober 4, 1994

Mr. Lawrence Nobie, G wnersi Counsel
Federal Bleation Comiy iasion

006 & Btrant, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20483

Desr Mr. Nobls:

Pursuant to the provisitns of 2 U.8.C. 437g(a)(1) of the Faderal Election Campaign Financs Act
of 1971, as amended 3 1 "Act"), |

f¥ie this compiaint against Congressman Greg
Laughiin and the letl for Conqross Committee, Everet Kennemar, |il, Treasurer. in support
of this compisint, | affe: the fatiowrg facts and information:

VICLATION
Laughiin's Campaign Commities, Laughiin for Cangress,

Congressman
has acseptsd un {llagal corporms centribution from Sherwood Van
Lines in violat on of £ U.8.C. mﬂl).

JHE PARTIES
Congmasman Citeq Laughiin

1. Greg Luiughiin, heminsfter called *Laughiin® 1s the Democratic Cangressman
from th 14th Diat'tat of Taxas. Laughiin wes elected in November of 1988,

2 mlmmummmmamﬂm The

Treasuter is Everet: Karmemer, It and the commitiee address is .O. Box 594,
Woeet Coiumbia, TX 77488

WMM requested to
be mummm committes forthe 101at
of On information and beflef that request would have
m:ummm

wlmmm&hhncmwmmumwm
0 Janu.wy of 1886,
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fpouse s Mepresentatives
Sashingten, BC 20515
April 23, 1980

The Nonorable Richard B. Chaney
. Secretary of Defense

The Pentagoa, fooa 32880
Washington, D.C. 20301-1000

Doar Secretary Cheney:s -

We are pleased to bung to ozou: attention the enclosed United
States General Account fice (GAD) report to thea
Chairman, Legislation Bational Security Subcommittes,.
Committes on Government Operations, the Eomorable John

. Conyers, Jr. The report, eatitled "HOUSENOLD GOQDS.
Competition Among Commercial Movers Serving DOD Can 3e
Improved,” outlines the problems inherent in the curzeant
systes used to award military moves to moving and forwarding
companies. Purthermore, it offers several important

- recommendations to improve the current systea.

As it stands, the aystem being used by the Department of
Defense (DoD) Office of Military Traffic Management Command
(MTRC), revards the high bidder and punishes the low biddes..
Ne are confident that will gind the recommendations both
useful and vorthwhile in addressing this situation.

In the interest of economy and the devel nt of a fair and
competitive system, we urge you tc begin lementation of a
nev bidding system bDased on the GAD's proposals.

Sincerely,
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Congress of the United Htates
Touse of Representatives '
Washingten, BE 20515
April 23, 1990

Dear Colleague:

In an effort to look for increased savings in the DoD budget, we
would 1ike to commend to you this GAO report entitled “BOUSEHOLD
GOODS, Competition Among Commsrcial Movers Serving DoD Can Be
Improved.® This report accurately portrays a classic “David and
Goliath® struggie involving a few, smail moving companies that
have blazed the path in establishing low rates for moving military
personnel. Estimates of savings to the government exceed $100
million a year, and the GAO report shows that even more can be
saved by establishing a fair, competitive bidding systesm.

At the Troocnt time, every carriar in the country submits a bid
for moving military household goods for a six month period. When
all the bids are in,-they are themn:published alloving every
carrier the opportunity to meet or ““me too® the low bid. Then
traffic is avarded on an equal basis  not only to the carrier who
originally submitted the low bid, but to all of those who decided
after the fact that they could neet the low bidder's quote.

The result is that the company subaitting the original low bid
will get no more tonnage than any of the companies who have the
opportunity to "peek® at the low bid and then say "me too.” Oa
one route, vhere the low bid was copied by smorse than three dozea
carriers who had originally bid at a higher rate, the low bidde:s
never did receive any business. During that six sonth period oaly
thirty (30) shipments were awarded on that route and since there
vere almost forty (¢0) carriers, the luck of the draw did not
reach the low bidder. He got nothing while thirty other shippers
took advantage of the opportunity to copy his low bid and get the
businosqs In this “me too” system, the companies that are
responsible for saving the government §$100 million a year are
revarded by getting only a small fraction of the business or even
getting nothing.

The free market sysatem is not being allowed tOo work. “Me too"
bidding punishes the low rate setter. Under the current systes,
the companies which set the low rate would get to move the samg
amount of tonnage if thay submitted the full tariff rate like most
other companies. The difference is that the government would lose
the discounts it receives off the full tariff rate offered by the
low bidders thersby increasing the cost to DoD by more that $100
million per year.




Let's take this oppottuanity to bring some falr to the system.
Please join us ia asking gecretary of Defense to implemant »
nev bidding -yu-uuu-»d“bymm. To co-sign the
letter being sent to Secretary Chaney, a Copy of which is
attached, please call Tamara at 5-6894 or 5-4%511.

Sincerely,
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United
General Office

Washington, D.C. 20548

National Security and
International Affairs Division

B-237671
February 12, 1990

The Honorable John Conyers, Jr.

Chairman, Legislation and National
Security Subcommittee

Committee on Government Operations

House of Representatives

Dear Mr. Chairman:

This report responds to a request by the former Subcommittee Chairman that we review the
practices and procedures of the Department of Defense in procuring commercial household
goods shipping services for personnel being transferred at government expense between duty
stations within the United States.

Unless you publicly announce its contents earlier, we plan no further distribution of this
report for 30 days. At that time, we will send copies to the Secretaries of Defense, the Army,
the Navy, and the Air Force; the Chairmen, House and Senate Committees on Armed Services
and on Appropriations; the Director, Office of Management and Budget; and to other
interested parties.

This report was prepared under the direction of Richard Davis, Director, Army Issues, who
may be reached at (202) 276-4141 if you or your staff have any questions. GA0 staff
members who made major contributions to this report are listed in appendix IV.

Sincerely yours,

Yk QLo

Frank C. Conahan
Assistant Comptroller General




The Department of Defense spends over $400 million dollars a year to
ship and store the household goods of its members authorized to make a
transfer or to relocate within the 48 contiguous United States. The
money is paid to commercial household goods carriers and their agents
located throughout the United States.

The former Chairman of the Legislation and National Security
Subcommittee, House Committee on Government Operations, asked GAo
to study the methods the Department used to solicit rates from moving
companies and to select the companies it used. GAO was also asked to
examine the Department’s effectiveness in managing temporary storage
required in conjunction with shipments of personal effects.

h‘

rBackground
L

i

A military member or civilian employee of the Department of Defense
who is ordered to make a permanent change-of-station or other
approved move is entitled to ship and/or store, at government expense,
an authorized amount of household goods and personal effects. The
Army’s Military Traffic Management Command, on behalf of the entire
Department of Defense, is responsible for soliciting rates from commer-
cial moving companies for the packing, transportation, and storage of
such goods and for providing traffic management guidance to the local
personal property shipping offices that arrange for the moves.

Rates are offered the Department of Defense under a two-step or two-
phase bidding system. In the first phase, each carrier submits a specific,
or qualifying, bid—stated as a percentage of a fixed baseline—for any
or all of the more than 7,000 routes for which the Department asks for
rates. The percentage can be at, above, or below the baseline.

In the second bidding step, which is commonly called the “‘me-too”
phase, each carrier is given a chance to see what the other carriers bid
and is permitted to match any lower bid. The carriers’ final bids, called
“rates,” are ranked in a low-to-high order and given to the local shipping
office officials for distribution of shipments. When more than one car-
rier qualified to serve a location has offered the same low rate, the offi-
cials are required to distribute the shipments as equally as possible to
each such carrier without regard to which carrier submitted the low
rate first. When there are more shipments than the low rate carriers can
handle, the officials are required to move up the rate ladder to the next
rate level and distribute the traffic as equally as possible to all such
gualified carriers at that level.

GAO/NSIAD-$0-80 DOD's Household Goods Carriers




2 s The Department of Defense’s two-phase system for obtaining rates for

Results in Bl'lEf moving household goods is not truly competitive. Carriers that bid the
lowest rates initially are not rewarded, so there is no incentive to pro-
vide the lowest rate initially. Knowing that they will have the opportu-
nity to meet the lowest rate offered and to eventually share equally in
any traffic generated, most carriers make no effort to bid competitively
during the initial bidding phase. Instead, most carriers merely bid a
qualifying rate—often the same rate for every route they intend to
serve—and then rebid, as necessary, at lower levels during the second
phase. The result is that there is often little difference between many
carriers’ rates, and carriers that make the effort to initially submit the

lowest rates are not given any greater reward than those that simply

wait to meet whatever other rates are offered.

To obtain a larger share of Department of Defense household goods
shipments, many carriers have established, on paper, subsidiary compa-
e nies. Providing an equal share of the traffic to such “paper’ companies

makes the current system inequitable to the other low bidders.

GAO believes that a change is needed in the Department of Defense’s bid-
ding system to encourage carriers to offer their lowest rates during the
initial bidding phase and then reward those with the best offers. Gao
concludes that replacing the current two-phase bidding process with a
one-phase system, whereby all carriers have equal incentive to bid the
B lowest possible rates and those offering the lowest rates are rewarded
with all the traffic they can handle on the route for which they are the
2 low bidders, would probably provide the carriers the most incentive to
_ offer their lowest rates initially. If the Department of Defense deter-
mines that such a bidding system would not provide it the moving capa-
o bility needed or would result in an unacceptable quality of service, it
could modify the two-phase system so that the carrier offering the low-
est rate during the first phase is allocated a greater share of the traffic
than any other carrier simply meeting the low rate.

With respect to storage, the Department of Defense lacks data on the
total actual cost and incidence of temporary storage. Estimates suggest
that the overall figure is in excess of $100 million a year. At 9 of the

10 local shipping offices that GAo visited, goods were stored for over 50
percent of the shipments. Although the need for some storage will
always exist, storage costs could be reduced by making greater use of
storage at origin, which is generally less costly than storage at destina-
tion. In addition, reducing the incidence of storage should be possible

GAO/NSIAD-80-50 DOD's Household Goods Carviers
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Principal Findings

through better coordination and communication among the shipping
offices, the carriers, the receiving offices, and the military members.

Carriers That Set the Low
Rates Are Not Rewarded

i

Q)

)

M

GAO found that carriers typically offered their initial bids at or above
the baseline and then surveyed the competition to decide which rates to
lower. Few carriers made any attempt to initially establish below base-
line rates. Only 49 of the 487 carriers bidding on the traffic for over
7,000 routes during the May 1988 6-month rate cycle initially bid below
the baseline, and only 3 of these 49 carriers made more than a few such
below baseline bids.

Most carriers rebid and lowered their initially bid rates. Nevertheless,
the carriers that initially established the lower rates that others subse-
quently met received no greater reward than the carriers that simply
waited until the second phase to meet the rates. Whatever incentive any
carrier has for initially bidding low is eliminated when the Department
of Defense gives every other carrier the opportunity to meet the low
rate and to share equally in the traffic on that route.

-
Other Bidding Systems

‘“2Have Worked for Other

wGovernment Moves

O~

The Department of Defense at one time employed a two-phase bidding
concept similar to the current interstate bidding system to obtain rates
for its international moves. Without reference to any baseline, carriers
bid an initial rate for each route they intended to serve and were then
allowed to “me-too” the low carrier’s rate and to share equally in the
available business. In 1976 GAO reviewed that system and concluded
that introducing more competition by rewarding the initial low rate car-
rier would reduce rates, thereby resulting in savings in transportation
costs. GAO’s position was supported by the fact that rates on a test route
were reduced by an average of 19 percent.

The General Services Administration, which obtains household goods
rates for civilian government agencies, uses a single phase bidding sys-
tem in which carriers bid against a carrier-adjusted baseline. Nearly all
the bids the General Services Administration receives are below the
baseline and are dispersed at many different rate levels.

Page 4 GAO/NSIAD-80-30 DOD's Household Goods Casriems




GAO recognizes that the Department of Defense's domestic household
goods market is different from its international markets and those of the
civilian agencies in terms of carrier investment, numbers of carriers,
types of carriers, carrier capabilities, and numbers of shipments. Never-
theless, the experiences of the Department of Defense with its interna-
tional bidding system and the General Services Administration suggest
that when no ‘‘me-tooing’ is permitted or the original low bidders are
rewarded, competition is enhanced.

Storage-in-Transit Goods were generally stored in transit because members were not in
r positions to receive their personal effects at their new duty stations
Program Can Be Improved when deliveries were attempted. Often, members had not found ade-
v quate and/or affordable housing; receiving units had not been able to
find members to arrange for delivery; or shipments had arrived at desti-
nation before the personnel.

Storage costs could be reduced by using storage at origin instead of at

destination because storage at origin is generally chargeable at dis-

M counted or lower long-term storage rates. Also, reducing the incidence
and/or the cost of storage should be possible through better coordina-
tion and communication among shipping activities, members, carriers,

o and receiving activities. Such coordination includes ensuring that the
shipping/receiving offices know when the members can take possession
< of their goods at destination, the members give the shipping/receiving

offices addresses where they can be located when the household goods
are expected to be delivered, and all parties know when carriers are
N planning to deliver the goods.

- GAO recommends that the Secretary of Defense direct the Commander of
Recommendatlons the Military Traffic Management Command to replace or modify the cur-
rent two-phase bidding process so that all carriers have incentive to ini-
tially bid the lowest possible rates and the lowest bidder is rewarded for
offering the lowest rate. GAO is also making other recommendations to
the Secretary of Defense designed to improve the management of stor-
age-in-transit.

As requested, GAO did not obtain official agency comments on this
Agency Comments report. However, it discussed the report with agency and moving indus-
try officials.
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DOD’s Interstate
Program

Under the applicable federal travel regulations, a military member or
civilian employee of the Department of Defense (DOD) ordered to make a
permanent-change-of-station move is entitled to move, at government
expense, an authorized amount of household goods and personal effects.
The entitlement includes the actual transportation and any necessary
associated services, such as packing, unpacking, and temporary storage.

Worldwide, DoD spends over a billion dollars a year to move the house-
hold goods and personal effects of its military and civilian personnel.
Domestically, it spends over $400 million a year for household goods
moves. The money is paid to commercial household goods carriers and
their agents located throughout the United States.

The Army’s Military Traffic Management Command (MTMC) provides the
technical direction, supervision, and evaluation of the traffic manage-
ment aspects of the DOD personal property shipment and storage pro-
gram worldwide. Some of its more important responsibilities include
approving carriers for participation in the household goods shipping
program,; soliciting the commercial carrier industry for shipping rates;
negotiating, analyzing, assessing, and accepting rates, establishing stan-
dards for measuring and evaluating carrier performance; prescribing
rules for allocating shipments among competing carriers; and collecting,
analyzing, maintaining, and disseminating data required for effective
program management.

The overall goal of the DOD household goods moving program is to pro-
vide quality and responsive moving and storage service to its personnel.
In promoting that goal, DOD's policy is to procure services only from
responsible carriers, storage firms, and contractors. Carriers, their
agents, storage firms, and contractors must have appropriate authority
to provide the required services, evidence of the ability to provide satis-
factory service, evidence of satisfactory equipment and facilities, and
evidence of appropriate financial resources to perform.

In fiscal year 1988, poD made about 228,000 domestic shipments, most
in interstate service, involving more than one billion pounds of house-
hold goods. The cost of moving these shipments was approximately
$321 million. Table 1.1 breaks this data down by branch of service.
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Tabie 1.1: Fiscsl Year 1988 DOD
Interstate Household Goods Data

Objectives, Scope, and
Methodology

Shipments Weight (millions Cost
Branch of service (thousands) of pounds)  (millions)
Army 78 342 $101
Navy 63 284 83
Air Force 69 343 112
Marine Corps 17 80 = 2
Other DOD 1 4 S|
Total 228 1,083 “$321

In addition to the $321 million, DOD estimated it spent another $109 mil-
lion for temporary storage and other household goods-related services
for interstate shipments.

The day-to-day management of individual interstate shipments is done
by pob shipping offices. There are 152 shipping offices in the contiguous
United States and b in Alaska. Within their designated areas, the ship-
ping offices approve carriers for service, procure the necessary shipping
and storage services, allocate the shipments among competing carriers,
determine and evaluate carrier performance, take punitive action
against carriers whose performance does not measure up to acceptable
standards, and provide MTMC with shipment and performance informa-
tion needed to carry out its functions.

poD procures most of the necessary moving and storage services from
commercial carriers who are held accountable for movement from origin
to destination. It uses two types of carriers: (1) moving van companies,
which are motor common carriers issued certificates by the Interstate
Commerce Commission and (2) household goods freight forwarders,
which are surface common carriers permitted by the Interstate Com-
merce Commission to assemble and consolidate shipments of household
goods and other personal effects and use motor, rail, or water carriers to
transport them. The moving van companies and freight forwarders are
represented throughout the country by agents who are usually indepen-
dent contractors operating under agreement with the carriers to handle
the packing, loading, storing, unloading, and unpacking of the goods,
wherever needed.

I 1 e A T T . T A <L %

The former Chairman of the Legislation and National Security
Subcommittee, House Committee on Government Operations, requested
that we review DOD’s program for the interstate movement of military
members' household goods. He said that he was concerned about the
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level of competition among carriers in establishing the prices to charge
poD and about the equity in the manner in which Do distributes ship-
ments among the competitors. He asked us to study the methods and
procedures DOD used to solicit rates from moving companies and to select
the companies it used.

He also asked us to ascertain the cost of storage for the DoD household
goods and personal effects program, the extent to which bop personal
effects shipments are stored, and reasons for any unusually high inci-
dence of storage.

To obtain information about the household goods industry and how it
interacts with DOD in the transportation of interstate shipments, we
interviewed officials of 26 companies—some moving van carriers, some
forwarders, and a few agents. (These companies are listed in

appendix I.) Because many of these companies also control other compa-
nies participating in the pOD program, the interviews provided us with
opinions and comments from a total of 96 of the 590 pobp-approved carri-
ers in the May 1988 interstate program. On the basis of fiscal year 1987
shipment data, we estimate that these companies received about half of
the DOD interstate shipment revenues. We also used information pro-
vided to us by other carriers.

We met with and solicited comments from officials of various household
goods carrier associations and rate bureaus, including the American
Movers Conference, an association of household goods carriers; the
Household Goods Forwarders Association of America, an association of
household goods freight forwarders; the Household Goods Carriers’
Bureau, a household goods carrier rate and tariff publishing bureau; and
the Alaska Movers Association, an association of carriers involved in the
Alaskan poD shipment market. We also used information provided to us
by other carrier associations.

We met with officials of the Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense
(Production & Logistics), MTMC, the Army, the Navy, the Air Force, the
Marine Corps, and 10 pop shipping offices representing each branch of
service to discuss DOD’s interstate household goods program (including
DOD’s storage procedures) and DOD'’s interaction with the household
goods industry. (The shipping offices are listed in appendix II.)

To obtain information with which to compare poD’s program with that
of civilian agencies of the federal government, we met with the house-
hold goods program manager of the General Services Administration in
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Overland Park, Kansas. We also used information provided by the
Interstate Commerce Commission in Washington, D.C., to obtain an
understanding of the regulatory aspects of the household goods carrier
industry.

To give us a snapshot of carrier rate-filing patterns and the rates on
each route in the DOD interstate household goods program, we analyzed
all the rates filed with MTMC during the May 1988 rate cycle. Although
rates for shipments to and from Alaska and for the Coast Guard are
included in the interstate program, we concentrated our review on the
rates for DOD shipments within the contiguous United States. We
selected 30 routes for detailed analysis and supplemented this sample
with an analysis of selected rates for the November 1988 and May 1989
rate cycles.

Our work was done from September 1988 to September 1989 in accord-
ance with generally accepted government auditing standards. As
requested, we did not obtain official agency comments on this report.
However, we discussed its contents with agency and moving officials.
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Under pop'’s two-phase bidding system, carriers that bid the lowest rates
initially are not rewarded, so there is no incentive to provide the lowest
rate initially. Knowing that they will have the opportunity to meet the
lowest rate offered and to eventually share equally in any traffic gener-
ated, most carriers make no effort to bid competitively during the initial
bidding phase. Instead, most carriers merely bid a qualifying rate—
often the same rate for every route they intend to serve—and then
rebid, as necessary, at lower levels during the second phase of the bid-
ding cycle. We believe that a change is needed in DOD's bidding system to
encourage carriers to offer their lowest rates during the initial bidding
phase and then reward those with the best offers.

O —————

: 3 Twice each year MTMC solicits rates from the commercial moving indus-
“‘—The B.lddlng a'nd try to meet the poD household goods shipping requirements over more -
L,Trafflc Allocation than 7,000 routes. A route consists of one origin shipping office—typi-
rocess cally including a large geographical area surrounding it—to one destina-
- tion state or the District of Columbia. There are 152 poD shipping offices
ey in the contiguous United States and 49 destinations, resulting in
7,448 separate routes in the contiguous United States. The volume of
traffic intended for a route is not known ahead of time, but history has
shown that some routes may generate more than 500 shipments over the
at life of the 6-month contract, while other routes may generate none.
<

Bidding is done in two steps. Initially, or in the first step or phase, which
L) is commonly called the “increase/decrease’ phase, each carrier submits
a specific or qualifying bid—stated as a percentage of a fixed baseline—
for each route it intends to serve. Once these bids are accepted, they are
o made public for review by all bidders. Then in the second step or phase,

which is commonly called the “me-too” phase, carriers are permitted to

change any rate they had offered to match that of a lower bidder.

The carriers’ final bids, called “rates,” are ranked in a low-to-high order
and given to the local shipping office officials for distribution of ship-
ments. Where more than one carrier qualified to serve that location has
offered the same low rate, the officials are required to distribute the
shipments as equally as possible to each such carrier without regard to
which carrier submitted the low rate first. The carrier that initially sub-
mitted the low bid is not entitled to any greater reward than another
carrier that met the low rate during the “me-too” bidding phase. When
there are more shipments than the low rate carriers can handle, the offi-
cials are required to move up the rate ladder to the next rate level and
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distribute the traffic as equally as possible to all such qualified carriers
at that level.

The baseline on which carriers file their rates has remained at the same
level since the summer 1984 rate cycle. According to MTMC, the baseline
is intended as a point of reference and is not intended to influence the
setting of rates.

An extract of the baseline table is shown in table 2.1. For example, on a
5,000-pound shipment moving from Hyattsville, Maryland (a locality in
the Cameron Station, Virginia, origin rate area), to San Antonio, Texas
(a locality in the Texas destination rate area), a distance of 1,548 miles,
the baseline rate is $44.90 per hundred pounds.

Table 2.1: Extract From MTMC's
interstate Baseline Rate Table

Rates in dollars per hundred pounds

Weight (pounds)
500 1,000 2,000 4,000 8,000 12,000
to to to

Mileage bracket 999 1,999 3,999 7.9;3 1 1.9;3 15.9::
1.401-1,450 $7790 $5760 $4945 $4280 83725 $36.35
1,451-1,500 7880 5875 5060 4380 3805 3745
1,501-1,550 7965 5950 5185 4490 3905 3790
1,551-1,600 8030 6015 5275 4580 3995 3845
1,601-1,650 8095 6095 5380 4690 4090 3935

If a carrier had bid 70 percent of the baseline on this route, its applica-
ble rate—the price poD would have been charged to move this ship-
ment—would have been $31.43 per hundred pounds ($44.90 times

70 percent). If a carrier had bid 120 percent of the baseline, the price
would have been $53.88 ($44.90 times 120 percent).

Because rates are set based on an assumption of full competition, MTMC
does not ask for cost data, and consequently it makes no attempt to
determine whether any carrier’s bid covers its cost of providing the ser-
vice. Carriers are free to offer rates as low as they wish under statutory
authority contained in the Interstate Commerce Act. A portion of that
act provides that a common carrier
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> Few Carriers Bid
— Below Baseline Rates
~> During Initial Phase

“may transport property for the United States Government...without charge or at
reduced rates; except that any rates for the transportation of household goods for
the United States Government shall not be predatory.’’

The maximum rate a carrier can bid is one offered to the general public
and listed in the carrier’s tariff filed with the Interstate Commerce
Commission. Carriers must certify to MTMC that their rates will not
result in pOD's paying higher charges than those available to it under the
carriers’ tariffs.

Rates must remain fixed and available to poD for at least the first

1-1/2 months of the contract, after which time they may be unilaterally
canceled by the carrier offering them. There are four such cancellation
periods during the 6-month contract.

To assess how carriers bid their rates for poD traffic, we analyzed all the
carriers’ rates bid during the first and second phases of the May 1988
6-month bidding cycle. We found that few of the carriers initially bid
any rate below the baseline MTMC had given them to formulate their
bids. Most carriers typically offered all their initial bids at or above the
baseline—which MTMC had kept fixed since 1984 and was set only to
serve as a bench mark for filing rates.

In the May 1988 bidding cycle, 503 carriers offered DOD one or more
rates to move interstate shipments. All told, the carriers offered
1,045,897 separate rates. For our analysis, we concentrated on motor
van service rates—rates for the movement of household goods in a
motor van from origin residence to destination residence—and elimi-
nated the container service rates—rates for the movement of household
goods in containers because very little traffic moved at those rates. We
also eliminated all rates to and from Alaska because shipments to and
from Alaska often move in part over water and rates for shipments
from the Coast Guard shipping offices because Coast Guard shipments
are not managed by pob. This left us with 539,424 rates, 487 carriers,
and 7,448 routes.

We found that only 49 of the 487 carriers bidding during the May 1988
6-month bidding cycle bid below baseline rates and only 3 of those carri-
ers bid more than a few such rates. It was a common practice of most

149 US.C. 10721(b). According to an Interstate Commerce Commission of ficial, the Commission has
not suspended any rate because it was determined to be “predatory.”
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carriers—about 83 percent of them—to bid a single rate, at or above the
baseline, across-the-board for every route on which they bid during this
phase. Although the specific rate varied among carriers, most—or about
58 percent of these carriers—bid a rate equal to the baseline for every
route on which they submitted a bid during the initial bidding phase.
Others bid a single rate above the baseline, in some cases as high as 200
percent of the baseline.

We believe that the two-phase bidding system offered no incentive to
initially bid anything other than a baseline or an above-baseline rate.
Prior to 1984, MTMC allowed the carriers to file rates based on the carri-
ers’ collective rate-making bureaus’ baseline rate levels. The bureaus
maintained that those levels were reasonable and reflected the carriers’
cost of providing service for pob. For the May 1984 rate cycle, MTMC
precluded the filing of rates based on collective rate-making and substi-
tuted its own baseline at the same 1983 level as was contained in the
collectively made baseline rate schedule. It has never changed that base-
line, arguing that carriers have the right to bid any level they care to,
whether at, above, or below that baseline.

Most Carriers Rebid
Rates During the
Second Phase

In the second phase, 39 percent of the rates were bid below the baseline,
yet the carriers that initially established the rates that others met
received no greater reward than the carriers that simply waited until
the second phase to meet the rates. Whatever incentive any carrier bid-
ding the initial low rate had was eliminated when DOD gave every other
carrier the opportunity to meet the low rate and to share equally in the
traffic on that route.

About 78 percent of the 487 carriers rebid one or more of their rates
during the second phase of bidding. About 73 percent of the

539,424 rates were rebid. The result of the rebidding was that the aver-
age level of all the rates available to pop dropped and the percentage of
rates below the baseline increased.

After the initial filing period, 18 percent of the rates were at the low
rate level. After the *‘me-too” phase, more than 76 percent were at the
low rate level. The average of all the rates available to DoD after the
“me-too’’ phase was 90 percent of the baseline compared to 118 percent
after the initial phase. As shown in figure 2.1, the percentage of rates
below the baseline increased from less than 1 percent after the initial
bidding phase to 39 percent after the ‘‘me-too” phase. The changes in
percentages of rates at and above the baseline are also shown.
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Figure 2.1: Comparieon of initial Phase
and Final Rates Fliled During the
May 1988 Househoild Goods Bidding

J

O

100 Peresntage of Rates Flied

1l

Lovel at Which Rates Were Flied

[ wover Prase
-FlriPhnu

Source: Our analysis of MTMC data
The numbers of rates bid by rate level during the initial bidding phase

and the number available to pop after the “me-too’ phase for the
May 1988 bidding cycle are shown in table 2.2.
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Tabile 2.2: Number of initial and Final
Rates by Rate Level Bid During the
May 1988 Bidding Cycle

Rates for Most Routes
Were Bunched at One
Level

During mn bidding ARtk
Rate Number  Percent of Number  Percent of
(percent of baseline) of rates total  of rates total
40-49 1 0 6 _ 0
50-59 472 009  9an 174
60-54 312 0.06 14000 280
65 637 012 21718 403
66-69 33 001 1089 020
70-74 86 002 3,698 0.69
75 2,274 042 138726 2572
76-79 48 0.01 1,319 0.24
80-89 548 0.10 8,719 162
90-99 266 0.05 12,969 240
100 210,915 3910 310,985 57 65
101-109 28,390 5.26 1927 0.36
110-119 27,921 518 2.447 045
120 89,003 16.50 4771 088
121-129 48 566 9.00 4918 0.91
130-139 65,428 12.13 1924 0.36
140-149 9,079 1.68 155 0.03
150-159 32,779 6.08 472 0.09
160-169 6.133 114 18 0
170-179 0 0 0 0
180-189 24 0 19 0
190-199 0 0 0 0
200 16,509 306 173 0.03
Total 539,424 100.00° 539,424 100.00

*This 1s the baseline

PPercentages may not tatal 100 percent because of rounding

On a majority of the 7,448 routes for which MTMC asked for rates, once
the carriers had the opportunity to rebid their rates they met the low
rate bid during the initial bidding phase by the low rate carrier. Conse-
quently, nearly all the rates for most routes were bunched at one level.
And because DOD offered every carrier meeting the low rate on a route
the opportunity to share equally in any traffic moving on that route, the
carrier initially offering the lowest rate did not benefit any more than
every other carrier meeting its low rate. Because of the lack of any
reward, carriers had no incentive to bid the low rate initially.

Page 17 GAO/NSIAD-80-80 DOD's Household Goods Carriers



ﬁl“mhﬂﬁ '

Truly Competitive

At 13 of the 152 pop shipping offices, we found that after the “‘me-too”
bidding phase all the carriers’ rates were at the low rate levels. At

74 more offices, at least 90 percent of the carriers’ rates were at the low
rate levels. And at 10 more offices, at least 80 percent of the carriers’
rates were at the low rate levels. The average for the 162 offices was
83 percent of the rates at the low rate level. The data for all 152 pop
shipping offices during the May 1988 rate cycle are shown in

appendix III.

For most routes, there was insufficient traffic to allocate to each carrier
filing a low rate and, consequently, no guarantee that the initial low bid-
der would receive any traffic even though that carrier's low bid caused
the rate for all traffic on that route to be as low as it was. On a route
where there were 30 shipments during the contract period and 40 carri-
ers meeting the low rate on that route, the carrier initially filing the low
rate, if selected, could end up with only 1/30th of the traffic that
moved.

“Paper”’ Companies
Qften Created to
Increase Market
%hares

)
O

O

Because of the opportunity to “me-too" other carriers’ rates and to
share equally in all the available traffic, many carriers have set up sub-
sidiary or subsidiary-like companies to get additional shares of poD traf-
fic. These created companies are usually nothing more than “paper”
companies that operate with the parent companies’ existing resources
and bid the same rates as their parent companies. Their presence dis-
torts the allocation of traffic among the bidders that provide DOD its
physical hauling capability, yet they neither enlarge the capability
available to DOD nor add to the bidding competition.

Many carriers said that the sole function of the “‘paper’ companies was
to gain a larger share of the traffic on a given route. For example, if

10 carriers bidding the same rate served a particular installation, each
carrier would be in a position to get 10 percent of any traffic generated.
If 1 of the 10 established another company, a “'paper’” company, and bid
the same rate, the number of carriers available to share the traffic
would be increased to 11, and the parent and its ‘' paper” company
would be able to get 2/11ths of the traffic, or roughly 18 percent. This
has often led to a distorted allocation of traffic between carriers with
“paper’’ companies and those without them.

At the carriers we visited, an individual or a committee within the com-
pany was responsible for establishing and filing the rates of both the
parent and its “paper’’ companies. Generally, we found that the rates
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for the “paper” companies were the same as the parent company's rates.
Also, the “paper” companies generally used the physical hauling equip-
ment of their parent companies and thus added nothing to nop's hauling
capability.

There are no limits on the number of “paper’’ companies a company can
establish to serve DoD as long as each new company obtains pop
approval and reaches agreement with an agent to represent it at the
places it intends to offer service. Some carriers, particularly the smaller
van carriers and forwarders, have told us that finding an agent can be a
problem because MTMC maintains a rule limiting the number of carriers
an agent may represent. An agent may represent no more than four pon-
approved carriers, no more than two of which can be forwarders.
Whereas those numbers may have been adequate when carriers did not
have “paper” companies, the proliferation of “‘paper” companies by the
larger van carriers, which tend to keep the existing agents for their own
carriers, has meant that the smaller carriers sometimes cannot find
enough agents to enter or increase their presence in many markets.

Our review indicated that nearly every large moving van carrier we vis-
ited or spoke with had set up one or more such companies—for exam-
ple, two companies had each set up eight such subsidiaries. Data on 30
of the larger companies providing household goods moving service to
DOD and the numbers and types of carriers they control, according to the
May 1988 MTMC records, are shown in table 2.3.
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Table 2.3: Principel Carriers and Other
Carriers Under Their Contro! Percentage of
Number of other t:’:..m.cl by the
carriers controlied
Principal carrier Forwarders Van lines carriers®
Affihated Transportation Systems, Inc 1 0 N
Albert Moving & Storage 8 0 60
Alled Van Lines, Inc 8 0 - 59
Amencan Movers 2 0 60
American Red Ball Transit Company, Inc. 2 0 7 50
Andrews Van Lines, Inc 1 1 48
Atlas Van Lines, Inc 3 0 37
Bekins Van Lines Company 1 0 44
) Burnham Service Company, Inc. 1 0 31
' Cartwright Van Lines, Inc 4 2 50
. Coleman American Moving Services, Inc ! 1 61
o) Continental Van Lines, Inc 1 0 37
Global Van Lines, Inc 2 3 59
— Interstate Van Lines, Inc 1 4 65
M Mayflower Transit, Inc. 3 0 66
National Van Lines, Inc. 7 2 70
~ North American Van Lines, Inc. 4 0 63
a Pacific Van & Storage Company, Inc. 1 0 45
Paul Arpin Van Lines, Inc. 4 1 64
A g Paramount Movers, inc. 3 0 50
N Secunty Van Lines, Inc 3 3 59
) Sherwood Van Lines, Inc. 1 0 1
O Starck Van Lines, Inc. 2 1 68
Stevens Van Lines, Inc 1 2 61
O Suddath Van Lines, Inc. 2 0 45
Towne Services Household Goods
Transportation Company, Inc 1 1 59
Towne Van Lines, Inc 1 1 44
Umited Van Lines, Inc 7 0 60
Von der Ahe Van Lines, Inc. K 2 43
Wheaton Van Lines, Inc. 3 0 40
Total 80 24
Average 55

®Based on fiscal year 1987 DOD revenue data.
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|
Other Bidding Systems
Have Worked for
Other Government
Moves

At one time DOD used a two-phase bidding concept to obtain rates for its
international moves. This concept was similar to the one 1t now uses for
interstate moves. However, in 1976, poD modified the two-phase interna-
tional bidding system to reward the carrier that offered the low rate
first with a guaranteed percentage of traffic on the given route.

The General Services Administration (GSA), which obtains household
goods rates for civilian government agencies, uses a single-phase bidding
system in which carriers bid against a carrier-adjusted baseline. Nearly
all the bids GsA receives are below the baseline and dispersed at many
different rate levels.

Incentive Is Present in
DOD’s International
Household Goods Program

DOD at one time employed a two-phase bidding concept similar to the
interstate bidding system to obtain rates for its international moves,
Without reference to any baseline, carriers bid an initial rate for each
route they intended to serve and were then allowed to “me-too” the low
carrier’s rate and to share equally in the available business.

In reviewing that system, we concluded in our 1976 report that intro-
ducing more competition into the rate-setting process would reduce
rates, thereby resulting in savings in transportation costs. Our conclu-
sion was supported by the fact that rates on a test route were reduced
by an average of 19 percent when the “‘me-too” concept was modified.>
Responding to that report, poD modified its rate-setting procedure. The
carrier offering the lowest rate in the initial bidding cycle was guaran-
teed a specific percentage of any tonnage generated. The residual ton-
nage was then made available equally to all other carriers who agreed to
meet the low rate. Although the “me-too” phase was not entirely abol-
ished, its impact was substantially reduced. Incentive in the form of
guaranteed tonnage was introduced into the rate process.

“Ado%mn of a S;'%e Method of Shipping Household Goods Overseas— Pros and Cons (GAO/LCD/
76- . May 6, ).
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Competition in the DOD international market differs from that in the
domestic market in part because international carriers have less invest-
ment in the physical resources needed to move goods overseas. These
bidders are forwarders that arrange for the moves and use other carri-
ers’ equipment. They do not provide the actual equipment themselves.
In the domestic market, most carriers are motor carriers, and many have
made significant investments in equipment. Nevertheless, the expe-
riences of DOD suggest that when the original low bidders are rewarded,
competition is enhanced.

The General Services
Administration Uses a
Modified Single-Phase
System for Civilian Moves

GSA uses a single-phase bidding system in which carriers bid against a
carrier-adjusted baseline. It gets a wider disparity of rates, nearly all
below the baseline, than does DOD under its two-phase system.

Like carriers under the poD bidding system, carriers under the Gsa bid-
ding system bid rates as a percentage of a baseline. However, the base-
line is a carrier-set baseline, and rates apply on an area-to-area basis,
with an area consisting of one or more states.

After carriers submit their rates to GSA, it reviews the rates on selected
routes and asks each carrier to review its filing, without having the abil-
ity to see what others have bid. If they desire, carriers may rebid rates
at some lower level. Gsa officials said that they have the right to

(1) accept any offer without further negotiation, (2) reject any unrea-
sonable offer without negotiation, or (3) conduct such negotiation as it
deems proper.

In 1988, Gsa instituted a practice of returning some rates to carriers say-
ing that they were “unreasonably high" or that they “would more than
likely not be in your best interests in attracting Government business.”
The Gsa officials believe that they have a responsibility to negotiate a
certain number of rates. This philosophy differs from that of DOD in that
MTMC does not select any rates for special negotiation.

Under GSA's contracts, carriers may adjust their rates downward on
three dates during the rate cycle: July 1, October 1, and January 1. The
contract with the carriers also permits them to charge a peak season
(May 15 to September 30) surcharge on rates, often 10 percent. Some-
times the contract also allows an increase related to insurance. In 1988,
the allowed increase for each rate was 4 percent.
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For every route, we found there are 20 or more rate levels available to
move a civilian agency interstate shipment. On a comparable pop ship-
ment, there are often only a few rate levels. For example, on shipments
from central Indiana to Virginia, where both bidding systems had about
90 carriers making bids, GSA's bidding system for the summer 1989 sea-
son produced 28 different rate levels, whereas DOD's system produced

only 3.

There are differences between the two systems. The biggest is that the
carriers can adjust the baseline under the GsA system but cannot under
the DOD system. GSA requires carriers to hold their rates for 1 year,
whereas DOD has a 6-month rate cycle. Even so, GSA has been able to
obtain many different rate levels—most well below the baseline. The
") fact that Gsa has been able to get many bidders at many different rate
levels raises questions about the value of MTMC's system, which allows
“me-tooing’ and does not reward the initial low bidder.

T3 Moving industry officials argue that military rates are far lower than
) Mlhtary YEI‘SUS those offered to commercial customers. They cite this point to support
Commercial Rates their position that the two-phase bidding system provides adequate
. competition.

We believe that because of differences in military and commercial busi-
g ness, a comparison of commercial and military rates is not valid. For
example, no commercial shipper makes as many shipments as the mili-
tary in such diverse shipping patterns. Also, commercial shippers typi-
S cally offer preferred customers discounts, which are normally not
disclosed.

We have been unable to find data that would allow us to independently
verify what rates commercial shippers are actually paying. Under
today's regulatory environment, rates do not have to be made public,
and no carrier we met would come forward and show us the precise
rates it was charging its largest commercial customers. Sometimes, carri-
ers operate as common carriers and list in their tariffs the level of dis-
counts they offer commercial customers. The customers are not revealed
bacause the shipper account codes shown with the discounts are kept
secret between the carrier and the account holder. Sometimes, carriers
operate as contract carriers, and the levels of discounts provided the
shippers are also kept secret. A recent Traffic Management magazine
survey of van line shippers showed that a majority of the shippers sur-
veyed moved household goods shipments under moving van contracts.
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The respondents received an average shipment discount of 32 percent
off the published rates, with some receiving discounts as high as 50
percent.

Although most carrier officials we interviewed said that the military
rates were extremely low in comparison to the commercial tariff rates,
when we asked them what percentage of their commercial shipments
were moving at these tariff rates, the response was usually “few’ or
“none.” When we asked to see the actual rates they charged their com-
mercial customers, all declined our request. We therefore have no basis
on which to compare military and actual commercial rates.

"Military and Industry
'Views
N

—

™~

A4

7

MTMC has stated that the primary purpose of the two-step system is to
allow every carrier the opportunity to offer nob the lowest possible
rates and to ailow DOD the opportunity to enlarge its pool of household
goods carriers at low rates. In its interstate rate solicitation, it says that
the first, or initial, filing period

“provides carriers maximum flexibility to establish the specific, compensatory rates
at which they desire to move personal property shipments from any origin...."

The second filing period

“'provides carriers with the opportunity to precisely adjust their rates downward to
(equal) the lower rates of other carriers established during the I/D [first-phase} fil-
ing period."”

There are pro and con views on the necessity for a two-phase bidding

system. On one hand, some carriers have told us that it is only during

the period after the initial rates are bid that the carriers’ agents can look

at the competition and assist the carriers in deciding which rates to !
match and which ones to lower from the initial bidding levels. If carriers
were not given the opportunity to meet the low rates, they say, many of :
their agents would not be able to stay in business and, without agents,

carriers could not provide poD with the capability it needs.

On the other hand, other carriers say that MTMC's two-phase bidding sys-
tem is basically anticompetitive, or if not anticompetitive, at least
unnecessary. They point out that MTMC's continued use of the two-phase
bidding system—when coupled with pop’s traffic allocation procedures
under which carriers bidding the same rates have the opportunity to
share equally in traffic on a given route—does not provide them with an
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incentive to offer their lowest rates during the initial bidding period or
reward them for bidding low rates. They said that a one-phase system
under which a carrier having the lowest rate would be offered all the
traffic it could handle, with only the residual traffic offered to the other
carriers, would be more advantageous to them and to bob.

The basic problem, this group said, is that for a carrier to make a profit
at low rates, it must have volume. Volume could come from bidding low
rates on certain targeted, typically high volume routes and having the
right to that traffic. Under MTMC's current procedures, they said, there
are no assurances that such volume can be acquired because MTMC gives
all other carriers the opportunity to meet the lowest rates during the
second phase of the bidding system.

On the other side of the issue, many in the industry—including the
larger van carriers—told us that they strongly objected to a one-phase
bidding system. No “winner-take-all"’ system, they said, would be
advantageous to DOD or the industry. First, they said that the group of
carriers advocating the one-phase system has only limited capability to

serve DOD. If bob were to turn over much of the traffic to these carriers,
it would soon see that its needs would not be met. Moreover, they ques-
tioned whether this group would provide the same level of service that
they provided pop.

They also said that such a system would have a devastating effect on
agents—the people providing the local packing and warehousing ser-
vices—and, consequently, on DOD. Agents are often located in areas that
depend heavily on military traffic for their livelihoods. If a single car-
rier were to lock up all the traffic at one military installation, such
agents could be forced out of business. The loss of this capability,
including their storage warehouses, they said, would be catastrophic for
poD. They said that if carriers were not given the opportunity to review
the industry’s first set of rates and then decide on which ones to meet,
poD would be left with a small group of carriers and agents that would
not be able to serve all of boD. They believe the result would be that, in
order for DoD to find the additional hauling and agent capacity—assum-
ing that it was still around—DboD would have to pay much higher rates
than it is currently paying.

These carriers also said that the bidding system needs to be viewed in
conjunction with the baseline. The same baseline has been used to solicit
rates since 1984. MTMC's failure to adjust the baseline, we were told by
many carriers, has caused military household goods shipment rates to
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fall to what they argue are unprofitable levels. The rates have become
so low, they said, that many carriers can no longer offer pob service
comparable to that offered their commercial customers who are paying
higher rates. Moreover, they believed that pop will soon find 1ts tradi-
tional moving capability in short supply.

MTMC advised us that it is concerned about the loss of moving capability
and the possibility of increased rates, but thus far, it has not seen an
argument compelling enough to adjust the baseline. According to MTMC,
the fixed baseline is useful because it provides a simplified method for
soliciting rates; it allows for uniformity in stating rates; and it does not
have to be adjusted after each solicitation because the carriers can effec-
tively adjust the baseline each time they bid new rates. Nothing compels
them, MTMC said, to bid rates that are not compensatory. We agree with
MTMC.

In response to this, the carriers said that MT™C fails to understand that
they cannot adjust their rates the way MTMC thinks they can. They noted
that the Consumer Price Index had increased by at least 27 percent since
1983 but that MTMC had not adjusted the baseline. They said that they
found that the baseline was acting as a real barrier to bidding compensa-
tory rates, or any rate above the baseline. Their experience was that
rates above the baseline had usually not resulted in receipt of any traf-
fic at most shipping offices. Moreover, they said that they feared possi-
ble Department of Justice antitrust investigations should they bid rates
above the baseline. Although Justice has been looking at the interstate
rates for several years, these carriers offered no rationale why Justice
would necessarily want to review all rates bid above the baseline, and
we have not found any either.

Regarding the low rate level, many carriers showed us summary data
indicating that the military rates were extremely low. ranging from 24
to 60 percent below published commercial rates. They said that most of
the cost burden resulting from such low rates was falling on the carriers’
local agents and the owner-operators, who are finding that military traf-
fic is no longer attractive to them during the peak summer shipping sea-
son when DOD has the greatest shipping needs. MTMC, they said, has
placed unacceptable economic pressures on the industry to the extent
that many carrier agents and owner-operators are deciding to withdraw
their commitment of resources to the military.
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Chapter 2 f
Two-Phase Bidding System Is Not
Truly Competitive

Conclusions

These carriers would like to see MTMC adjust the baseline to reflect the
commercial rate baseline, the Consumer Price Index, or some other indi-
cator. Increases to the carriers’ commercial rate baseline are authorized
by the Interstate Commerce Commission based on industry cost studies.
Were similar adjustments made to the DOD baseline, the carriers said, pon
would still receive discounts but from a higher and fairer level.

MTMC disagrees with this argument. It has consistently taken the posi-
tion that the carriers still have the ability to adjust their rates every

6 months when they rebid their rates. We agree with MTMC's position
that carriers have the prerogative to bid any rate they believe is war-
ranted. Moreover, we are not convinced that changes in the bidding sys-
tem would hurt the industry or result in decreased service. The industry
is made up of many different types and sizes of carriers and many
agents. We believe that there is ample opportunity to allow the market-
place to work and still maintain adequate capability for pop.

DOD's two-phase system for obtaining rates for moving household goods
is not truly competitive in that it limits the incentive carriers have to
initially offer low rates. While the second phase of this system has gen-
erally brought down the initial rates of many carriers, a better method
would be to encourage carriers to offer their low rates first and then
reward those with the best offers.

A one-phase bidding system, whereby all carriers have equal incentive
to bid the lowest possible rates and those offering the lowest rates are
rewarded with all the traffic they can handle on the route for which
they are the low bidders, would probably provide the carriers the most
incentive to offer their lowest rates initially. If pOD determines that such
a bidding system would not provide it the moving capability it needed or
would result in an unacceptable quality of service, it could modify the
two-phase bidding system so that the carrier offering the lowest rate
during the first phase is allocated a greater share of the traffic than any
other carrier simply meeting the low rate.

There is no way to predict with any certainty the impact that eliminat-
ing the second phase of the two-phase system or modifying the system
would have on the rates offered to pDoD. On some routes, those with rela-
tively low volumes of shipments, the rates might increase. But, on the
higher volume routes, we would expect that the marketplace, often
involving more than 50 carriers, would produce lower rate levels.
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: We recommend that the Secretary of Defense direct the Commander of
Recomendatlon MTMC to replace or modify the current two-phase bidding process so that
all carriers have incentive to initially bid the lowest possible rates and
the lowest bidder is rewarded for offering the lowest rate.
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. Opportunities®o Reduce Storag®Costs

The Department of Defense has no overall data showing how much the
Department has spent on temporary storage, how many shipments have
gone into storage, or how often shipments have been stored prior to
delivery. The Military Traffic Management Command, however, esti-
mates that in fiscal year 1988 the Department of Defense spent about
$114 million to temporarily store household goods and unaccompanied
baggage when members moved to new permanent duty stations. This
storage is referred to as “'storage-in-transit.”

Goods were generally stored in transit because members were not in
positions to receive their personal effects at their new duty stations
when deliveries were attempted. Often, members had not found ade-
quate and/or affordable housing; receiving units had not been able to

o contact members to arrange for delivery; or shipments had arrived at
destination before the personnel.

o Storage costs could be reduced by using storage at origin instead of at
destination because storage at origin is generally chargeable at dis-

—_— counted or lower long-term storage rates. Also, reducing the incidence

o, and/or the cost of storage should be possible through better coordina-

tion and communication among shipping activities, members, carriers,
s and receiving activities.

M

: : : When moving to new permanent duty stations, military members are
< -in-

StOI.'age n TranSlt entitled to temporarily store their household goods or unaccompanied

- Entitlements and baggage at government expense. This basic entitlement lasts for 90 days
o Management ot St oy s sl

. e e authorizing trans ion officer fo 0 on a
. Responsibilities 1 4 y

periods if requested by the member because of conditions beyond the
member’s control. Any subsequent extension must be approved by a
major command-level official or as otherwise dictated by the member’s
branch of service.

Reasons for extending storage beyond the basic 90-day period include
serious illness of the member, serious illness or death of a member's
dependent, impending assignment to government quarters, directed tem-
porary duty after arrival at the new duty station, the nonavailability of

suitable civilian housing or incomplete residence construction, and acts
of God.

MTMC establishes storage-in-transit policy by issuing and revising the pop
Personal Property Traffic Management Regulation, which is approved
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by the military services. MTMC field office personnel make management
assistance visits to each pop shipping office and provide written reports
to MTMC headquarters. Over the last 3 years, storage-in-transit has been

a special agenda item for these visits.

Most management of storage-in-transit occurs at the installation level.
According to the poD Personal Property Traffic Management Regulation,
an installation transportation officer may use storage-in-transit when
necessary to meet a member's requirements. However, the transporta-
tion officer is to make every effort to prevent the unnecessary use of
storage-in-transit by maintaining a close liaison with installation person-
nel assignment officers and housing officers. To aid in limiting storage-
in-transit, the destination transportation officer is expected to establish

o a file for inbound personnel. This file includes advanced documentation

received from the origin transportation officer and other member infor-

mation such as telephone numbers, temporary address, and name and

W address of a local contact. This file can then be used to facilitate the

delivery of household goods rather than putting them in storage-in-

transit.

N\

Once household goods have been placed in storage-in-transit, installation
transportation office personnel monitor the member's storage entitle-
ment. Transportation office personnel advise the member of when this
entitlement is about to expire and what is required to extend it. Installa-
< tion transportation office personnel also advise carrier agents that mem-
ber storage entitlements are about to expire.

O

3 Carriers’ charges for storage-in-transit are based on five elements: (1) a

o~ Carner (,:harges fOI' charge per hundred pounds for the first day of storage, (2) a charge per

Storage-ln-Tran51t hundred pounds for each additional storage day, (3) a charge for insur-
Services ance, (4) a charge per hundred pounds for warehousing, and (5) a

charge per hundred pounds for delivery from the warehouse. For exam-
ple, the applicable charges for a 5,000-pound shipment stored in north-
ern Virginia during the May 1988 rate cycle for 5 days would be $618.45
($50.50 for the first day of storage, $3.50 for each additional day of
storage, $6.45 for insurance, $105.00 for warehousing, and $442.50 for
delivery from the warehouse to the member’s residence).

MTMC initially established the storage-in-transit rates through negotia-
tions with the carrier industry, using as a basis rates published in the
1985 Household Goods Carriers’ Bureau's military rate tender. These

rates are established geographically, according to where the household
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goods are stored. Since the rates were first established, MTMC has revised
the rates once, based on the estimated September 30. 1987, Consumer
Price Index. Rates for storage-in-transit at destination are not subject to
the percentage discounts or premiums that carriers bid for the transpor-
tation discussed in chapter 2.

Summary Data on Cost
and Extent of Storage-
in-Transit Is Lacking

Although MTMC has estimated the cost of storage-in-transit, neither MT™MC
nor the military services compile data on the actual cost of storage-in-
transit, the number or percentage of shipments going into storage-in-
transit, or the amount of time shipments are in storage-in-transit. Much
of the data is available only at the installation level and then only on a
shipment-by-shipment basis.

For fiscal year 1988, MTMC estimated the cost of storage-in-transit to be
about $113.8 million: $78.5 million for about 130,000 domestic house-
hold goods shipments, $25.6 million for about 112,000 international
household goods shipments, and $9.7 million for about 107,000 unac-
companied baggage shipments. These estimates are based on a formula
developed by MTMC, which estimated the number of shipments in stor-
age-in-transit, the median time in storage-in-transit, the average weight
per shipment, and the average storage-in-transit rate. Because of the
many estimates, a MTMC official questioned the reasonableness of the
storage-in-transit estimate.

The only actual cumulative storage-in-transit cost data we obtained
from MTMC was generated for us from individual shipment documenta-
tion the Navy provided to MTMC. This data, which is not used by MTMC
and is based on shipment pickup dates, showed that for fiscal year 1988
storage-in-transit cost the Navy about $20.4 million for about

33,000 domestic household goods shipments.

Each of the 10 shipping or receiving offices we visited maintained indi-
vidual household goods shipment records including storage-in-transit
data associated with each shipment. These records included the date
each shipment had gone into and come out of storage. In addition, the
offices maintained logs listing the storage-in-transit shipments and the
dates they had gone into storage.

Some of the shipping or receiving offices also generated work load
reports, which stated the number of shipments processed and the
number of shipments that had gone into storage-in-transit. On the basis
of these work load reports and other data. we found that for 9 of the
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Major Reasons for

Storage-in-Transit

10 offices we visited, over 50 percent of the personal property ship-
ments they received—either household goods or household goods and
unaccompanied baggage—had gone into storage-in-transit. At the other
office, about 45 percent of the domestic household goods shipments it
received had gone into storage-in-transit.

At 9 of the 10 offices we visited, the only records we found concerning
the length of time shipments had been in storage-in-transit were those
showing the date a shipment had gone into storage and the date the
shipment had come out of storage. These records showed that shipments
had been stored for as little as a few days to over 270 days. The other
office had done a study on how long shipments were in storage-in-
transit, and its data showed that the longest time a shipment had been in
storage at that installation was 7 months, and typically the shipments
were in storage between 21 and 30 days.

Goods were generally stored in transit because members were not in
positions to receive their personal effects at their new duty stations
when deliveries were attempted. Often, members had not found ade-
quate and/or affordable housing; receiving units had not been able to
find members to arrange for delivery; or shipments had arrived at desti-
nation before the personnel.

Lack of Housing

One major reason that household goods are placed into storage-in-transit
is the lack of available and/or affordable housing. For example, accord-
ing to a shipping office official at Cameron Station, Virginia, in over

50 percent of the cases in which shipments go into storage-in-transit,
members do not have housing. Most of the installations covered by the
offices we visited did not have available on-base housing. Most installa-
tions had waiting lists for on-base housing of at least several months,
the length depending in part on the member’s rank. According to a ship-
ping office official at the Naval Supply Center, San Diego, California,
members of the installation must wait for 18 months to 4 years for on-
base housing.

Similar problems exist concerning off-base housing. At most of the
installations we visited, adequate and/or affordable off-base housing is
not available. According to an Army personal property official at the
Pentagon, housing problems at Ft. Ord, California, had resulted in the
extension of DOD storage-in-transit entitlements beyond 180 days with
no definite limit.
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Locating Members Is
Difficult

Goods are often stored in transit because installation transportation
office personnel have difficulty locating military members when their
household goods are ready for delivery. The problems are that there is
only a limited amount of time available to locate the members, and mem-
bers (1) have not arrived at their new duty stations, (2) have arrived at
their new duty stations but have not contacted the installation transpor-
tation offices, or (3) have arrived at their new duty stations but are
unavailable to receive the goods. If members or their designated repre-
sentatives cannot be located, their household goods will be put into
storage-in-transit. According to an official at one installation, over

50 percent of household goods shipments arrived there before members
had reported to the base locator.

According to MTMC's rate solicitations for household goods, once a car-
rier's representative advises an installation transportation office that a
member’s household goods are ready to be delivered, delivery of the
goods must begin within 2 hours for domestic shipments—when the dis-
tance between pickup and delivery is 200 miles or more—and within

3 hours for international shipments. Otherwise, boD will be charged $17
for each additional hour for nondelivery plus hourly charges for vehicle
drivers and helpers. This nondelivery, or waiting time, is calculated at
the discretion of the carrier’s representative. Generally, it is less costly
to pay for waiting time up to 8 hours than to put goods into storage.
However, if transportation office personnel cannot locate military mem-
bers within a few hours to begin delivery of household goods, the goods
will usually be put into storage-in-transit.

According to the DoD Personal Property Traffic Management Regulation,
members are to contact the responsible destination installation transpor-
tation officer immediately upon arrival and provide contact addresses
and telephone numbers where they can be reached to arrange delivery.
However, we found that members had not always reported to the trans-
portation officer upon arrival because they believed that their goods
would not be delivered until the required delivery date, which had been
established prior to the time of pickup. Therefore, they believed that
they did not need to contact the transportation officer until the required
delivery date.

Deliveries of household goods are based on required delivery dates
established by the shipping offices in discussions with members before
their goods are moved. However, unless computations of required deliv-
ery dates include other than actual transit times, such as leave, the
required delivery dates may be unrealistic.
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Members may report to their new duty stations but be unavaiiable to
receive their household goods for several reasons: members may be on
travel, on temporary duty, aboard ship, or on duty for extended periods
of time.

Also, members may change their minds as to when they will report to
their duty stations or fail to include some leave time in their required
delivery date calculations.

Members may be granted latitude in reporting to their new duty sta-
tions; orders may state that they must report to their new duty stations
within a given month. According to personnel at two installations we
visited, members sometimes believed that required delivery dates were
T the actual dates that their household goods would be delivered. There-
fore, members often did not report to their new stations before the
required delivery dates. The installation transportation office personnel
Vg said that this misunderstanding might have resulted from improper
counseling at the origin transportation office.

N\

™~

Carriers Are Not Penalized Insome cases, carriers themselves contribute to storage-in-transit. One
'™ for Earlv Deliverv Even If factor DOD uses to measure carriers’ performance is how well the carri-
™It Caus eﬁ Stora !t;-yl n- ers meet the agreed-upon required delivery dates. Carriers failing to

g meet these dates may be suspended, or their performance scores low-

Q’Tr ansit ered. Yet carriers who deliver shipments early and create the need for
- storage are not penalized.
O The incentive for storage rests mostly with the carriers’ agents. Most of
the storage revenue is kept by the destination agents, and the possibility
O of additional revenues from military traffic is used by the carriers as an

inducement to have agents represent them at shipment destinations.

: Storage at origin, when it can be determined that some storage will be
Cost and Incidence of needed, is more cost-effective than storage at destination because it is
Storage Can Be chargeable at discounted or lower long-term storage rates. Reducing the
Reduced incidence and/or the cost of storage should be possible through better
coordination and communication among shipping activities, members,
carriers, and receiving activities. Such coordination includes ensuring
that the shipping/receiving offices know when the members can take
possession of their goods at destination, the members give the shipping/
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receiving offices addresses where they can be located when the house-
hold goods are expected to be delivered, and all parties know when car-
riers are planning to deliver the goods.

Use of Storage at Origin

The Joint Federal Travel Regulations provide that nontemporary stor-
age and storage-in-transit at origin may be used to store members'
household goods when it is in the best interest of the goverrument to do
so. However, we found that in some cases involving lack of housing,
temporary duty assignments, and duty at sea, storage-in-transit at desti-
nation was used instead of storage at origin.

For example, the Navy personal property transportation regulation enti-
tles members to nontemporary storage when they are ordered to new
permanent duty stations within the United States and their orders indi-
cate a scarcity of available or adequate civilian housing at their new
duty stations. At the two Navy installations we visited, civilian housing
is scarce, yet many members' household goods shipments are in destina-
tion storage-in-transit.

In addition, officials at several receiving offices we visited stated that
storage costs could be reduced if members used storage-in-transit at ori-
gin while they are on temporary duty assignments or assigned to duty at
sea.

Finally, many shipments are being taken from nontemporary storage at
origin and placed into storage-in-transit at destination. According to one
carrier we met with, about 40 percent of shipments coming out of non-
temporary storage go into storage-in-transit at destination. Several car-
riers advised us that shipments should not come out of nontemporary
storage until members provide actual delivery addresses. If the ship-
ments had remained at origin, the costs could have been reduced. In
addition, according to several carriers, it is beneficial to the member not
to have goods moved from one warehouse to another because the goods
can be damaged during each move.

Nontemporary storage is generally less costly than storage-in-transit at
destination. For example, a 10,000-pound household goods shipment
stored in the Washington, D.C., area (shipment origin) at nontemporary
storage rates would cost about $1,200 for 180 days. Storing the same
shipment would cost about $1,730 for 180 days at storage-in-transit des-
tination rates in San Diego, California. Adding 10 percent to the storage-
in-transit cost for carrier liability insurance, which is not charged for
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nontemporary storage, results in about $1,900 in storage-in-transit
costs, or almost 60 percent more than the nontemporary storage costs.

Storage-in-transit at origin is also less costly than storage-in-transit at
destination because origin storage rates are subject to the percentage
discounts carriers bid for the line-haul rates and destination storage
rates are not. The differences can be as much as 50 percent or more in
some instances.

Better Coordination

o Conclusions

Recommendations

As we noted above, members do not always report to the transportation
officer upon arrival because they believe that their goods will not be
delivered until the required delivery date. Also, unless the computation
of the required delivery date includes time other than actual transit
time, such as leave, the required delivery date may be unrealistic. And
carriers who deliver shipments early and create the need for storage are
not penalized.

Considering these matters, good coordination and communication among
shipping activities, members, carriers, and receiving activities is impor-
tant if storage management is to be effective. This coordination includes
ensuring that the shipping/receiving offices know when the members
can take possession of their goods at destination, the members give the
shipping/receiving offices addresses where they can be located when
the household goods are expected to be delivered, and all parties know
when carriers are planning to deliver the goods.

Storage-in-transit cannot be totally eliminated, but the cost, and possibly
the incidence, can be reduced. To accomplish these reductions, bop
should select the type of storage that is most advantageous to the mem-
ber and DOD, and shipping activities, members, carriers, and receiving
activities should more closely coordinate their efforts.

We recommend that the Secretary of Defense direct the military services
to take the following actions:

Use nontemporary storage and storage-in-transit at origin to the extent
possible, rather than the more costly storage-in-transit at destination.
Take steps to ensure better coordination and communication among DOD
shipping/receiving offices, carriers, and military members in the deliv-
ery of household goods.
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Companies Visigd by GAO

f

A Olympic Forwarder, Inc.

Lynnwood, Washington

A.D McMullen, Inc

North Dartmouth, Massachusetts

Air Van Lines International, Inc

Bellevue, Wa?l%glon

Albert: Van & Storage Company, Inc

Gaithersburg, Maryland

Allied Van Lines, Inc

Naperville, lhinos

American Ensign Van Service, Inc

Long Beach, California

Amernican Red Ball Transit Company, Inc

Indianapolis, Indiana

Crowder Transter and Storage

Alexandna, Virginia

Culver Moving & Storage

San Antonio, Texas

Door-to-Door Moving & Storage

St. Louts, Missour

Global Van Lines, Inc

Orange, California

Interstate Van Lines, inc

Springfield, Virginia

Mayflower Transit, Inc

Indianapolhs, Indiana

National Van Lines, Inc

Broadview, lliinois

New-Bell Storage Corporation

Norfolk, Virgima

North American Van Lines, Inc

Ft Wayne, Indiana

Pan American Van Lines, Inc

Long Beach, Calitornia

Paul Arpin Van Lines, Inc

East Greenwich, Rhode island

RFC World Wide

San Antonio. Texas

Sherwood Van Lines, Inc

San Antonio, Texas

Stevens Van Lines, Inc

Saginaw, Michigan

Suelzer Van Lines

Ft Wayne, Indiana

Towne Van Lines, inc.

San Antonio, Texas

United Van Lines, Inc

Fenton, Missoun

Wheaton Van Lines, inc

Inchanapolis, Indiana
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Army Offices

Navy Offices

Alr Force Offices

Marine Corps Offices

fices Visited by GAO

Joint Personal Property Shipping Office-Washington, Cameron Station,
Alexandria, Virginia

Fort Hood, Texas

Fort George G. Meade, Maryland

Fort Benjamin Harrison, Indiana

Naval Supply Center-San Diego, California
Naval Training Station-Great Lakes, Illinois

Joint Personal Property Shipping Office-San Antonio, Texas
Scott Air Force Base, Illinois

Marine Corps Air Station-El Toro, California
Camp Pendleton, California
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'Load Data

In table IIL.1, we list data covering the routes from the 152 pob shipping
offices in the contiguous United States for the May 1988 rate cycle. A
“route’’ covers all traffic offered to industry from a single shipping
office to all points in one destination state or the District of Columbia.
Thus, from each shipping point there are 49 routes.

In presenting figures, we have averaged the numbers of carriers offering
rates and the low rate from each pob shipping office. Therefore, in Fort
McClellan’s case, we have averaged the numbers of carriers offering
rates from Fort McClellan's office to each of the 49 destinations to
which it ships. For all of its destinations, an average of 58 carriers sub-
mitted rates.

Our column “Average low rate from shipping office” represents the
average low rate, stated as a percentage of MTMC’s baseline rate, for all
destinations from Fort McClellan, in this case, 82 percent. Our next col-
umn indicates the percentage of carriers' rates at the low rate level for
all of Fort McClellan's destinations. In this case, 60 percent of all the
carriers’ rates were at the low rate level. Column 4 represents the aver-
age number of interstate shipments per day from Fort McClellan to all
49 of its shipment destinations, and column 5 represents the average
number of interstate shipments per day from Fort McClellan to its desti-
nation with the highest volume of shipments.
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Table 1il.1: Comparison of DOD Shipping Offices’ Data

Avongo low Percentage of Average number of shipments
Average carriers’ rates per day to

number of .Mpg:“ at low rate All Highest volume
Shipplng office carriers level destinations destination

Alabama
"~ Fort McClellan 58 82 60 38 06
TF Fort Rucker 92 69 65 70 11
" Maxwell Ar Force Base 62 99 96 7.7 13
" Redstone Arsenal 62 100 100 28 04
Arizona
" Dawvis-Monthan A Force Base 65 98 93 29 0.6

Fort Huachuca 100 97 4.1 04
" Marine C Corps Airr Station, Yuma 20 100 100 17 0.4
Wilhiams Arr Force Base 70 67 71 10
Arkansas
‘Eaker Arr Force Base 100 14 02
Fort Chaffee 100 09 0.1
“Little R};ckfu Force Base 90 34 04
Cahforma
Beale Ar Force Base 100 34 04
Casne Air Force Base 65 24 04
Eawards Arr Force Base 100 96 1.5 0.2
~Fort Ord 66 12.2 15
George Arr Force Base 100 1.1 0.2

Marine Corps Air-Ground Combat Center,
Twentynine Paims 100 2.1 0.3

Marine Corps Arr Station, El Toro 65 106 1.1
Marine Corps Base, Camp Pendleton 65 8.1 1.1
‘ 00
66

Marine Corps Logistics Base, Barstow 1 07 0.1

* McClellan Arr Force Base 52 08
Naval Arr Faciity, El Centro 100 84 00 0.0
Naval Ar Station, Lemoore 100 14 02
Naval Construction Battalion Center, Port Hueneme 83 16 0.2
Naval Supply Center, Oakland 13.1 1.3
Naval Supply Center, San Diego 65 19.0 29
Naval Weapons Center, China Lake 0.3 0.1
Norton Air Force Base 95 50 0.6

~ Sharpe Army Depot, Lathrop 03 0.0
vandenberg Arr Force Base 2.1 02
- (continued)
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Shipping office

of Average number of shipments

r day to

All Highest volume

destinations

destination

Colondo

“Joint Personal Property Shipping Otfice-Colorado
Springs

Lowry Air Force Base

C:onnoctlcut

Naval Submarine Base. New London

Dolaware

" Dover Arr Force Base

Florida

Eglm Air Force Base

05

" Homestead Arr Force Base

06

“MacDill Ar Force Base

04

~ Naval Arr Station, Key West

0.1

Naval Supply Center, Pensacola

1.7

Naval Suppiy Center, Jacksonville

Naval Training Station, Orlando

1.3

11

Patrick Arr Force Base

0.2

Tynaall Aﬁ Force Base

03

Gaorgm

Fort Benmr\g

13

Fort Gordon

0.5

Fort McPherson

07

" Fort Stewart

09

M_anne Corps Log:sncs Base, Albany

0.2

Moody Air Force Base

02

Naval Supply Corps Schools, Athens

0.1

" Robins Air Force Base

0.2

IdjhO

Mountain Home Arr Force Base

04

Naval Administrative Unit, idaho Falls

0.6

Illmous

Chanute Arr Force Base

04

Charles Melvin Price Support Center, Granite City

0.5

Naval Tramung Station, Great Lakes

30

Rock Island Arsenal, Rock Island

02

Scou A|r Force Base
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Shipping Offices’ Carrier, Bate, and Werk

Lead Data
verage Percentage Average number of shipment
Average Ao from camiers'r n:-: e erdayto
Shipping office carriers "m lovel - Hm
Indiana
Fort Benjamin Harnison 80 100 98 44 04
Gnssom Arr Force Base 50 100 98 2.1 03
Naval Weapons Support Center, Crane 61 100 99 1.1 02
Kansas
~ Fort Leavenworth 108 73 35 88 10
Fort Riley 72 100 99 6.3 07
McConnell Air Force Base 64 100 99 19 03
Kentucky
Fort Campbell 117 100 99 10.3 11
"~ Fort Knox 103 83 69 74 09
' Lexington-Biue Grass Army Depot, Lexington 77 100 96 16 0.2
'™ Louisiana
W ‘Barksdale Arr Force Base 67 100 2] 35 05
England Arr Force Base 23 100 99 Y 0.2
—  Fort Polk 76 100 99 47 0.7
S ;riagéﬁi‘qppc}? Activity, New Orleans 82 100 97 47 08
Maine
i —fénng Arr Force Base 36 99 92 1.5 0.2
= * Naval Arr Station, Brunswick 59 71 58 23 03
va Maryland
<y  Aberdeen Proving Ground 97 82 59 25 04
Fort Detrick 38 100 93 14 0.2
) Fort George Meade 102 82 61 60 0.8
O ,@;\:‘.m Air Station, Patuxent River 21 100 95 18 03
U S Naval Academy, Annapolis 30 99 96 11 02
O~ Massachusetts
~ Hanscom Arr Force Base 103 7 50 72 0.8
ﬁi—cﬁignn
K | Sawyer Arr Force Base 59 74 76 1.9 03
Seltndge Ar National Guard Base 101 74 70 58 08
‘Wurtsmith Arr Force Base 55 74 70 16 03
Minnesota
Fort Snelling 88 73 62 33 06
I!iuinippi
Columbus Arr Force Base 42 100 97 40 0.7
Keesler Arr Force Base 150 99 96 6.8 09
Naval Arr Station, Meridian 49 100 99 17 0.3

(continued)
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Average low Percentage of Average

number of shipments

Aversge rate from carriers' rates per day to
RUMEOT 6f at low rate All Highest volume
Shipping oftice carriors. level destinations d.:ﬂl\lﬁﬁﬂ
Missouri L
Fort Leonard Wood 78 100 99 39 04
Whiteman Arr Force Base 100 99 14 ) 01
Montana
Malmstrom Air Force Base 100 99 24 02
Nebraska -
" Offutt Ar Force Base 109 100 97 88 T
Nevada
Naval Air Station, Fallon 30 100 100 05 ) 02
Nellis Arr Force Base 67 100 98 48 06
" Sierra Army Depot, Reno 100 100 07 02
I~ _!o_w Hampshire -
Pease Arr Force Base 100 99 37 05
L) New Jersey
~ Joint Personal Property Shipping Office-New -
— Jersey. Fort Dix 121 7 77 09
New Mexico -
Cannon Arr Force Base 51 100 99 1.6 02
\ - Holloman Arr Force Base 46 100 98 31 04
Kirtland Air Force Base 57 100 93 38 05
White Sands Missile Range 29 100 100 1.2 03
<r New York
Fort Drum 53 100 100 1.2 02
) Fort Hamilton 116 7 39 47 06
% Griffiss Air Force Base 56 100 99 26 0.2
Naval Administrative Unit, Scoba 51 100 98 3.7 07
O Plattsburgh Awr Force Base 33 100 90 20 0.3
Seneca Army Depot, Romulus 52 97 28 04
US Military Academy, West Point 80 99 92 2.2 05
North Carolina
_ Marine Corps Base, Camp Lejeune 112 7 70 101 19
_Fort Bragg 144 97 89 19.9 23
Marine Corps Air Station, Cherry Point 73 67 62 39 0.6
Seymour Johnson Air Force Base 70 98 95 34 04
North Dakota
~Grand Forks Air Force Base 48 100 100 31 04
_Minot Arr Force Base 46 100 100 33 03
(continued)
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Load Data

Average low Percentage of Average number of lhlpmorm
Avorago rate from  carriers' rates ___perday to

number of ompm at low rate Al Highest volume
o

Shipping office carriers lovel destinations destination
Ohio _ G
~ Naval Finance Center, Cleveland 84 100 98 28 04
Wuaght-Patterson Arr Force Base 160 74 74 7T 3k X
Okishoma —
Altus Arr Force Base 32 100 96 18 03
Fort Sill 103 76 89 89 11
McAlester Army Ammunition Plant, McAlester 19 100 95 08 01
Tinker Arr Force Base 71 81 70 41 i 05
" Vance Ar Force Base 19 100 90 15 02
Pennsyivania »
W) Carlsle Barracks 67 90 76 55 07
Charles £ Kelley Support Facility, Oakdale 62 100 99 43 B 05
= Naval Station, Philadelphia 77 81 63 78 'k T30
Te) Tobynanna Army Depot, Tobyhanna 30 100 96 06 ) »_9_1
Rhode Island
—- " Naval Education and Training Center, Newport 86 69 57 78 o 1.2
South Carolina -
" Fort Jackson 80 100 39 06
.-~ Marine Corps Arr Station, Beaufort 40 100 3.2 06
Myrtie Beach Air Force Base 31 100 17 02
"4 Naval Supply Center, Charleston 134 76 12.6 2.1
<t " Shaw A Force Base 47 100 3.0 03
South Dakota
-} Elisworth Arr Force Base 46 100 23 03 |

Naval Arr Station, Memphis 85 100

52 1.0

B2 R SITB (8 [B] |8|B8|9S8

Bergstrom Air Force Base tal 69 36 05

" Carswell Ar Force Base 113 70 49 09
" Dyess Arr Force Base 41 100 1 23 03
~ Fort Bliss 119 68 96 08
Fort Hood 92 €8 131 1.3
Gbodlellow Air Force Base 45 82 902
~Joint Personal Property Shipping Office-San B
Antanio 150 66 46 224 31

) *Nia'val A Station, Corpus Christi 64 65 42 56 14
~ Red River A Army Depot. Texarkana 34 100 100 15 02

i ~ Reese Ar Force Base 32 100 100 18 03
_Sneppard Air Force Base 41 100 92 e 03

(continued)
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lead Dats
vormg Percentage Average number of shipments
Averago . rate fr:: carriers’ m:: __perday to
number of lhm at low rate AR Highest volume
Shipping office carriers lovel destination
Utah
Hill Air Force Base 84 100 95 42 07
Virginia
Col?:r%ﬁ;t:fr l;g;:ngl.:;openy Spag st 71 100 98 89 08
Corsggldnd:ted Personal Property Shipping Office- . - - _— 34
Fort Lee 73 96 89 5.1 06
Joint Personal Property Shipping Office-
Washington, D.C., Cameron Station 187 67 24 411 71
Washington
Fairchild Air Force Base 70 100 98 25 05
Joint Personal Property Shipping Office-Fort Lewis 189 67 55 187 25
Naval Air Station, Whidbey Island, Oak Harbor 78 100 98 KR 10
Naval Supply Center, Puget Sound, Bremerton 135 69 65 6.0 16
Wyoming
F.E. Warren Air Farce Base 41 100 97 23 05
Average 72 89 83 4.9 0.7
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CARREERS’ RUREAV
COMMITTEE

SIGN-ON IS5 COMPLETEsM101
MILEMAKER

PROGRAMS, DATA AND SUPPORTING MATERIAL
COFPYRIGHT 1933, 1990, 1987, 1985, 1983 BY RAND MCNALLY-TDM, INC.

TYFE MENU OR
ENTER OFTIONi

ENTER FIRST CITY,ST:WEST COLUMBIA, TX

ENTER NEXT CITY,OT:FALLGS CHURCH, VA

ENTER NEXT CITY,ST:

MIi01i=-117 MILEMAKER INQUIRY GDE 16.1
CITY/STATE SPLC

W COLUMBIA TX 68€277 000

FLS CH va 230200 000 1413 MILES (S) 1413 TOTAL MILES

ENTER FIRST CITY,ST:

YOU MUST ENTER AT LEAST TWO POINTS
ENTER FIRST CITY,ST:

A STAROIHT AUTUNUKUUS CORAITTET OF THE AMBRICAN MCYENS CONTFRINGT
JOSERH M. EAARISON. SPCAFTARY 19 uuRia $1MEs)  ALRRATKIA VA J3014.3400 GHOWE 703683 730 FAX: 703 5837527




GHEG LAUGHLIN

129 E. Hopkins U . S : Congress 217 Avenu:

San Marcos, Texas 78666 Bay City, Texas 77414
(512) 353-3800 (409) 245-0437

January 20, 1994

Mr. Ted Coulter
Sherwood Van Lines, Inc.
3507 Copeland

San Antonio, TX 78219

Dear Mr. Coulter:

On January 5, 1994, Congressman lLaughlin’s assistant, Ken Bryan, met with
you at the offices of Sherwood Van Lines, Ine., in San Antonio, and requestad
records documenting the invoicing and payment of Congressman Laughlin’s move
after his election to Coangress from his home district in Taxas to Falls Chureh,
Virginia. As you may know, a newly-elected member of Congress is permitted by
law to have his move to Washington, D.C. funded by his or her campaign
committee's funds.

Since we were unable to locate any receipt or othar documentation
evidencing our payment of this move and, sirce wea nesaded to determine that we
have indeed forwarded payment for this move, Mr. Bryan met with you on J
S for the purpose ©f seeking your copies of documantation which we could not
locate.

After Mr. Bryan‘’s January 5 meeting with you, a letter was sent to him
dated January 7, 1994 froa Sharwcod Van lLines, Inc. requesting copies of
documents which we might have concerning invoicing and payment for this mova.
It now appears that neither your office or ours has any records concerning the
move. We conclude from this, of course, that no bill was sent to us and,
consequently, no payment made. You apparently ware unable to tell Mr. Bryan how
much the move cost when he met with you on January S.

To resclve the debt, the committee has executed the enclosed in the amount
of $ 2,500.00. This is an estimate for the expeases incurred in the move, as we
discovered no records which would assist us in either documenting the cost of the
move or that the move has already been paid for by the committes. We would
greatly appreciate your notifying us promptly if the enclosed check covers the
expense of the move or if it is less or more than needed.

Very truly yours,

T=ens

Treasursr, Greg Laughlin‘e Campaign Coesmittee

Enclosure

DA Ba. T4 ¢ Virvmsie Tmmb.




"l!.)l!.d - T Sy aem vy w8 wmin MY QU TN Gael 74 bom Dl Besh aatn- 47 Gem I Gndh RN Gumn FYR Gmis £7% mem el wwsl 1 e Y w Jrd e Fra mee s7e aees Pon misem M WS £\ GEER TR
b .

il

GREG LAUGHUN

- { CAMPAIGN FUND 2042

X < P.O. BOX 504
€les m. WEST COLUMBIA, TX 77488 e
S T 2 A
R L ___Jan. 18 19 94 '
ALY = v Y
“n:ww | or.__Sherwood VanLines, Inc. ] $ 2,500.00

U al i
+ 3o gE?Two Thousand Five Hundred and No/100--=-===-=-==-cccomccmmmmmaomno DOLLARS
Lzt P a JEG LAUGHUN 1189

’ ]
[V |
M3

STL1RTA7%wT Saiedbk
Went Cobumsbts Nathonsd Benb ;
5. e 080
Wut Culewbin. X Mol i

FOR__

*00e0L 2" wiiib2ziB?Lg \0) B839°e #0000 250000/
MR — S RIS W S, IR N S S N SRR - e - e
o % - 3 - X
. IS B
; a
. Q9% 15T i
i i~ Chticoo .r_.-b......
.“ s i A . re VeI e 5 44
& » L i OINDINY NVS -xNvg swmgyoges) |




PP B
| sl.

January 7, 1994

The Honorable Greg Laughlin
United States Congress

236 Cannon House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515-4314

ATTN: Mr. Ken Bryan
P.O. Box 2483
Victoria, Texas 77902

In Re: Household Goods Move of January, 1989 ./ Hr. Bryln'l vuit of Jmuu-y 5,
1994 s

Dear Congressman,

Thank you for your mqulry about _your household goods move(s) w:th Shcrwood
Van Lines, Inc.

At this time, Sherwood would request that you send this office all shipping
documents or correspondence in your files concerning your move(s). This request would

necessarily include any bill of lading, weight ticket, inventory, claim document, order
for service, estimate of cost, invoice, etc.

All payments made to thic company for any move must be in full compliance
with prevailing Interstate Commerce Commission rules and regulations, You may very

.well be in possession of information which would effect the position of Sherwood in
responding to your request.

Yours truly,

ZUL Gl

Presidant

e R TR AT TR A T . 1508
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January 27, 1994

&
[}

Treasurer

Greg Laughlin, U.S. Congress
P.O. Box 2483

Victoria, TX 77902

IN RE: Your Latter Of January 20, 1994

Dear 5ir: ' #

Thank you for your referenced correspondence and the enclosed
chack in the amount of $2,300.00. Per your instructiona this
amount has bean credited to the account of Congressman Laughlin
pending final determination of the status and cost 0f his house-
hold goods move,

There appears to be a misunderstaning of the exaot intent of
our letter of January 7, 1994. It does not say, and you should not
construe its contents to mean, that an invoice was not sent, or
that records 4o not exist in the files of Sherwood relating to
the move in guestion. The precise purpose of the letter was to
actempt to determine 1if there existed any records, currently in
the possession of the Cangressman, which would in any way impact
the decision as to the exact amount of the f£inal charges.

We trust that Mr. Bryan accurately reported that Sherwood is
making every effort to accurately and precisaly determine the charges
which apply on this move. This precaution is being taken for the
protection of both the Congressman as well as Sherwood in light of
the fact situation behind the move itself. '

Sherwood will now take the position that there are no documents
existant which would alter the tariff charges from those officially
published by Sherwood. You may be assured that once the applicable
tariff has baen determined, the proper charges will be applied to

the g:ailnble rate and your office immediataly notified as to the
resu .

Yours sruly,

o A (ol Tl
‘ed Coulter
Prasident

[
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Federal Election Commission
Mary L. Taksar Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket
999 E Street, NW
Washington, D.C. 20463

by en 1 bl 3

Re: MUR 4079

Dear Ms. Taksar:

This letter is in further response to MUR 4079. This supplement
to my response of November 10, 1994 is prompted by a telephone call from
Joan McHenry suggesting that a further response was necessary. I need
the guidance of the FEC in this matter.

I have again reviewed the MUR in question. The Chapman for

N Congress Committee is not mentioned anywhere in the notarized complaint.
In one attachment to the complaint, a newspaper article, the Chapman for
— Congress Committee is mentioned as a recipient of a contribution now

being questioned as to its propriety.

The contribution mentioned in the attachment to the complaint was
accepted, deposited and reported by the Committee. It was from an

~3 individual and within the allowable limit. The Chapman for Congress

Committee did not receive or accept any corporate contribution.

It has apparently been alleged by a Federal Grand Jury that the
individual contributor was reimbursed by a corporation for her
contribution. If true, this was done without the knowledge or consent
of the Chapman for Congress Committee.

I am uncertain about the policy of the Federal Election Commission
in this matter. 1Is it the policy of the FEC to require the refund of
contributions that are alleged to be illegal? 1In this specific case, if
refunded, to whom would the Chapman for Congress Committee refund the
contribution? The Chapman for Congress Committee would be happy to
comply with the Commission’s policy on this matter, if the Commission
will provide appropriate guidance.

I look forward to your prompt response.

Sincerely,



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGITON, D.C 20463

February 17, 1995

POSTMASTER

MUR L{CDKWCﬂ

ADDRESS INFORMATION REQUEST

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

NAME:

LAST KNOWN ADDRESS: 1S QO

_ig.m_ﬂu,%;o CH Qs

Under 39 C.F.R. § 265.9(g){5)(i), we request a waiver of

= fees. In this couucctiun 7 hereby certify that the Federal

- Election Commission, an agency of the U.S. Government, requires
the information requested above in the performance of its

O official duties, and that all other known sources for obtaining
it have been exhausted. A return envelope is enclosed for your

N convenience.

Lk

( ) Mail is Delivered to Above Address
( ) Moved, left no forwarding address
( ) No -uch address :

!*) Other (Please Ipceitﬂ

New Address : 32‘%

-'4 ’.“IQ b




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON,

DC 20463

POSTMASTER
/

74/ 75

niR <4079

ADDRESS INFORMATION REQUEST

O Pursuant to 39 C.F.R. § 265.6(d)(1), please furnish this

agency with a new address, if available, for the individual or
X entity listed below, or verify whether the address given below

is one at which mail for this individual or entity is currently
w being delivered.
. naMe:  J/ D Pates
e LAST kNOWN ADDRESS: .0, BOX /(66X O4R
N M Diegd, R F2/F5

Under 39 C.P.R. § 265.9(g)(5)(i), we request a waiver of

o fees. In this connection I hereby certify that the Pederal
- Election Commission, an agency of the U.S. Government, requires

the information requested above in the performance of its
0 official duties, and that all other known sources for obtaining

it have been exhausted. A return envelope is enclosed for your
O convenience.

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

() Other (Please Specify)

llllll'll!lﬂﬂﬂmn

New Address : 32%(0 m




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGION, D.C 20463

February 17, 1995

POSTMASTER

\ D)
C 90014

wr HO9

ADDRESS INFORMATION REQUEST

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

NAME: \S L,"r‘f\ G)OI‘:E) ;

i LAST KNOWN ADDRESS: 3324(0 @.ﬂi&ﬂ& 3 N
| w0 deois

Under 39 C.P.R. § 265.9(g)(5)(1i), we request a waiver of
- fees. 1In this connection I hereby certify that the Federal
oy Election Commission, an agency of the U.5. Government, requires
‘ the information re sted above in the performance of its

g official duties, and t all other known sources for obtaining
it have been exhausted. A return envelope is enclosed for your
O convenience.

Y

s i; e General Counsel
Tonm%ronsu ONLY >

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

Other (Please Specify)

New Address : (*5\:\' &a—ﬂd W’(’

— e — —
— S St

b L/
P ILA L VUL



bt A

. RECEIVE®
SAM D. MILLSAP, JR. PEOERAL ELE T w

ATTORNEY AT Law $106
OnE RivemwaLx PLAcE, Suite 1000 | ROOM
700 NoRm ST. Manv's STaeeT
San Awtomo, TDus 78208 .‘ “..'S
TeLemONE (2 10) 227-7868 TELECOPER (210) 27 1-0282 .

May 9, 1995

via CM RRR #P 910 250 544

Ms. Deborah Rice
Federal Election Commission
Office of the General Counsel
999 E. Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20463

\ Y

~
[

Re: MUR 4079; Leslie A. Taber =

Dear Ms. Rice:

This letter is to confirm our telephone conversation in regards to MUR 4079 (complaint
against Leslie A. Taber). As we discussed yesterday, it is the position of your office that no
additional response is mandated at this time in regards to your April 19, 1995 correspondence to
™M our client. Please contact me as soon as possible if any action is needed by our client at this
time. As areminder, Mr. Taber invoked his Fifth Amendment privilege on October 27, 1994.

Sincerely yours,

) Aeoth 2000

\C Seth Bell
Law Clerk to Sam D. Millsap, Jr.

Mr. Les Taber



Tk tade 4D YILY 1b:U¥ No.0OS P 0z
. - Jd

o 4079

NAMB OF COUNSRL: Sam D. Millsap, Jr.
ADDRESS: . One Rivervalk Place, Suite 1000
700 N..3t. Hary's Street

{(210) 227-7565 Telephone
£210). 2710232 Talgcopitr..

The above-named individual i{s hereby deaignated as my
counsel and 18 authorised to receive any notificationa and other
communications from the Commission and to act on my dehalf before
the Commission,

May 8, 1995
e W1 sap, Jr.

RESPONDRNT 'S NAME: Lealie A. Taber

" ADDRESS : 102 Westview Rd. NW
il Qﬁllilﬁi g' 32336
ot

- BOME PRONE: (615) 339-1929

u) BUSIRESS PEONE: (615) 476-7616
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FEOERAL £LE-TION
COMMIZS TGN
STCRETANIAT

BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION F}a 8 IZIUPH'SS

In the Matter of )
) Enforcement Priority

' SENSITIVE

GENERAL COUNSEL’S REPORT
I. INTRODUCTION

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

I1I. 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 10 cases which do not warrant further pursuit
relative to the other pending cases.l A short description of
each case and the factors leading to assignment of a relatively
1. These matters are: MUR 4165 (Attachment 2); MUR 4187
(Attachment 3); MUR 4188 (Attachment 4); MUR 4199 (Attachment 5);
MUR 4211 (Attachment 6); MUR 4212 (Attachment 7); MUR 4216

(Attachment 8); MUR 4224 (Attachment 9); MUR 4243 (Attachment 10);
MUR 4245 (Attachment 11).




3=

low priority and conseqguent recommendation not to pursue each

case is attached to this report. See Attachments 2-11. As the
Commission requested, this Office has attached the responses to
the complaints for the externally-generated matters and the
referrals for matters referred by the Reports Analysis Division

in instances where this information was not previously

circulated. See Attachments 2-11.
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

33 cases that

do not
2

warrant further investment of significant Commission resources.

2 These matters are: PM 308 (Attachment 12); RAD 94L-29
O (Attachment 13); RAD 94L-34 (Attachment 14); RAD 94NF-10
(Attachment 15); RAD 94NF-13 (Attachment 16); MUR 4027
(Attachment 17); MUR 4028 (Attachment 18); MUR 4033
(Attachment 19); MUR 4042 (Attachment 20); MUR 4045
(Attachment 21); MUR 4047 (Attachment 22); MUR 4049

(Attachment 23); MUR 4057 (Attachment 24); MUR 4059
(Attachment 25); MUR 4062 (Attachment 26); MUR 4065
(Attachment 27); MUR 4066 (Attachment 28); MUR 4067
(Attachment 29); MUR 4069 (Attachment 30); MUR 4070
(Attachment 31); MUR 4077 (Attachment 32); MUR 4079
(Attachment 33); MUR 4086 (Attachment 34); MUR 4089
(Attachment 35); MUR 4095 (Attachment 36); MUR 4099
(Attachment 37); MUR 4102 (Attachment 38); MUR 4104
(Attachment 39); MUR 4111 (Attachment 40); MUR 4113
(Attachment 41); MUR 4117 (Attachment 42); MUR 4127
(Attachment 43); and MUR 4132 (Attachment 44).
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Since the recommendation not to pursue the identified cases is
based on staleness, this Office has not prepared separate
narratives for these cases. As the Commission requested, the
responses to the complaints for the externally-generated matters
and the referrals for the internally-generated matters are
attached to the report in instances where this information was

not previously circulated. See Attachments 12-44,.

This Office recommends that the Commission exercise its
prosecutorial discretion and no longer pursue the cases listed
below in Section III.A and I1II.B effective February 13, 1996,
By closing the cases effective February 13, 1996, 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.

III. RECOMMENDATIONS

A. Decline to open a MUR and close the file effective
February 13, 1996 in the following matters:

PM 308

RAD 94L-29
RAD 94L-34
RAD 94NF-10
RAD 94NF-13

(S, - VYN SN
Pt e P
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B. Take no action, close the file effective February 13,

1996, and approve the appropriate letter in the following
matters:

MUR 4027
MUR 4028
MUR 4033
MUR 4042
MUR 4045
MUR 4047
MUR 4049
MUR 4057
MUR 4059
MUR 4062
MUR 4065
MUR 4066
MUR 4067
MUR 4069
MUR 4070
MUR 4077
MUR 4079
MUR 4086
MUR 4089
MUR 409§
MUR 4099
MUR 4102
MUR 4104
MUR 4111
4113
4117
4127
4132
4165
4187
4188
4199
4211
4212
4216
4224
4243
4245

e e W e S

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

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3

wrence M.“Joble
General Counsel




BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of

Enforcemant Priority

Agenda Document #X96-13

CORRECTED CERTIFICATION

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, recording secretary for the

Federal Election Commission, do hereby certify that the

Commission decided by votes of 4-0 to take the following

action in the above-captioned matter:

A.

Decline to open a MUR and close the file

effective March 5,
matters:

1) PM 308
2)
3)
4)
5)

1996,

in the following

Take no action, close the file effective
March 5, 1996, and approve appropriate
letter in the following matters:

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

4027
4028
4033
4042
4045
4047
4049
4057
4059

sEEEEEEEE

(continued)




Federal ERlection Commission
Certification: Enforcement Priority
March 6, 1996

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

(continued)




Federal Election Commissicn Page 3
Certification: Enforcement Priority
March S5, 1996

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Mcbonald, and Thomas
voted affirmatively on the above-noted decisions.
Commissioner McGarry was not present.

Attest:

5 2 &

Date jorie W. Emmons

tary of the Commission

3

Sec




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

March 7, 1996

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Marna Cino, Executive Director

National Republican Congressional Committee
320 First Street, S.E.

Washington, D.C. 20003

Dear Ms. Cino:

On October 7, 1994, the Federal Election Commission received the complaint you filed
e on behalf of the National Republican Congressional Committee alleging certain violations of
the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended (“the Act”™).

After considering the circumstances of this matter, the Commission exercised its
prosecutorial discretion to take no action in the matter. This case was evaluated objectively
relative to other matters on the Commission’s docket. In light of the information on the record,
< the relative significance of the case, and the amount of time that has elapsed, the Commission
determined to close its file in this matter on March 5, 1996. 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. § 437g(a)(8).

Sincerely,

W'%bggﬂ)

Mary L. Taksar, Attormey
Central Enforcement Docket

Celebrating the Commission’s 20th Anniversary
YESTERDAY, TODAY AND TOMORROW



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

March 7, 1996

Ronald S. Licbman, Esquire
Roger S. Ballentine, Esquire
Michael N. Druckman, Esquire
Patton Boggs, L.L.P.

2550 M. Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20037

RE: MUR 4079
Laughlin for Congress Committee and
Everet Kennemer, IlI, as treasurer
Congressman Greg Laughlin

Dear Mr. Liebman, Mr. Ballentine and Mr. Druckman:

On October 20, 1994, the Federal Election Commission notified your clients 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 exercised its
prosecutorial discretion to take no action against the Laughlin for Congress Committee and
Everet Kennemer, 111, as treasurer and Congressman Greg Laughlin. This case was evaluated
objectively relative to other matters on the Commission’s docket. In light of the information
on the record, the relative significance of the case, and the amount of time that has elapsed, the
Commussion determined to close its file in this matter on March 5, 1996.

The confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(12) no longer apply and this matter
is now public. In addition, although the complete file must be placed on the public record
within 30 days, this could occur at any time following certification of the Commission’s vote.
If you wish to submit any factual or legal materials to 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.

Celebrating the Commission’s 20th Anniversary

YESTERDAY, TODAY AND TOMORROW
DEDICATED TO KEEPING THE PUBLIC INFORMED




Mr. Ballentine, Esq.
Mr. Druckman. Esq.

Page 2

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

Sincerely,

A Jedesr,
Mary L. Taksar, Attorney @3;49

Central Enforcement Docket




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

March 7, 1996

Theodore A. Coulter, President
Sherwood Van Lines, Inc.
10237 North L.H. 35

San Antonio, TX 78220

RE: MUR 4079

Dear Mr. Coulter:

On October 20, 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 exercised its
prosecutorial discretion to take no action against Sherwood Van Lines and you, as President.
This case was evaluated objectively relative to other matters on the Commission’s docket. In
light of the information on the record, the relative significance of the case, and the amount of

time that has elapsed, the Commission determined to close its file in this matter on March 5,
1996.

The confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(12) no longer apply and this matter
is now public. In addition, although the complete file must be placed on the public record
within 30 days, this could occur at any time following certification of the Commission’s vote.
If you wish to submit any factual or legal materials to 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,

’)?uzo(- Jntoan
Mary L. Taksar, Attorney éﬁ#)

Central Enforcement Docket

Celebrating the Commission’s 20th Anniversary

YESTERDAY, TODAY AND TOMORROW
DEDICATED TO KEEPING THE PUBLIC INFORMED




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

March 7, 1996

Sam D. Millsap, Jr., Esquire

Law offices of Sam D. Millsap, Jr.
One Riverwalk Place, Suite 1000
700 N. St. Mary’s Street

San Antonio, TX 78205

RE: MUR 4079
Ilene Taber, Leshie A. Taber

Dear Mr. Millsap:

On October 20, 1994, the Federal Election Commission notified your clients, Ilene and
Leslie A. Taber 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 exercised its
prosecutorial discretion to take no action against [lene and Leslie A. Taber. This case was
evaluated objectively relative to other matters on the Commission’s docket. In light of the
information on the record, the relative significance of the case, and the amount of time that has
elapsed, the Commission determined to close its file in this matter on March 5, 1996.

The confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(12) no longer apply and this matter
is now public. In addition, although the complete file must be placed on the public record
within 30 days, this could occur at any time following certification of the Commission’s vote.
If you wish to submit any factual or legal materials to 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,

 Gekic,.

#
Mary L."Taksar, Attorney @6 )
Central Enforcement Docket

Celebrating the Commission’s 20th Anniversary

YESTERDAY, TODAY AND TOMORROW
DEDICATED TC KEEPING THE PUBLIC INFORMED
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C 20463

March 7, 1996

B. Laurence Macon, Treasurer
Bustamante for Congress Committee
P.O. Box 120010

San Antonio, TX 78230

RE: MUR 4079
Dear Mr. Macon:

On October 20, 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 exercised its
prosecutorial discretion to take no action against Bustamante for Congress Committee and
vou, as treasurer. This case was evaluated objectively relative to other matters on the
Commission’s docket. In light of the information on the record, the relative significance of the

case, and the amount of time that has elapsed, the Commission determined to close its file in
this matter on March 5, 1996.

The confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a) 12) no longer apply and this matter
is now public. In addition, although the complete file must be placed on the public record
within 30 days, this could occur at any time following certification of the Commission’s vote.
If you wish to submit any factual or legal materials to 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,

lec A"

Mary L. Taksar, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket

Celebrating the Commission’s 20th Anniversary

YESTERDAY, TODAY AND TOMORROW
DEDICATED TO KEEPING THE PUBLIC INFORMED
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

March 7, 1996

Robert F. Bauer, Esquire

B. Holly Schadler, Esquire
Perkins Coie

607 14™ St. N.W. #800
Washington, DC 20005-2011

RE: MUR 4079
Chet Edwards for Congress and
Bernice M. Beck, as treasurer

Dear Mr. Bauer and Ms. Schadler:

On October 20, 1994, the Federal Election Commission notified your clients,
Chet Edwards for Congress and Bernice M. Beck, as treasurer 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 exercised its
prosecutorial discretion to take no action against Chet Edwards for Congress and Bernice M.
Beck, as treasurer. This case was evaluated objectively relative to other matters on the
Commuission’s docket. In light of the information on the record, the relative significance of the
case, and the amount of time that has elapsed, the Commission determined to close its file in
this matter on March 5, 1996.

The confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(12) no longer apply and this matter
1s 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 prior to receipt of your
additional materials, any permissible submissions will be added to the public record when
received.

Celebrating the Commission’s 20th Anniversary

YESTERDAY, TODAY AND TOMORROW
DEDICATED TO KEEPING THE PUBLIC INFORMED




Mr. Bauer, Esq.
Ms. Schadler, Esq.
Page 2

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

219-3400.

Sincerely,

Mianyy A Jukras
“v (F#)

Mary L. Taksar, Attome\,

Central Enforcement Docket




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 204613

March 7, 1996

Abbe Lowell, Esquire
David Fruella, Esquire
Brand & Lowell

923 15" Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20005

RE:  MUR 4079
Wilson Committee and
Amy S. Trites, as treasurer

Dear Mr. Lowell and Mr. Fruella::

On October 20, 1994, the Federal Election Commission notified your clients, the
Wilson Committee and Amy S. Trites, as treasurer, 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 exercised its
prosecutonial discretion to take no action against the Wilson Committee and Amy S. Trites, as
treasurer. This case was evaluated objectively relative to other matters on the Commission’s
docket. In light of the information on the record, the relative significance of the case, and the
amount of time that has elapsed, the Commission determined to close its file in this matter on
March 5, 1996.

The confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a) 12) no longer apply and this matter
is now public. In addition, although the complete file must be placed on the public record
within 30 days, this could occur at any time following certification of the Commission’s vote.
If you wish to submit any factual or legal materials to 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,

A e lsar
Gs#)

Mary L. Taksar, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket

Celebrating the Commssion’s 20th Anniversary

YESTERDAY, TODAY AND TOMORROW
DEDICATED TO KEEPING THE PUBLIC INFORMED




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 2046}

March 7, 1996

Bill Graham, Treasurer
Re-Elect Bill Sarpalius
P.O. Box 7926
Amarillo, TX 79114

RE: MUR 4079
Dear Ms. Graham:

On October 20, 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 exercised its

prosecutorial discretion to take no action against Re-Elect Bill Sarpalius Committee and you,
as treasurer. This case was evaluated objectively relative to other matters on the Commission’s

docket. In light of the information on the record, the relative significance of the case, and the
amount of time that has elapsed, the Commission determined to close its file in this matter on
March 5, 1996.

The confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(12) no longer apply and this matter
is now public. In addition, although the complete file must be placed on the public record
within 30 days, this could occur at any time following certification of the Commission’s vote.
If you wish to submit any factual or legal materials to 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,

Takoar
b

Mary L. Taksar, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket

Celebrating the Commission’s 20th Anniversary

YESTERDAY, TODAY AND TOMORROW
DEDICATED TO KEEPING THE PUBLIC INFORMED




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

March 7, 1996

Carol Sarpalius, Treasurer
Sarpalius for Congress

1200 N. Washington Street
Prospect House #512
Arlington, VA 22209

RE: MUR 4079

Dear Ms. Sarpalius:

On October 20, 1994, the Federal Election Commission notified you of a complaint
c 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 exercised its
prosecutorial discretion to take no action against Sarpalius for Congress and you, as treasurer.
This case was evaluated objectively relative to other matters on the Commission’s docket. In
light of the information on the record, the relative significance of the case, and the amount of

time that has elapsed, the Commission determined to close its file in this matter on March §,
1996.

3

The confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)12) no longer apply and this matter
1s 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 prior to receipt of your

additional materials, any permissible submissions will be added to the public record when
received.

9 6 U4 3

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

Sincerely,

A ks ar
M Gan)

Mary L. Taksar, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket

Celebrating the Commission’s 20th Anniversary

YESTERDAY, TODAY AND TOMORROW
DEDICATED TO KEEPING THE PUBLIC INFORMED




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

March 7, 1996

J. Elvin Jackson, Treasurer
Hefner for Congress Committee
P.O. Box 3016

Concord, NC 28025

RE: MUR 4079
Dear Mr. Jackson:

On October 20, 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 exercised its
prosecutorial discretion to take no action against Hefner for Congress Committee and you, as
treasurer. This case was evaluated objectively relative to other matters on the Commission’s
docket. In light of the information on the record, the relative significance of the case, and the
amount of time that has elapsed, the Commission determined to close its file in this matter on
March 5, 1996.

The confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(12) no longer apply and this matter
1s 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 matenials 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,

7,4,30( u%./cm@g "

Mary L. Taksar, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket

Celebrating the Commission’s 20th Anniversary

YESTERDAY, TODAY AND TOMORROW
DEDICATED TO KEEPING THE PUBLIC INFORMED
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

March 7, 1996
Nancy J. Rooks, Treasurer
Jim Chapman for Congress
P.O. Box 388
Sulphur Springs, TX 75482
RE: MUR 4079
Dear Ms. Rooks:

On October 20, 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 exercised 1ts
prosecutorial discretion to take no action against Jim Chapman for Congress Committee, the
first Committee of Texas (Jim Chapman) and you, as treasurer. This case was evaluated
objectively relative to other matters on the Commission’s docket. In light of the information
on the record, the relative significance of the case, and the amount of time that has elapsed, the
Commission determined to close its file in this matter on March 5, 1996.

The confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(12) no longer apply and this matter
is now public. In addition, although the complete file must be placed on the public record
within 30 days, this could occur at any time following certification of the Commisston’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,
! Jehosar,
T

Mary L. Taksar, Attomey
Central Enforcement Docket

Celebrating the Commission’s 20th Anniversary

YESTERDAY, TODAY AND TOMORROW
DEDICATED TO KEEPING THE PUBLIC INFORMED




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

March 7, 1996

Jim Bates, Treasurer
Jim Bates for Congress
Bring Back Bates
Route 2, Box 85
Homedale, ID 83628

RE: MUR 4079

Dear Mr. Bates:

On October 20, 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 exercised its
prosecutorial discretion to take no action against Jim Bates for Congress and you, as treasurer,
and Bring Back Bates and you, as treasurer. This case was evaluated objectively relative to
other matters on the Commission’s docket. In light of the information on the record, the
relative significance of the case, and the amount of time that has elapsed, the Commission
determined to close its file in this matter on March §, 1996.

The confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(12) no longer apply and this matter
1s 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 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,

A Johsar
Maksu, Attorney @E#j

Central Enforcement Docket

Celebrating the Commission’s 20th Anniversary

YESTERDAY, TODAY AND TOMORROW
DEDICATED TO KEEPING THE PUBLIC INFORMED
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

March 7, 1996

George Thompson, Treasurer

Geren for Congress/Friends of Pete Geren
P.O. Box 1136

Fort wWorth, TX 76101

RE: MUR 4079

Dear Mr. Thompson:

On October 20, 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 exercised its prosecutorial discretion to take no
action against Geren for Congress/Friends of Pete Geren and you,
as treasurer. This case was evaluated objectivelg relative to
other matters on the Commission’s docket. 1In light of the
information on the record, the relative significance of the
case, and the amount of time that has elapsed, the Commission
determined to close its file in this matter on March 5, 1996.

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 wi¥l be added to the
public record when received.

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

Sincerely,

Kaar
:hl¢z7C7( ¥/&' (?&&)
Mary LY Taksar, Attorney

Central Enforcement Docket

Celebrating the Commission’s 20th Anniversary

YESTERDAY, TODAY AND TOMORROW
DEDICATED TO KEEPING THE PUBLIC INFORMED




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSKC IN

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

March 7, 1996

James W. Wise, Treasurer
Friends of John Conyers

1560 Wilson Boulevard, Suite 320
Arlington, VA 22209

RE:  MUR 4079

Dear Mr. Wise:

On October 20, 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 exercised 1ts
prosecutorial discretion to take no action against Friends of John Conyers and you, as treasurer.
This case was evaluated objectively relative to other matters on the Commission’s docket. In
light of the information on the record, the relative significance of the case, and the amount of

time that has elapsed, the Commission determined to close its file in this matter on March 5,
1996.

The confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(12) no longer apply and this matter
is now public. In addition, although the complete file must be placed on the public record
within 30 days, this could occur at any time following certification of the Commission’s vote.
If you wish to submit any factual or legal materials to 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,

sl Kot )

Mary L. Taksar, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket

Celebrating the Commission’s 20th Anniversary

YESTERDAY, TODAY AND TOMORROW
DEDICATED TO KEEPING THE PUBLIC INFORMED
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

March 7, 1996

Nathan Conyers, Treasurer
Conyers for Congress

1833 E. Jefferson

Detroit, M1 48207

RE: MUR 4079

Dear Mr. Conyers:

On October 20, 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 exercised its
prosecutorial discretion to take no action against Conyers for Congress and you, as treasurer.
This case was evaluated objectively relative to other matters on the Commission’s docket. In
light of the information on the record, the relative significance of the case, and the amount of

time that has elapsed, the Commission determined to close its file in this matter on March 5,
1996.

The confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(12) no longer apply and this matter
is now public. In addition, although the complete file must be placed on the public record
within 30 days, this could occur at any time following certification of the Commission’s vote.
If you wish to submit any factual or legal materials to 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,

el A )

Mary L. Taksar, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket

Celebrating the Commission’s 20th Anniversary

YESTERDAY, TODAY AND TOMORROW
DEDICATED TO KEEPING THE MMD
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