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on October 7, 1994t ftoI@i" the eial; *f hi 0 i~t
participate intedbtM.Umiby OOtmsel, 000MMUM"WW
writing with both C afel a and tho aa t f 0 0,
informing tbe thlat, by -lit .flvn 411001" to: ft 'il in
the debate, Channel 8 ndthe Alraria m of m , as
corporate entitiesv, ere violating 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a). Cdpies of
the letters are enclosed. Nr. inm was still not invite to
participate in the debate and did not participato. Same& on
information and belief, both Channel 8 and the Ale ria % ambe

of Commerce have spent corporate treasury money to, ste :th
debate.

2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) makes it UnlawfUl for any coporation
whatever . . . to make a contribution or expenditure in onfction
with any election at which . . . a Senator or Representative in .
; 0 congress [is] to be voted for ... . o" S 441b(b)(2) defines
"contribution or expenditure' to *include . . . any services . .



to any candidate . . . in connection with any election to any of
the offices referred to in this section . .- *.

This prohibition plainly applies to Channel 8 and the
Alexandria Cha of Ciirce as corporate entities. The only way
in which they could have staged the debate lawfully, therefore,
would be if the exemption created by 11 CFR S 110.13 for

lNotprtisan candidate debates' applied. As your office has
explained, "the purpose of section 110.13 . . . is to provide a
specific exception to permit certain types of corporations to stage
debates, without being deemed to have made contributions to the
candidates taking part in the debate.' Memorandum to Commission of
February 8, 1994, at 18. That section, however, applies only to
non-profit organizations which are exempt from federal taxation
under 26 U.S.C. S 501(c)(3) or (4) and to '(b]roadcasters, bona
fide newspapers, magazines and other periodical publications . . .

a Thus, the provision does not apply to the debate staged by
Channel 8 and the Alexandria Chamber of Commerce. 1

That Channel 8 and the Alexandria Chamber of Commerce violated
S 441b(a) is supported by the recommendations made by your office
to the Commission that the Commission adopt certain clarifications
to S 110.13. In its recommendations, your office has stated the
proposed clarifications

would require all staging organizations to use pre-
established objective criteria to determine which
candidates are allowed to participate in debates. Thus,
the new rules would not allow a staging organization to
bar minor party candidates or i penent candidates from
participating simply because they have not been nominated
by a major party. Memorandum, at 19.

Among the criteria which could not be used to determine eligibility
to participate in debates are

(i) Subjective evaluations of whether an individual is a
significant, major or important candidate; (ii) Polls or
other assessments of a candidate's chances of winning the
nomination or election; (iii) For general election
debates, nomination by a major party . ...

As there have been no changes to S 441b(a) necessitating a new
regulation, it follows that the proposed clarifications to the
regulation are not new law, but rather a more complete exposition
of current law. That being the case, it is abundantly clear that
Channel 8 and the Alexandria Chamber of Commerce have violated S

1 A state law similar to S 441b(a) was held by the U.S.

Supreme Court to apply to a state chamber of commerce. &Ann v.
Michigan Chamber of Commerce, 110 S.Ct. 1391 (1990).
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P"Mn Gu If P.

Re~tt1Y subuittede

Complainant

Richard E. Gardiner

Counsel for Complainant

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 19th day of
October, 1994.

i 

jpK

ite~~6 Boeton Blvd,
SpWikafie1d, VA 231533

2 In view of the fact that Channel 8 and the Alexandria
Chamber of Commerce were both notified in advance of the legal
basis for potential violations, their violations were willful,
i.e., they "voluntarily and intentionally violated a known legal
duty." United States v. Djyjj, 583 F.2d 190, 193 (5th Cir.
1978). This construction of willfulness has been adopted by the
Fourth Circuit. See United States v. Wilson, 721 F.2d 967, 971
(4th Cir. 1983).
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Please be awarei' that,: In, refums .-to allo0W r. "imonds to
participate in the: Abto ths ipr t the Republi oa and
Democratic candidateW 0~r r. flimends, anI 8, as a oorate
entity, is violating 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a). That section makes it
unlawful for-eay ootio wbat "er . . , tomke a contribution
or expenditure in oon otlan with any election at which... a
Senator or Representative in. . • Ce"reru [is) to be voted for
* • . S 441b(b) (2) -det s 0contrlbtion or expenditure" to
"include . . . ay vit"s . . . t iany candidate. . . in

connection with any eletion to any of the offices referred to in
this section . 9



It Mr. W amIndI is not invited to partiiipa.te in the t -
as in dboth the R bicn d io 0o1 ti andi i V

we vl ;v 84rriam considertation to, 0iin A a ntvt-- we: iii give it~l Ioi i, .

the fIC against both Channels and the Alexandria iber of

UKA1d you d'*oie to invite r. "re to partiipat. in
debate, please contact his directly.

Sincerely yours,

~T

OQV UW~~ D4 ZI~
w.$Mat, Vfrqinia a~er ot ca~ros

I A state law similar to S 441b(a) was held by the U.S.

Supreme Court to apply to a state chamber of commerce. Austin v.
Michigan Chamber of Commerce, 110 S.Ct. 1391 (1990).
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3R3 NUR 4100

Dear Ktr. Gardiner:t

Ibis letter aeknovledges receipt on October 24. 1994v of.

the oaps o filed on behalf of your client, Word SoE
ail:inb Meible violations of the Federal Ilect.ionC i
At: -TIPt, aS amended (Othe Act). The respondent(e) wii be

notified of this complaint within five days.

You viii be notified as soon as the Federal Blection

Ciurmissiena tak"s final action on your complaint. Should you
t' oei tmsy 4tionli tnforation in this nstter, please
S fo~iear it to e Office of the General Counsel Such
!i ! !ieigi .S -ae1 beswr to in the same manner as the otims"

Silo* h0 r i6 *l ""tore VInAicetious, For your
ie ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ -be te ed bredecitoo of the

~iOI~~ ptoe4~ t ot haudling complaints.
Sincerely.

Nary L. Taksar, Attorney
Central Rnforcement Docket

Enclosure
procedures
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the :Consstea in vtiOI~ ta you wishi the ate ebead

plici,. If .yov inteo6 .-to b.- tS~p~5e~te~~, .t.__.u.Ie in this
matter,* please. advise the C t.IO bOy .ompl tiaV the enclosed

for statinlg the aem. addrss and te.ephone bomber of such

counsel, and authorising such counsel to receive any

notifications and other comunications from the Cousission.
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Of teaeerwasiaaso a ftsft 2ast teloa mda
TheCexese wr 4alimaatket amd Ofrwt incurred forte p-pase of=r e sl4i , but in f'tbrne of thecaaber', public service obso.

The -aaber also pawrw4e sotMic of the -debsat in addton tootber Information ot geerl in t to its a i a flyer andin its~ montl y St arl -1 j.o, !1: L nin tsmothy e*letter woadarly isribute toits m besinthe norml course of business. it is doubtful that the internlcosmt of producing such a flyer and newsletter qWalifies as an



u~s1twean that term is defined by It' CFR I 1004w,( pe ,fioaly a, 11 CU 1100.(b)(4)).
za upr of the Boaber's aoition, the Affidait otK ImT. ayfer, Preeldet of the Chamber, ..... s t.s Would be pleased to provide any otber iiep

by the ederal Eleation fowrission to resolve this Matter

in cur view the a did not violata Federal Iletion lawitaill teti hs event, having iMrred no expIN for t e AUtid MCannel a . and not thrvis having contrlb*td
a~tbaqofmateialValue to theb nidts

Ih Aexndia Cabrof Cro1 respecfully reussthatUp. eral Eleation dsssission Mr. Edmods, c ilatMimi:u tutber action.

espectftlly submitted,

id C. Cntield@ewa"i cunsel to th

leandria Camber of

pC: Kathleen T. Snyder, President
W. Mebael Hola, Eaqire

"Y4I W-r-wqR11,
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Alexndria Ch2 Wer of 0* e t

am~" cv X&U.L~ ,~ inVm

(X3~3MIUOF VRMZI&Me
iy of le ria to Wit:

Defae e a notary public in and for the luriarotith

naresaion aneaored KathleenT. Snyderofho beto 4sly i
Sid Coth'as follow:

a lyer z as the fohooe o o hi la

.a dit te fo n$i' axtw

3. Teb Chamber paid no 00-006" -he Al m j* bu nt
e iWits ose t of tlepehal euwien omdiiomM tio te

ienetecandidates and pews Che S e to roa0 te their
arae, lrand issuance of a press release n than to the Cvent.

4. The Cha also publiieaod the debate alas with
information on other mtesof gaeral interes~t to its ~e 5in
a flyer and in its regular newsltter# both Of which Iit regularly
issues and distributes to Its m mership to inform its mmesi
of Cher activities and ne affectin the Alexatyia busin
coumnity geeraluly. deeci aIL editions or publiations were
generated exclusively pertainn toteebeoreeth f lyer
or the newletter given a larger circulation than to the Chamber
membership.

5. The whme' pnorship of this wvent, was in
furtherance of its service to the business comunity by Providing
a forum f or public debate by the Principal candidates for the

I I I . .. .. " . . . .
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204-11 Ganr4 hIO~*t.

The above-named individual is hereby desgnated as my

oounsel and is authorized to receive any notifications and other

oMunications from the Camission and to act on my behalf before

the Comission.

S1"t~rAiKathleen T. Snyder. President

A~xa4~~z~- Crco

A fezatz i Vria 2314

BOSwIT PROE: 703/549-1000
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David C. Canfield, Esq.
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ALLNLEWSO, Inbc d / NewsChamel 8 is a Delaware otaon eperai

a cable television, 24hour, news service in the Wshington, D.C. metropolitan area.

The news service is provided pursuant to affiliation contracts with cable television

system operators for thei distribution to cable television subscribers as a basic service

offing, meanin the service is contained in the primary package of channels available

Theemplaint was submitted against both NC8 and the Alxndi Chambor of Comack,

wh is poded to rspca separatel with its ide pendn.t rawnale fbr disisa ofthe al



&i &~,14 on .mkcbesso o tmhaut"l 8 and il aviObl to p Oti~

umj 3ta

di 4g" wedy the:" calesytems in Maryland, Virginia and the District 4**

rec worm- pa " eV" n ws tailored to met the unique needs and

or the loal communitie in those discrete jurisdictions. At other times, all cable

sym~ receive coverageof wimary loc and regional news as on psd

to nml or I st NM has provided this service to its cables

Afli since Oct , 1991.

NCO operates as an inde n t, journalistic, news operation staff" by

rap aey150 reotrsardues writers, hU hes"ta-m

4" support It has nved numrous journaist awards 'n

wvu ad V-0pt aW7U54Nlysis.W Smlrtobodas eeism new tane1C

im w,., news_ and anlyi but does soo 24-hours per day wih.y r

'atin ive covage of any electronic news gathering operation in theWa gs

market The relationship of NC8 to local broadcast television stations is the same as

that of Cable News Network ("CNN") to the national broadcast networks in ading

ABC, CBS, NBC and FOX; a cable television equivalent to broadcasters in the

dissemination of news and information programming.

NC8's news commitment includes in-depth coverage of local political election

races and local ballot issues pending in the numerous jurisdictions in and around

SThe areas in which NC8 is available include: the District of Columbia, the counties of Fairfax,

ArJligto4 Ludmoun and Prince William in Virginia and the counties of Montgomery, Prince George's and

Charles in Maryland.



WViSWL .Nis* ~~,VbiW rtr ar",htgepmzW~
inv ua $asumsan cddates usn teir edtl and journalfil ~caes

-400 dbtmo ae n mordby N Inmnuncion with others or"'

f viewm to inm detwi't~ Wt"as to candidate qualilcations to hold ke.'

In so dong, NCA xws pm e make traditionally recqid journUIi and

m tuMualy protected decisions relating to that coverage.

On Sundam, October 9, 1994, NC8 provided its studio facilities for use by the

ia Chamber of Conm (Thu*ber) to spmmor a debate between the mo

,andates for the U.S. House of Reprentatives for the 8th District of Virginia.

',teited bythe Chamber to participate was the Democratic incumbent, James Moran

ad the Republian h llege, Kyle Mlarow. Not invited to partic'pate in the

dehate by th m be was an u e t c te, Ward E d s the

NO provided- tudio f Nilitie and telea t mission ot

. elits cable tlevisim systm afiates.

ML IM now
A. NCR Made NThileleal COntributiona to the Debate Participan The

gravamen of Mr. EdImnds complaint is that money was expended by NC8 to host the

a In the seven month period between April 1, 1994 and October 31, 1994, NC8 telecast twelve

semate candidate debates. Of these debates, some were sponsored by others, some were co-sponsored

with NC8 and some were independently sponsored and produced by NC8. Three debates, for example,

were sponsored by the Montgomery Press Association; the D.C. Mayoral debate was co-sponsored with

NCS; and the Prince George's County Executive and Virginia Eleventh District Congressional debates
were solely sponsored and produced by NC8.



Mt ds,. le erro. By proviihg its stdi facilities to tb Chamber far ,

the ddate, NM did not provide anything of value to either of the prticipa* g

.mL The Chamber sponsored the debate as a public service to the voters of

VfrIt8th Diiiict and nothing was contributed to those candidates by NC8. NC8

m ly ftalia the delate by providing the studio, staff production crew and

moderaor to the Cmber. The Chamber chose the participants and the panel of

N or approv d the debate fomat and made arrangements with the candidates.

Furhe, the total expense for NC8 staff personnel associated with the debate

urns WW-$284.l5, far below the limits established by the Commision even if

N" wae to b deemed a mporat. ontaritor. 2 US.C. *4a(aXIKA).

While NCS did not sponsor the debate in question and hence cannot fall in the

amnbit of the Commission's rules, those rules would be inapplicable to NC8 even if it

were to sponsor candidate debates. Congress and this Commission have clearly

exempted news organizations from the prohibitions and limitations of the Federal

Election Campaign Act. 2 U.S.C. 431(9XBXi); 11 C.F.R. §110.13(aXl) and

1114.4(eX2). This exemption pertains to broadcasters, bona fide newspapers,

magazines and other periodical publications. There can be no credible doubt that a

cable television news organization providing identical services to television viewers as

provided by broadcasters are protected by these provisions. From a viewer's



v k b.....6ft Wa" service since eIu is trnpent to the view. M is

i~m~sA dba., ir.Sil~ trnsittd halaeon b y a braxs eeh
S sh"n and C" news pidmwouldbe 'e to a viewer. IUO*

a viewe can tell whether the pool-covered State of the Union speech, for eai8 • i

beig viewed an ABC or CNN is by looking for the network "bug" and then u0b Ifit,

qPss. Theim is true ofa local broadcaster and NC8. The creation of local ble"

news services similar to NC8 post-dated the passage of the Federal Election At by

s 0 year To freeze technology by artificially creating an exe for

broacasters but not applying tht ectinto cable television news sevies would

be dearly against the public policy of ' such public servic, and

uesitunal supect flin both "eqal o" and fivedm $06

peescths. (0fas hernes Iraia~n dos inalyd s

Q. ptin "l to o Do Not Cf N m of

Mr. Edmonds cites recommendations of the Commission's General Counsel to

darify the exc ption provisions of the rules in support of his complaint. The objective

patcipant selection criteria recommendations are offered as arguments to hold NC8

liable as a sponsor of the debate. Again, Mr. Edmonds mistakenly argues that NC8

sponsored the debate. In reality, the Chamber was the sponsor with NC8 only

providing production assistance.

5



Omh i6n or rule dinsi ipae.Apart fra e
hgs jump eqatn s mmnMln wit lw, Mr. Edmnod m sa e1 i

sdectively cites fromthose v sico In fka, in his Pk r8. 1 -

M illd mt h om~so eadn the

uMaNn the GUa Conl stated, that §110.13(aX2) "does not indicate wheher

local cable staions or cable networks may stage debates. This question was not

presunted in the NPRM and was not discussed in the comments." L at 17. NOS is

just such a local cable network. Mr. Edmonds' interpretation is mpl*tly at odds

With the i u ation of the General Counsel in that Mr. Edmmnds purporMs to

Sdhw NthaCO is p aoiedUa Mn ( t" witout" violainth w. "s.

th Ge al Counel has nd no such pram rtion in curnA i ew,

bv us .m dy~ Is htl sc tsnto saotdb

Te eumtAlle venon of*110.13(bX1) permits staging

to decide which candidates to include in a debate so long as debates include at leat

two candidates. The Explanation and Justification to that rule expressly allows

restrictions to major party candidates. IL at 19. New rules requiring the use of

objective criteria for participant selection have not been adopted and are simply not

the law, even if NC8 were considered a sponsor.
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This report is the General Counsel's Report to rc0and

that the Commission no longer pursue the identifiedl20vr

priority and stale cases under the Enforcenent Prority System.

A. Cases not Wrttt i ute Ptu t Ratw Other
Ces mIF'" Defore + C llsOm

A critical co-ponent of the Priority System -is. i dertS4jj*

'these pendi as + es that do not warrant the f Irthe WrWU+++i

-of tenxaea Lch incoftlng- a t is .aut4i~~

Coo.ission-approved critltia and c*es that.a 1n ....R.

+ I ating, do not oartant pusuUit relative to oth ed :r pemdi

are placed in this category. By closing duch 'cases. the +

Commission is able to use its limited resources to focus on more

important cases.

Having evaluated incoming matters, chis Office has

identified 10 cases which do not warrant further pursuit

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

each case and the factors leading to assignment of a relatively

low priority and consequent recommendation not to pursue each

1. These matters are: MUR 4087; MUR 4092; MUR 4093; NUR 4096;
MUJR 4097; MUR 4098; 1UR 4100; NUR 4103; NUR 4106; and NUR 4114.



Is8 attached~ to th~is, r t. ee Atteehue~e ~Ij~ the4

C*'t ion veu*ted, this Of ic has attached 'the

't -V lansfttex~ternal IY-;eneratod mattett o

tit ral for the internally-generated matter followi t  t b
ii f  matte. See Attachaents 1-11.

a. Stale Cases

investigations are severely impeded and require telatively

more resources when the activity and evidence are old.,

Consequently, the office of General Counsel recomad that the

.... issiOn focus its efforts on cases involving more recent

saotivity. Such efforts viii also generate ore impaton -;w

current electoral process and are a more efficient 1oc !%* . i

ou.ur limited resources. To this end, this Office has i1 4

34. cases 'that

do not warrant further investment of sipiI*V*#t

Commission resources.2  Since the recommendation not .-to pursue

the identified cases is based on staleness, this Office tas not

prepared separate narratives for these cases. As the Commission

requested, in matters in vhich the Commission has made no

2. These matters are: MUR 2582; MUR 3109; MUR 3241; HUR 3426;
KUR 3857; KUR 3858; HUR 3862; HUR 3866; MUR 3876; IRUR 3879;
KUR 3890; HUR 3893; HUR 3895; MUR 3896; KUR 3898; URU 3902;
URU 3903; HUR 3904; HUR 3905; MUR 3907; MUR 3908; URU 3912;
MUR 3933; MUR 3958; MR 3962; MiUR 3978; IlUR 3984; RAD 93L-19;
RAD 94L-05; RAD 94L-11; RAD 94L-15; RAD 94L-21; RAD 94L-23;
and RAD 94L-26.



~*.~is.the tsossto the copansfor the

e~ily-le ted matteLrs and the referrals for thev

~slP.#enrte~d matters are at'tached to the repov.

Attic m nts 16-45. For cases in which the Coaftissont has

*)oegdy *ade findings and for which each CommisiOnets offic

has an existing file, this Office has attached the most recent

0e00" -Counsel# Report. See Attachments 12-15.

ftis Office recommends that the Commission exercise its

prosecutorial discretion and no longer pursue the cases listed

Y' -below effective June 26, 1995. By closing the cases effective

a"e 26# 1995, CKD and the Legal Review Team will respectively

hve th e additional time necessary for preparing the closi,

1*t-,trs and the case files for the public record for these

ca~es.

0A. Deline to open a MW and close the file effetiVe
...ne 3 1995 in the following mtters:

1) R&D 93L-19
2) RAD 94L-05
3) RAD 94L-1l
4) PD 94L-iS
5) RAD 94L-21
6) RAD 94L-23
7) PD 94L-26

B. Take no action, close the file effective June 26, 1995,
and approve the appropriate letter in the following matters:

1) MUM 3857
2) IUR 3858
3) HUR 3862

rii



4)
5)
60)
7)
1)
9)

10)
11)
12)
13)
24)

1,5)

27)15l)
19~)

20)
1)22)
23)
24)
25)
26)

27)
28)

30 )

33 )

C. Take no t 't 114 . *W 4
June 26, 199S *i~ tbIo Amprt0 t.4i iitt9E to
-folloving matters

1) NUN 2582
2) NUN 3109
3) NUl 3241
4) HUR 3426 .2

Gence o
General Counsel

/ 7

4 ~ 
-ii

Nut 3902
mi 3903
mut 3904
MM 359S
NlUt 3596
NUt 3902

NUt 3904

3H8
NUR 3908
mm 306

Rmt 39)3NUll 3955

NUm 4087
mmt 4002
Nm -4093Nt 4096

hut 4097
Nutl 401

NUN 41" 14 :: .:: .,i !iWii., ..

a e
-

m
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5) AmWs4 "O" .1.-qIlIPI

5. ake V actn, closefte fileWW efct Vly5

matt*vi C fmatters

1) ' 3857 
I  m

2). NU 3658

3) .... 3862

+ ++++++m+++0, .D+ ,i~+++i+++
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Rihad .Gardiner fLied a complaint on behalf of his 011 ft
former Ind*peMost Candidate 'for, Virginiats 6th.,dthat owewnchnnl and the Alexandria

14 of Covonerce made corporate expenditures for staginga.w Vhich included only Republican and Democratic candidatin.,  "

in response to the complaint, the Alexandria Chamber of
Comerce states that RfevsChannel 8 aired the debate as a public

service without charge to the Chamber of Commerce. 
The Chamber

states that it arranged the debate but did not underwrite any of

the production costs for the debate and that apart from

incidental telephone calls made to the respective candidates and.

to wewsChannel S, the only debate-related expense for the Chamber
was issuance of a press release to the local media. According to

the Chamber, the expenses incurred were de mnintis and 
were not

incurred for the pur e of influencing te election, but for the
furtherance of the r's public service objectives.

nevsChannel S responds that the Alexandria Chamber of

Comerce sponsored the debate as a public service to the voters of

Virginia's 6th District and that no contribution was made to the
cavdidates who participated by NevsChannel B. According to

WeaChonnel S, it facilitated the debate by providing the studio,

stoff production crew, and moderator to the Chamber but that the
Ciaber chose the participants and the panel of questioners,

op ro-V the debate format, and ade arrangements with the

ca#6,dftes. in addition. 0ewsannel S states that despitethe
.'ct that it did not sponsor the debate, it qualifties for the

or*ss emtIon pursuant to 2 U.S.C. 5 431(9)0

This matter is less significant relative to other matters

pending before the Commission.
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Richard B. Gardiner filed a complaint on behalf of his cUe4nt

ft d "Muods, a former independent cadidate fr Virginia',* th i

01*trlct. that alleged that Rv"schael $,aWd the Alexandria
-thr of Coumerce made corporate expenditures for staging a

bate which included only Republican and Democratic candidates,

Zn response to the complaint, the Alexandria Chamber of
Commerce states that NewsChannel 0 aired the debate as a public

service without charge to the Chamber of Commerce. The Chamber
states that it arranged the debate but did not underwrite any of

the production costs for the debate and that apart from

incidental telephone calls made to the respective candidates and

to WewsChannel S, the only debate-related expense for the Chaaber
was issuance of a press release to the local media. According to

the Chamber, the expenses incurred were do mininis and were not

incurred for the purpose of influencing tJle election, but for the

furtherance of the Chamber's public service objectives.

IWevChannel 8 responds that the Alexandria Chamber of
Comerce sponsored the debate as a public service to the voters of

Virginias 6th District and that no contribution was made to the
cabdtes who participated by NewsChannel S. According to
ew4sChannel So it facilitated the debate by providing the studio,

steff production crow, and moderator to the Chamber but that the
Cmaber chose the participants and the panel of questioners,
approved the debate format, and made arrangements with the
cj"tlodtes. in addition, wewsChannel 8 states that despite the-,

fact tbat it did not sponsor the debate, it qualifies for the

press exemption pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 431(9).

This matter is less significant relative to other matters,

pending before the Commission.
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!ithfrd 3. Gardiner tiled & complaint on bobsIt of his chant
Ward ndt a fomr Independent candidate for v irginia 's 1-.

vttirict, that oll"d that NevsChannel 8 and the Alexandria

thambt of Comerce made corporate expenditures for staging'a
debate which included only Republican and Democratic 

candidates.

in response to the complaint, the Alexandria Chamber of

commerce states that NewsChannel 8 aired the debate as a 
public

service without charge to the Chamber of Commerce. The Chamber

states that it arranged the debate but did not underwrite any 
of

the production costs for the debate and that apart 
from

incidental telephone calls made to the respective 
candidates and

to N"Mecwannel 8, the only debate-related expense for 
the Chamber

was issuance of a press release to the local media. 
According to

the Ihamber, the expenses incurred were do ainimis and 
were not

incurred for the purpose of influencing Te election, but for 
the

furtherance of the Chamber's public service objectives.

newtsChannel 8 responds that the Alexandria Chamber of

Comrce s1ponsored the debate as a public service to the voters of
Virlsfina's 5th District and that no contribution was made 

to the

canidateS who'participated by NewsChannel S. According to

NewsChanml 5, it facilitated the debate by providing the studio,
staff production crew, and moderator to the Chamber but that the.

-baet chose the participants and the panel of questioners,

Spt@k the debate format, and made arrangements with the
c ates. I addition, W wsCbnnel 8 states that despi

ft~t b tha t "did, not sponsoir the -debate,4 it qualif ies for the
ptress- Laton pursuant to 2 U.S.C. 9 43 1(9).

This matter is less significant relative to other matters

pending before the Commission. " lw
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