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In accordance with the Commission’s current Directive Six, we
recommend that the Commission refer the attached accounts of
recent and potentially illegal corporate activity to the Office
of General Counsel. These accounts have already been circulated
to the Commissioners by the Commission’s Press Office as part of
the news summary process.

We do not take this step lightly, and are doing so on a
bipartisan basis to ensure impartiality. We have chosen not to
wait until the Commission has considered revising the Directive
Six procedures because we believe these matters are of
sufficient potential importance that they should be dealt with
on an expedited basis.

In our joint view, the use of corporate resources on behalf of
federal candidates is a potentially serious problem at this
time. Allegations of possible coercion make some matters even
more disturbing. Whether any of the corporations identified in
these materials in fact violated the law is a matter for
investigation, and cannot now be determined.

Our request that the Commission refer this matter to the Office
of General Counsel does not mean that we will be proposing many
similar referrals, nor that OGC should in the future devote
resources only to corporate-type MURs. However, we believe that
the Commission would be remiss if it did not at least
investigate these particular corporate matters at this time.
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" CHECOTA FIRR WORRERS URGED TO AID RACE
by Craig Gilber, Milwaukee Journal, 4/15/92

Rany of businessman Joe Checota‘’s more than 100 employes
were asked recently to contribute a portion of their salaries
to Checota’s US Senate campaign, according to four people who
work for his Rilwvaukee company, Universal Medical Buildings.

Workers in at least two departments at the fira were called
in personally by their bosses on the last day of March and urged
to make campaign contributions, said employes who spoke to The
Journal.

Three employes said they and their co-workers were summoned
into meetings with supervisors that day and asked to give 1%
of their yearly salary to the campaign.

Others were solicited over the phone by company executives
and asked to give whatever amount they wished, the employes
said.

Employes were not ordered to donate, they said, but some
were asked a second time after initially declining. Some decided
to contribute, some didn‘t.

Of four employes who spoke to The Journal, three said they
regarded the solicitations from supervisors, department heads
and high- ranking executives as being highly inappropriate.

A fourth wasn’t disturbed by the regquest for a contribution,
and said it was made in a non-threatening way.
Checota

Each spoke to The Journal on the condition that their names
not be used. Those who complained about the solicitations said
they feared losing their jobs if their identities were known.

"I would call it extortion," one professional employed at
Checota’s firm said of the requests for campaign donations.

In response, & Checota campaign spokesman said Tuesday that
if any employes were put on the spot or pressured to contribute,
it was not at Checota’s direction. -

“1f it happened that way, it doesn’t sound appropriate,"”
said Checota’s political consultant, 8ill Christofferson. But,
he said, "¥ have no way of knowing" if the allegations are true.

"I can tell you flat-out that Checota did not direct that

to be done,"” Christofferson said. "Checota himself has not solicited

anyone in the company. Checota himself has made it quite clear
to the company’s employes that they were not required to give."

According to a spokesman for the Federal Elections Commission,
federal law does not directly address situations in which employes

of candidates are asked to give to a candidate’s campaign.
Asked if he would make Checota available to discuss the
matter with a reporter, Christofferson said no. A message was
left at1Choeota'| home Tuesday night, but he did not return
the call.




"He doesn’t have anything to say about it. He would say
what I have just said, except that I probably know more about
it than he does,” Christofferson said.

Checota, 52, is chairman and chief executive officer of
Universal Nedical Buildings, a company that develops medical
buildings around the country. A self-made multimillionaire who
has never held elected office, he is one of three Democrats
seeking the job now filled by Republican Sen. Bob Kasten. He
has said he plans to spend $5 million on the race, half of it
his own money and half of it raised from campaign contributors.

Checota’s latest campaign finance report indicates 15 mostly
high-ranking company employes had given to the campaign as of
March 31, the day contributions from employes were requested.

Official Hopes It Didn’t Rappen

Two Universal vice presidents reached by The Journal refused
to comment on the solicitations or on their own contributions
to the campaign. Company controller Edith Peters, who is also
treasurer of the Checota caampaign, said:

"I know of nothing inappropriate that has gone on. People
overreact. There are some people around here who are very gung-ho
about Joe, and I suppose there are some that don’t like Joe."

As for department heads pressing employes for contributions,
"1 would certainly hope that it didn’t happen,” she said. "I
can't say it didn’t happen. I certainly hope it didn‘t.

"Joe made it perfectly clear a long time ago he didn’t want
anyone to feel that their jobs would be in jeopardy over this
campaign.”

Employes who spoke to The Journal said they believed most
of their co-workers at the company were asked for campaign
contributions on or about March 31, the date of an evening
fund-raiser for Checota to which many employes had been invited.

A ‘Revolving Door’' of Employes

Two of the employes who spoke to The Journal said they and
their co-workers were called in individually to see a supervisor
that day.

“The way it was explained to me was we were being asked
to cheerfully donate 1% of our salary to Joe Checota," said
one employe. "They said it would be very nice if we gave today."”

The employe described being stunned by the request.

"Basically, my direct supervisor was asking," the employe
said. "This is something that is unacceptable behavior. Most
pecple were kind of flabbergasted."

Another eaploye told a similar story, saying there was a
“revolving door" of employes called in to see their supervisors
March 31. The person asking for contributions was "the same (person)
who doles out raises, bonuses, hires and fires," this employe
said.

The employe said he was told by that supervisor: "We’re
asking all of our employes to donate one point of our annual
income to the campaign.”




The supecvisor suggested an exact dollar amount as 8 gift =
* to the Checota campaigm, the employe said, and vas told to regard
it as a "personal contribution, not a political one.”
The employe said the supervisor "did say it was optional
but alse called back two people {the next day) and ssked them
where their checks were."
The employe called the situation an "absolute outrage.®
"Because the company is really run with an iron fist, the
unspoken part of it was if you value your position in the company
you will consider making a contribution,” the o-ploio said.
A third employe who described being solicited by & company
executive was also indignant about the incident.
* "Nobody says no to Joe Checota. That’s the atmosphere there.
If you say no, you really don’t know what to expect,” said the
employe. "He’s the guy that signs our paychecks."”

Not All Employes Objected

A fourth employe described being solicited by two highec-ups
at the coapany in a meeting March 31.
—_— "It was strongly suggested we give," said the employe, who
was also asked to contribute 1% of salary, and like the others
was asked to make a contribution that very day.
But this employe was not offended by the request or the

- way in which it was made. The employes who spoke to The Journal

LN work in three different areas of the company. Several employes
in other departments at the firm refused comment Tuesday night.

M Eaployes at Universal fall into several different arceas,

\ such as marketing, sales and leasing, accounting, design and

s production, pricing and estimating and construction sanagement.

~ » As evidence that Checota had made it clear to employes they
were not obligated to give to his campaign, Christofferson cited

< * the invitation Checota sent employes to his fund-raiser on March
31. It noted, "no contribution is required; your presence is

= the important thing."

End of Story Reached
’
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GENERATION OF HNMATTER

On April 28, 1992, the Commission determined to refer this
matter to the Office of the General Counsel for its analysis

and recommendations.

The matter arises from news clippings compiled by
the Commission’s Press Office in the ordinary course of its
operations and involves a number of different transactions,
events, and entities. All of the reports have a common
denominator: the apparent use of business firm resources to raise
substantial sums of money for federal elettion campaigns.
the fact patterns, involving Universal
Medical Buildings, raise the possibility of coercion of employees
and subordinates. As this report will discuss, the articles along

with other information compiled from public sources by this Office

point to potential violations of law which may be substantial.

Therefore, the Office of the General Counsel recommends reason to




believe findings and initiation of a complete investigation

fully explore the activities and events.

Although some documentary evidence is already in the
Commission’s possession with respect to the activities, the
primary source of the allegations is in the form of news articles.
These articles describe the activities at issue as well as guote
responses to reporters’ questions by the actors involved. It is
important to note that this Office does not view these articles as
actual evidence of the facts reported or the statements quoted.
Rather, as contemplated by Directive Six, these articles play a

more limited role: as a predicate for initiation of an

investigation.




LEGAL PRINCIPLES

Corporate Prohibition
Pursuant to 2 U.S.C. § 441b, it is unlawful for any

corporation to make a contribution or expenditure in connection
with a Federal election, or for a candidate or political committee
knowingly to accept such a contribution. It is also unlawful for
any corporate officer or director to consent to any such
contribution. This broad prohibition extends to "anything of
value” given to a federal candidate or campaign. 2 U.S.C.
§ 441b(b)(2).

Although corporations are prohibited from making any such
contribution, the Act exempts a corporation’s internal

communications with its executive and administrative personnel.

2 U.S5.C. § 441b(b)(2)(A).3/ The Commission’s regulations permit a

corporation to make partisan communications to its restricted
class, including endorsing candidates and urging their support.

11 C.F.R. § 114.3(a)(1),(c)(1); Advisory Opinions 1987-29, 1982-2.
The Commigssion has repeatedly made clear, however, that
corporations may not step beyond the line of "communication" to
actually collecting contribution checks or otherwise facilitating
the making of contributions to a Federal tandidate. See Advisory
Opinions 1987-29, 1986-4, 1982-2, and 1977 Explanation and
Justification (describing permissible corporate communication).

Other Commission regulations provide that employees of a

2/ Elaboration of the class of corporate employees that tall
within this exception is found at 2 U.S.C. § 441b(b)(7) and
11 C.F.R. § 114.1(c) of the Commission’'s regulations.




corporation may make "occasional, isolated or incidental use of

the facilities of a corporation for individual volunteer activity
in connection with a PFederal election....”™ 11 C.F.R.

§ 114.9(a)(1). Employees must reimburse the corporation only for
any increased overhead or operating costs. Id. 1In MUR 1690,
however, this Office advised the Commission that "the plain intent
of [11 C.F.R. § 114.9(a))... excludes from the scope of
‘individual volunteer activity’ collective enterprises where the
top executives of firms direct their subordinates in fundraising
projects..., use resources of the corporation such as lists of
vendors and customers..., solicit whole classes of corporate
executives and employees..., or attempt to ensure that the
corporation is the beneficiary of the candidate’s
appreciation...."” General Counsel’'s Report dated October 2, 1986.
See also MUR 2668, General Counsel’s Report dated November 17,
1988 at pp. 7-8 (corporate president’s use of corporate television
network to contact employees and systematic involvement of
corporate vice-presidents is basis for analysis that activity is
outside "individual volunteer activity").

In summary, where fundraising activities involve the use of
corporate resources and facilities and suth activities are beyond
the safe harbor of the Act and regqulation’s exceptions, the
corporation has contributed something "of value" to the
beneficiary candidate, in violation of section 441b.

Additionally, the manner in which company fundraising from
employees or vendors takes place may have consequences under other

generally applicable provisions of the Act. Where contributions




are "earmarked or otherwise directed through an intermediary or
conduit to such candidate,” the Act requires the "intermediary or
conduit® to report such transmissions. 2 U.8.C. § 44la(a)(8).
The Commission’s regulations in this area, newly revised in 1989,
define "conduit or intermediary" to include "any person who
receives and forwards an earmarked contribution to a candidate,"”
11 C.F.R. § 110.6(b)(2), and explains that campaign employees,
full-time volunteers, or individuals who have significant
positions within the campaign who are expressly authorized to
fundraise are not conduits for purpcse of the regulations.
11 C.F.R. § 110.6(b)(2)(i)(A), (E).

Under these regulations, if a person collects contributions
as a conduit, and exercises "direction or control"” over the making
of the contribution, the contribution is chargeable to the

conduit’s limit for the recipient candidate in addition to the

limit of the actual donor.é/ 11 C.F.R. § 110.6(d)(2). This

requlation was based on the 1974 Conference Committee Report on
the earmarking provision at section 44la(a)(8), stating that "if ga
person exercises any direct or indirect control over the making of
a contribution, then such contribution shall count toward the

limitation imposed with respect to such person” under the Act.

3/ Furthermore, in AO 1980-46 the Commission stated that
expenditures made by the conduit or intermediary for the
purpose of solicitation are considered in-kind contributions
to the candidate and are reportable as such. 2 U.S5.C. § 434.
Once the conduit collects and forwards the checks to the
candidate, the candidate’s acceptance of the checks
constitutes.acceptance of the costs incurred by the conduit
in connection with the solicitation. See AO 1980-46.




H.R. Conf. Rep. No. 93-1438, 93rd Cong., 2d Sess. 51 (1974),

reprinted in Legislative History of the Federal Election Campaign

Act Amendments of 1974, at 995, 996 (1977). Corporations are

explicitly forbidden from acting as conduits for contributions.
11 C.F.R. § 110.6(b)(2)(ii). Nonetheless, following Congress’
broadly expressed intent, corporations that exercise any control
over contributions should be responsible for these contributions,
i.e. the contributions themselves are chargeable to the
corporation.

The Commission articulated this position in Advisory
Opinion 1986-4. There, the Commission concluded that where a
company collects contributions to candidates from its executives,
actively persuading its executives to participate, and deciding
what candidate would be supported and in what amount, the
corporation would "exercise direction and control over the making

of such earmarked contributions as well as act as the conduit and

intermediary for them."3” 1t follows that if a company through its

officers employs coercive tactics in order to collect
contributions, it plainly exercises control over the
contributions. "[Where] a job or livelihood may be jeopardized by
a refusal to comply, and the contact between solicitor and
solicitee may be direct and personal . . . the potential clearly
exists for earmarked contributions to have been 'directed or

controlled’ by means of coercion, harassment, or undue pressure."

4/ Section 441b’s broad prohibition of “"direct or indirect"
gifts of anything of value, see 2 U.S.C. § 441b(b)(2), provides
further support for this conclusion.




Statement of Reasons, Commissioner Josefiak, MUR 2282, p. 14.

Thus, in addition to contributing something "of value™ by

facilitating the making of contributions, under the settled
principles discussed above, the resulting contributions would be
chargeable to the company itself. 1Indeed, this conclusion should
follow in any circumstances similar to that envisioned in AO
1986-4 where a company orchestrates a fundraising activity for the
benefit of a specific candidate and asks a class of its employees

to participate.




Liability of Campaign Committees

Section 441b(a) makes it illegal for political committees
to knowingly accept or receive contributions from prohibited
entities such as corporations. 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a). An analogous
prohibition exists in the statute governing federal contractors.
2 U.S.C. § d441c(a)(2) (unlawful for any person "knowingly to
solicit" contributions from government contractors). In the case
of fundraising by a corporation or a government contractor, if
there is proof of the committee’s knowledge of the circumstances
under which the contributions were raised, there is a basis for
finding that the committee knowingly accepted prohibited
contributions.

Where corporate officers act on behalf of political
committees and are given fundraising duties and roles, it suggests

that these individuals may have been authorized to raise funds on

behalf of the committee. See 11 C.F.R. § 102.8(b) (setting out

obligations of "[e)lvery person who receives a contribution

for a political committee"); cf. 11 C.F.R. § 110.6(b)(2)(E)

(describing persons who are not conduits); 11 C.F.R. § 109.1(b)(5)




(definition of “agent”™ for purpose of making expenditures). 1In

such a situation, under settled principles of agency law the

committee is charged with the knowledge of its agents and may be

liable for having knowingly accepted prohibited contributions.

IXI. FACTS AND ANALYSIS

Pages 11-27 do not apply to these respondents
and thus have been deleted from this file.




E. Universal Medical Buildings

Joe Checota is a U.S. Senate candidate and the Chairman and
Chief Executive Officer of a Milwaukee corporation, Universal
Medical Buildings. Many of Mr. Checota’s more than 100 employees
at University Medical Buildings were repotrtedly asked to

contribute a portion of their salaries to his U.S. Senate

Campaign. "Checota Firm Workers Urged to Aid Race," Milwaukee

Journal, April 15, 1992 (Attachment S, 1). According to three
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employees (none of whom would be publicly identified), they and
their co-workers were called into meetings with their supervisors
on NMarch 31, 1992, the date of a Checota fundraiser, and allegedly
asked to give 1% of their yearly salary to the canpaign.zg/ Company
executives reportedly solicited other employees over the phone and
asked them to give whatever amount they wished. Although the
article states that employees were not ordered to donate, some

were asked a second time after initially declining.Zl/

Three of the four Checota employees the Milwaukee Journal

interviewed reportedly regarded the solicitations as highly
inappropriate. The Journal reported that one employee said that
there was a "revolving door"” of employees called in to see their
supervisors on March 31, 1992. The same employee was reportedly
told by a supervisor: "We’'re asking all of our employees to
donate one point of our annual income to the campaign."” Milwaukee
Journal, April 15, 1992 (Attachment S, 2).

Mr. Checota’s campaign reportedly denied his involvement
with the requests. According to the Journal article, Bill
Christofferson, Mr. Checota’s political consultant, stated:

I can tell you flat-out that Checota did not direct

20/ The contributor chart shows that 18 contributions
totaling $13,000 were made by Universal Medical Buildings
employees, 15 of which totaling $10,900 were made on

March 31, 1992, the reported date of the Checota fundraiser
(Attachment C, 5).

21/ According to the Journal article, one employee who
was upset over the solicitation revealed: "Nobody says no to
Joe Checota. That’s the atmosphere there. 1If you say no,
you really don’'t know what to expect. He’s the guy that
signs our paychecks.” Milwaukee Journal, April 15, 1992
(Attachment T, 3).




that to be done. Checota himself has not solicited
anyone in the company. Checota himself has made it
quite clear to the company’s employees that they were
not required to give.

The article states that Mr. Christofferson pointed out the

invitation sent to employees for the March 31 fundraiser read:
"no contribution is required; your presence is the important
thing."

As previously set forth, section 441b prohibits
corporations from contributing anything of value to federal
candidates. A corporate effort to collect contributions from most
of a company’s employees would fall outside the exception for
individual volunteer activity, 11 C.F.R. § 114.9(a)(1l), as well as
the exception for internal communications, 11 C.F.R.

§ 114.3(a)(1). Such corporate fundraising for federal candidates
would result in a donation of something of value to the recipient
campaign in violation of section 441b(a). Further, in light of
this corporation’s alleged direct appeal to subordinates, the
alleged frequency of appeals, as well as the candidate to whom the
contributions were to be made, Universal Medical Buildings may
have exercised direction or control over the resulting
contributions. See AO 1986-4. Therefore, this Office recommends
the Commission find reason to believe that Universal Medical
Buildings violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a).

As chairman of the company, Joe Checota reportedly knew of
the organized solicitation done on his behalf -- his protests in
the press dealt mainly with the idea that the employees were not

coerced. Thus, Checota may have consented to the corporate




contributions and so this Office recommends the Commission find

reason to believe that Joe Checota violated 2 U.5.C. § d41b(a).

If in fact Mr. Checota consented to the contributions, he wasg

Indeed, Edith Peters,

simultaneocusly the benefiting candidate.

the treasurer of the Joe Checota for Senate Campaign, is also the

controller of the company. Therefore, the Joe Checota for Senate

Campaign and Mr. Checota as the candidate, may have accepted

something of value from the corporation, in violation of section

441b. Therefore, this Office recommends the Commigsion find

reason to believe that the Joe Checota for Senate Campaign and

Edith Peters, as treasurer, and Joe Checota violated 2 vu.s.c.

§ 441b(a).

Iv. INVESTIGATION

~ With respect to the firm involved in the fundraising

~ events, this Office will seek all letters, memos, and records of

oral and written communications related to the events from:

Universal Medical Buildings

Because of this Office’s desire to proceed expeditiously in this

matter, this Office recommends that the Commission issue

subpoenas, and we have attached a sample subpoena for documents

(Attachment V, page 1). Additionally, this Office recommends that

the Commission approve deposition subpoenas to all of the

above-listed firms to present persons knowledgeable of the

circumstances under which contributions were raised (sample at

Attachment U, page 1). Also, this Office recommends deposition




subpoenas for the following individuals identified by the news

reports as persons involved with the raising of contributions:

Checota; and Edith Peters.

To fully explore whether corporate facilitated
contributions were made, this Office will also seek information
from the recipient committees. This Office has prepared more
limited document subpoenas to the committee to discover
communications (both oral and written) relating to fundraising

activities between the firm 1listed above and the following

committee :

Joe Checota for

Senate Campaign (sample at Attachment V, page 5). Also, this
Office has attached a sample deposition subpoena to the

Committee to present all persons who had contacts with the

above-listed firms and their representatives (Attachment U, page

2).

V. RECOMNMENDATIONS




Find reason to believe that Universal Medical
Buildings, Joe Checota, and the Joe Checota for Senate
Campaign, and Edith Peters, as treasurer, violated

2 U.S.C. § 441b(a).

Approve deposition and document subpoenas to:

Universal Medical Buildings

Joe Checota
for Senate Campaign

Joe Checota,

Edith Peters




Approve the attached Factual and Legal Analyses.

Approve the appropriate letters.

Aawrenre M. Noble

v General Counsel




REDICAL
NEDICAL
MEDICAL
REDICAL
MEDICAL
REDICAL
MEDICAL
MEDICAL
NEDICAL
MEDICAL
MEDICAL
MEDICAL
MEDICAL
MEDICAL
MEDICAL
MEDICAL
MEDICAL
MEDICAL

BAIDER, SALBAN
HAINES, WALLACE
HAINES, WALLACE
BULIC, PETAR
CHADDERTON, TERRI
DUNLAP, KIRK
HAIDER, SALMAN
KUCHARCZYK, STEPHEN
MANCUSO, GARY
O’BRIEN, F. NICHAEL
ROBB, JOHN

SCHROEDER, JON & CAROL

SEENMAN, KENNETH
SENECHAL, RICHARD
SPENCER, J.W.
STRACHAN, DAVID
STRACHAN, DAVID
THEDER, MARK

24-MAR-1992
27-NMAR-1992
27-KAR-1992
31-HMAR-1992
31-MAR-1992
31-MAR-1992
31-MAR-1992
31-MAR-1992
31-MAR-1992
31-MAR-1992
31-MAR-1992
31-MAR-1992
31-MAR-1992
31-MAR-1992
31-MAR-1992
31-MAR-1992
31-MAR-1992
31-MAR-1992

TOTAL CONTRIBUTIONS:

CHECOTA
CHECOTA
CHECOTA
CHECOTA
CHECOTA
CHECOTA
CHECOTA
CHECOTA
CHECOTA
CHECOTA
CHECOTA
CHECOTA
CHECOTA
CHECOTA
CHECOTA
CHBECOTA
CHECOTA
CHECOTA

$100.00
$1,000.00
$1,000.00
$300.00
$750.00
$250.00
$850.00
$750.00
$1,000.00
$1,000.00
$500.00
$750.00
$500.00
$1,000.00
$1,000.00
$1,000.00
$1,000.00
$250.00
$13,000.00




BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Ratter of

Joe Checota;

Joe Checota for Senate Campaign, and
Edith Peters, as treasurer;

Universal Medical Buildings

CERTIFICATION

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, recording secretary for the
Federal Election Commission executive session on October 20,
1992, do hereby certify that the Commission took the
following actions

(continued)




Federal Election Commission
Certification
October 20, 1992

Decided by a vote of 6-0 to open a NMUR.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, McDonald,
NcGarry, Potter, and Thomas voted
affirmatively for the decision.

(continued)




Federal Election Commission
Certification
Ooctober 20, 1992

ore. @
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(continued)




Federal Election Commission
Certification
October 20, 1992

(continued)




Federal Blection Commission
Certification
October 20, 1992

Decided by a vote of 6-0 to find reason

to believe that Universal Medical
Buildings, Joe Checota, and the Joe Checota
for Senate Campaign, and Edith Peters as
treasurer, violated 2 U.5.C. § ¢4lb(a).

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, McDonald,
McGarry, Potter, and Thomas voted
affirmatively for the decision.

(continued)




Federal Election Commission
Cecrtification
October 20, 1992

Decided by a vote of 6-0 to approve
ocument subpoenas to

Universal Medical Buildings.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, McDonald,
McGarry, Potter, and Thomas voted
affirmatively for the decision.

(continued)




Federal ERlection Commission
Certification
October 20, 1992

Decided by a vote of 6-0 to approve
ocument subpoenas to

Joe Checota for Senate Campaign.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, McDonald,
McGarry, Potter, and Thomas voted
affirmatively for the decision.

Decided by a vote of 6-0 to approve
document subpoenas to
Joe Checota,

Edith
Peters

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, McDonald,
McGarry, Potter, and Thomas voted
affirmatively for the decision.

(continued)




Pederal Election Commission
Cecrtification
October 20, 1992

21. Decided g§ a vote of 6-0 to approve the
actual a ega yses and the
appropriate letters pursuant to the

actions noted above and the Commission
discussion.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, AcDonald,
McGarry, Potter, and Thomas voted
affirmatively for the decision.

. Emmons
retary of the commission




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, DC X638

November 4, 1992

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Joseph W. Checota
3324 E. Hampshire
Milwaukee, WI 53211

Joe Checota, Joe Checota
for Senate Campaign Inc.
and Edith L. Peters, as
treasurer, and Universal
Medical Buildings

Dear Mr. Checota:

On October 20, 1992, the Federal Election Commission found
that there is reason to believe Universal Medical Buildings
("Corporation”), the Joe Checota for Senate Campaign Committee
("Committee") and Edith Peters, as treasurer, and you violated
2 U.S.C. § 441b(a), a provision of the Federal Election Campaign

Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). The Factual and Legal
Analysis, which formed a basis for the Commission’s finding, is
attached for your information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate that
no action should be taken against the Corporation, the
Committee, or you. You may submit any factual or legal
materials that you believe are relevant to the Commission’s
consideration of this matter. Statements should be submitted
under oath. All responses to the enclosed Subpoenas to Produce
Documents must be submitted within 30 days of your receipt of
these subpoenas. Any additional materials or statements you
wish to submit should accompany the response to the subpoenas.

You may consult with an attorney and have an attorney
assist you in the preparation of your responses to this
subpoena. If you intend to be represented by counsel, 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 or other
communications from the Commission.

In the absence of any additional information which
demonstrates that no further action should be taken against
the Corporation, Committee, or you, the Commission may find
probable cause to believe that a violation has occurred and
proceed with conciliation.
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1f you are interested in pursuing pre-probable cause
conciliation, you should so request in writing. See 11 C.F.R.
§ 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the Office of the
General Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission
either proposing an agreement in settlement of the matter or
recommending declining that pre-probable cause conciliation be
pursued. The Office of the General Counsel may recommend that
pre-probable cause conciliation not be entered into at this time
so that it may complete its investigation of the matter.
Further, requests for pre-probable cause conciliation will not
be entertained after briefs on probable cause have been mailed
to the respondent.

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

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

For your information, we have attached a brief description
of the Commission’s procedures for handling possible violations
of the Act. 1If you have any questions, please contact Richard
M. Zanfardino at (202) 219-3690.

Sincerely,
e proy
Joan D Udeses

Joan D. Aikens
Chairman

Enclosures

Subpoenas

Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures

Designation of Counsel Form




BEFORE THEE PEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of

)
)
)

SUBPOENA FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS

Joe Checota for Senate Campaign Inc.

Edith L. Peters, treasurer

P.O. Box 93428

Milwaukee, WI 53203

Pursuant to 2 U,8.C. § 437d(a)(3), and in furtherance of
its investigation in the above-captioned matter, the Federal
Election Commission hereby subpoenas you to produce the
documents listed on the attachment to this subpoena. Legible
copies which, where applicable, show both sides of the
documents, may be substituted for originals. The documents
must be submitted to the Office of the General Counsel,
Federal Election Commission, 999 E Street, N.W., Washington,
D.C. 20463, within 30 days of receipt of this subpoena.

WHEREFORE, the Chairman of the Federal Election
Commissiﬂ has hereunto set her hand in Washington, D.C., on

day of M.&M/ 1992.

this

Joan D. Aikens, CEaxtman

Federal Election Commission

ATTEST:

SecreWary to the Commission
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Joe Checota for Senate Campaign Inc.
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INSTRUCTIONS

In answering this request for production of documents,
furnish all documents and other information, however
obtained, including hearsay, that is in possession of, known
by or otherwise available to you, including documents and
information appearing in your records.

Should you claim a privilege with respect to any
documents, communications, or other items about which
information is requested by any of the following
interrogatories and requests for production of documents,
describe such items in sufficient detail to provide
justification for the claim. Each claim of privilege must
specify in detail all the grounds on which it rests.

Unless otherwise indicated, the discovery request shall
refer to the time period from September 1, 1991 to the
present.

The following request for production of documents is
continuing in nature so as to require you to file
supplementary responses or amendments during the course of
this investigation if you obtain further or different
information prior to or during the pendency of this matter.
Include in any supplemental answers the date upon which and
the manner in which such further or different information
came to your attention.
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DEFPINITIONS

For the purpose of these discovery requests, including
the instructions thereto, the terms listed below are defined

as follows:

"You" shall mean the named respondent in this action to
whom these discovery requests are addressed, including all
officers, employees, agents or attorneys thereof.

"Persons” shall be deemed to include both singular and
plural, and shall mean any natural person, partnership,
committee, association, corporation, or any other type of
organization or entity.

"Document”™ shall mean the original and all non-identical
copies, including drafts, of all papers and records of every
type in your possession, custody, or control, or known by you

. to exist. The term document includes, but is not limited to

& books, letters, contracts, notes, diaries, log sheets,
records of telephone communications, transcripts, vouchers,
accounting statements, ledgers, checks, money orders or other

o commercial paper, telegrams, telexes, pamphlets, circulars,
leaflets, reports, memoranda, correspondence, surveys,

n tabulations, audio and video recordings, drawings,
photographs, graphs, charts, diagrams, lists, computer

7] print-outs, and all other writings and other data

compilations from which information can be obtained.

~3 "Identify"” with respect to a document shall mean state
the nature or type of document (e.g., letter, memorandum),
< the date, if any, appearing thereon, the date on which the
document was prepared, the title of the document, the general
= subject matter of the document, the location of the document,
the number of pages comprising the document.

"Identify" with respect to a person shall mean state the
full name, the most recent business and residence addresses
and the telephone numbers, the present occupation or position
of such person, the nature of the connection or association
that person has to any party in this proceeding. 1If the
person to be identified is not a natural person, provide the
legal and trade names, the address and telephone number, and
the full names of both the chief executive officer and the
agent designated to receive service of process for such
person.

"And" as well as "or" shall be construed disjunctively
or conjunctively as necessary to bring within the scope of
these interrogatories and requests for the production of
documents any documents and materials which may otherwise be
construed to be out of their scope.
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DOCUNENT REQUESTS

Produce all documents in your possession that refer,
telate, or in any way pertain to

a. fundraising activities in any way involving
Universal Medical Buildings; and/or
this entity’s subsidiaries or affiliates

b. solicitation activity involving directors, officers,
employees, or agents of any of the above-listed entities,

including but not limited to letters, envelopes, memos,
internal correspondence, notes of telephone conversations,
and records of oral and/or written communications.




BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COWRISSION
)
)
)

SUBPOENA POR PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS

In the Matter of

Universal Medical Buildings
Joe Checota, CEO
731 N. Jackson St.
Milwaukee, WI 53202

Pursuant to 2 U.S.C. § 437d(a)(3), and in furtherance of

its investigation in the above-captioned matter, the Federal

Election Commission hereby subpoenas you to produce the

documents listed on the attachment to this subpoena. Legible

copies which, where applicable, show both sides of the

documents, may be substituted for originals. The documents

must be submitted to the Office of the General Counsel,

Federal Election Commission, 999 E Street, N.W., Washington,

D.C. 20463, within 30 days of your receipt of this subpoena.

WHEREFORE, the Chairman of the Federal Election

Commission has hereunto set her hand in Washington, D.C., on

this '~/ day of 7/ 1992.

Joan D. AiEens. Cﬁairnan

Federal Election Commission

ATTEST:
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INSTRUCTIONS

In answering this request for production of documents,
furnish all documents and other information, however
obtained, including hearsay, that is in possession of, known
by or otherwise available to you, including documents and
information appearing in your records.

Should you claim a privilege with respect to any
documents, communications, or other items about which
information is requested by any of the following
interrogatories and requests for production of documents,
describe such items in sufficient detail to provide
justification for the claim. Each claim of privilege must
specify in detail all the grounds on which it rests.

Unless otherwise indicated, the discovery request shall
refer to the time period from September 1, 1991 to the
present.

The following request for production of documents is
continuing in nature so as to require you to file

O supplementary responses or amendments during the course of

h this investigation if you obtain further or different

e information prior to or during the pendency of this matter.

~ Include in any supplemental answers the date upon which and
the manner in which such further or different information

came to your attention.
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DEPINITIONS

For the purpose of these discovery requests, including
the instructions thereto, the terms listed below are defined
as follows:

"You" shall mean the named respondent in this action to
whom these discovery requests are addressed, including all
officers, employees, agents or attorneys thereof.

"Persons" shall be deemed to include both singular and
plural, and shall mean any natural person, partnership,
committee, association, corporation, or any other type of
organization or entity.

"Document"” shall mean the original and all non-identical
copies, including drafts, of all papers and records of every
type in your possession, custody, or control, or known by you
to exist. The term document includes, but is not limited to
books, letters, contracts, notes, diaries, log sheets,
records of telephone communications, transcripts, vouchers,
accounting statements, ledgers, checks, money orders or other
commercial paper, telegrams, telexes, pamphlets, circulars,
leaflets, reports, memoranda, correspondence, Surveys,
tabulations, audio and video recordings, drawings,
photographs, graphs, charts, diagrams, lists, computer
print-outs, and all other writings and other data
compilations from which information can be obtained.

"Identify" with respect to a document shall mean state
the nature or type of document (e.g., letter, memorandum),
the date, if any, appearing thereon, the date on which the
document was prepared, the title of the document, the general
subject matter of the document, the location of the document,
the number of pages comprising the document.

"Identify" with respect to a person shall mean state the
full name, the most recent business and residence addresses
and the telephone numbers, the present occupation or position
of such person, the nature of the connection or association
that person has to any party in this proceeding. If the
person to be identified is not a natural person, provide the
legal and trade names, the address and telephone number, and
the full names of both the chief executive officer and the
agent designated to receive service of process for such
person.

"And" as well as "or" shall be construed disjunctively
or conjunctively as necessary to bring within the scope of
these interrogatories and requests for the production of
documents any documents and materials which may otherwise be
construed to be out of their scope.
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DOCUMENT REQUESTS

Produce all letters, envelopes, memos, internal
correspondence, notes of telephone conversations, records of
oral and/or written communications, and all other documents
relating to:

1

the solicitation of employees for contributions to the
Joe Checota for Senate Campaign Inc.;

any meetings held at Universal Medical Buildings to
discuss the raising or making of contributions to the
Joe Checota for Senate Campaign Inc.;

the receipt of contributions by Universal Medical
Buildings and the forwarding or transmittal of
contributions by Universal Medical Buildings to the
Joe Checota for Senate Campaign Inc.;

any communications between officers, employees, Of
agents of Universal Medical Buildings and the

Joe Checota for Senate Campaign Inc. regarding
solicitations and/or contributions.




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS
RESPONDENTS: Joe Checota
Joe Checota for Senate Campaign
and BEdith Peters, as treasurer
Universal Medical Buildings
A. Generation of Hatter
In the ordinary course of carrying out its supervisory
responsibilities, the Federal Election Commission has
discovered that Joe Checota, Joe Checota for Senate Campaign
and Edith Peters, as treasurer, and Universal Medical
Buildings may have violated the Federal Election Campaign Act
of 1971, as amended ("the Act®).

B. Legal Principles

Pursuant to 2 U.S.C. § 441b, it is unlawful for any

corporation to make a contribution or expenditure in
connection with a Federal election, or for a candidate or
political committee knowingly to accept such a contribution.
It is also unlawful for any corporate officer or director to
consent to any such contribution. This broad prohibition
extends to "anything of value" given to a federal candidate
or campaign. 2 U.S.C. § 441b(b)(2).

Although corporations are prohibited from making any
gsuch contribution, the Act exempts a corporation’s internal

communications with its executive and administrative




-2-

personnel. 2 U.S.C. § 441b(b)(2)(A).2” The Commission’s
regulations thus permit a corporation to make partisan
communications to its restricted class, including endorsing
candidates and urging their support. 11 C.F.R.

§ 114.3(a)(1),(c)(1); Advisory Opinions 1987-29, 1982-2. The
Commission has repeatedly made clear, however, that
corporations may not step beyond the line of "communication"
to actually collecting contribution checks or otherwise
facilitating the making of contributions to a Federal
candidate. See Advisory Opinions 1987-29, 1986-4, 1982-2,
and 1977 Explanation and Justification (describing
permissible corporate communication).

Other Commission regulations provide that employees of a
corporation may make "occasional, isolated or incidental use
of the facilities of a corporation for individual volunteer
activity in connection with a Federal election....” 11 C.F.R.
§ 114.9(a)(1l). Employees must reimburse the corporation only
for any increased overhead or operating costs. Id. In MUR
1690, however, the Office of General Counsel advised the
Commission that "the plain intent of [11 C.F.R.

§ 114.9(a)])... excludes from the scope of ’'individual
volunteer activity’ collective enterprises where the top
executives of firms direct their subordinates in fundraising

projects..., use resources of the corporation such as lists

1/ Elaboration of the class of corporate employees that fall
within this exception is found at 2 U.S.C. § 441b(b)(7) and
11 C.F.R. § 114.1(c) of the Commission’s regulations.




of vendors and customers..., solicit whole classes of
corporate executives and employees..., or attempt to ensure
that the corporation is the beneficiary of the candidate’s

appreciation....”™ General Counsel’s Report dated October 2,

1986.
In summary, where fundraising activities involve the use
of corporate resources and facilities and such activities are
beyond the safe harbor of the Act and regulation’s

exceptions, the corporation has contributed something "of

value” to the beneficiary candidate, in violation of section
441b.
Additionally, the manner in which company fundraising

from employees or vendors takes place may have conseguences

under other generally applicable provisions of the Act.

Where contributions are "earmarked or otherwise directed
through an intermediary or conduit to such candidate,"” the

Act requires the "intermediary or conduit" to report such

transmissions. 2 U.S.C. § 441la(a)(8). The Commission’'s
regulations in this area, newly revised in 1989, define
"conduit or intermediary” to include "any person who receives

and forwards an earmarked contribution to a candidate,"”

11 C.F.R. § 110.6(b)(2), and explains that campaign

employees,

full-time volunteers, or individuals who have
significant positions within the campaign who are expressly

authorized to fundraise are not conduits for purpose of the

regulations, 11 C.F.R. § 110.6(b)(2)(i)(A),(E).

Under these regulations,

if a person collects



contributions as a conduit, and exercises "direction or
control" over the making of the contribution, the
contribution is chargeable to the conduit’s limit for the

recipient candidate in addition to the limit of the actual

dcnor.z/ 11 C.F.R. § 110.6(d)(2). This regulation was based

on the 1974 Conference Committee Report on the earmarking
provision at section 44la(a)(8), stating that "if a person
exercises any direct or indirect control over the making of a
contribution, then such contribution shall count toward the
limitation imposed with respect to such person”" under the
Act. H.R. Conf. Rep. No. 93-1438, 93rd Cong., 24 Sess. 51

(1974), reprinted in Legislative History of the Federal

Election Campaign Act Amendments of 1974, at 995, 996 (1977).

Corporations are explicitly forbidden from acting as conduits
for contributions, 11 C.F.R. § 110.6(b)(2)(ii). Nonetheless,
following Congress’ broadly expressed intent, corporations
that exercise any control over contributions should be
responsible for these contributions, i.e. the contributions
themselves are chargeable to the corporation.

The Commission articulated this position in Advisory

Opinion 1986-4. There, the Commission concluded that where a

2/ Furthermore, in AO 1980-46 the Commission stated that
expenditures made by the conduit or intermediary for the
purpose of solicitation are considered in-kind contributions
to the candidate and are reportable as such. 2 U.S.C. § 434.
Once the conduit collects and forwards the checks to the
candidate, the candidate’s acceptance of the checks
constitutes acceptance of the costs incurred by the conduit
in connection with the solicitation. See AO 1980-46.




company collects contributions to candidates from its
executives, actively persuading its executives to
pactticipate, and deciding what candidate would be supported
and in what amount, the corporation would "exercise direction
and control over the making of such earmarked contributions
as well as act as the conduit and intermediary for then."g/
It follows that if a company through its officers employs
coercive tactics in order to collect contributions, it
plainly exercises control over the contributions. "[Where] a
job or livelihood may be jeopardized by a refusal to comply,
and the contact between solicitor and solicitee may be direct
and personal . . . the potential clearly exists for earmarked

contributions to have been ’'directed or controlled’ by means

of coercion, harassment, or undue pressure."” Statement of

Reasons, Commissioner Josefiak, MUR 2282, p. 14. Thus, in
addition to contributing something "of value” by facilitating
the making of contributions, under the settled principles
discussed above, the resulting contributions would be
chargeable to the company itself. Indeed, this conclusion
should follow in any circumstances similar to that envisioned
in AO 1986-4 where a company orchestrates a fundraising

activity for the benefit of a specific candidate and asks a

class of its employees to participate.

3/ Section 441b’'s broad prohibition of "direct or indirect”
gifts of anything of value, see 2 U.S.C. § 441b(b)(2), provides
further support for this conclusion.




Analysis

Joe Checota is a U.S. Senate candidate. Joe Checota for
Senate Campaign is his authorized campaign committee, of
which Edith Peters is treasurer. Mr. Checota is the Chairman
and Chief Executive Officer of a Milwaukee corporation,
Universal Medical Buildings. Many of Checota’s more than 100
employees at University Medical Buildings were reportedly
asked to contribute a portion of their salaries to his U.S.
Senate Campaign. "Checota Firm Workers Urged to Aid Race,”

Milwaukee Journal, April 15, 1992. According to three

employees (none of whom would be publicly identified), they
and their co-workers were called into meetings with their
supervisors on March 31, 1992, the date of a Checota

fundraiser, and allegedly asked to give 1% of their yearly

salary to the campaign.i/ Company executives reportedly

solicited other employees over the phone and asked them to
give whatever amount they wished. Although the article
states that employees were not ordered to donate, some were

asked a second time after initially declining.é/

4/ The Commission’s records show that 18 contributions
totaling $13,000 were made by Universal Medical Buildings
employees, 15 of which totaling $10,900 were made on

March 31, 1992, the reported date of the Checota fundraiser.

5/ According to the Journal article, one employee who
was upset over the solicitation revealed: "Nobody says no to
Joe Checota. That’s the atmosphere there. If you say no,
you really don’t know what to expect. He's the guy that
signs our paychecks.” Milwaukee Journal, April 15, 1992.




Three of the four Checota employees the Milwaukee
Journal interviewed reportedly regarded the solicitations as

highly inappropriate. The Journal reported that one employee

said that there was a "revolving door" of employees called in

to see their supervisors on March 31, 1992. The same
employee was reportedly told by a supervisor: "We’re asking
all of our employees to donate one point of our annual income

to the campaign.” Milwaukee Journal, April 15, 1992.

Checota’'s campaign reportedly denied his involvement

with the reguests.

According to the Journal article, Bill

Christofferson, Checota’s political consultant, stated:

I can tell you flat-out that Checota did not direct that

o to be done. Checota himself has not solicited anyone
in the company. Checota himself has made it quite clear
Ln to the company’s employees that they were not required

to give.

The article states that Christofferson pointed out the

invitation sent to employees for the March 31 fundraiser

read: "no contribution is required; your presence is the

O

important thing."

As previously set forth, 2 U.S.C. § 441b prohibits

corporations from contributing anything of value to federal
candidates. A corporate effort to collect contributions from
most of a company’s employees would fall outside the
exception for individual volunteer activity, 11 C.F.R.

§ 114.9(a)(l), as well as the exception for internal

communications, 11 C.F.R. § 114.3(a)(l). Such corporate

fundraising for federal candidates would result in a donation



of something of value to the recipient campaign in violation

of section 44lb(a). Prurther, in light of this corporation’s

alleged direct appeal to subordinates, the alleged frequency
of appeals, as well as the candidate to whoa the

contributions were to be made, Universal Medical Buildings

may have exercised direction or control over the resulting
contributions. See AO 1986-4. Therefore, there is reason to
believe that Universal Medical Buildings violated 2 U.S.C.
§ 441b(a).
As Chairman of the company, Joe Checota reportedly knew

of the organized solicitation done on his behalf -- his

protests in the press dealt mainly with the idea that the
O

employees were not coerced. Thus, Joe Checota may have
N

consented to the corporate contributions and there is reason

to believe that he violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a). If in fact

e Mr. Checota consented to the contributions, he was

simultaneously the benefiting candidate. Indeed, Edith

the treasurer of the Joe Checota for Senate Campaign,

Peters,

Therefore, the Joe

is also the controller of the company.

Checota for Senate Campaign and Mr. Checota as the candidate,

may have accepted something of value from the corporation, in

§ 441b. In light of the circumstances,

violation of 2 uU.S.C.

there is reason to believe that the Joe Checota for Senate
Campaign and Edith Peters, as treasurer, and Joe Checota

violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a).



Federal Election Commission
999 E. Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463
Attn: Richard M. Zanfardino
Re: - Joe Checota, Joe Checota for Senate
Campaign, Inc., and BEdith L. Peters, as
Treasurer, and Universal Medical Buildings
Dear Mr. Zanfardino:
Enclosed you will find the Statement of Designation
of Counsel with respect to the campaign, Edith Peters and
Universal Medical Buildings.

Yours truly,

QUARLES & BRADY

Sla K24

Samuel J. Recht

212:j1lm

Enclosures




NARE OF COUNSEL: Matthew J. legngSamuol J. Recht

ADDRESS: Quarles & Brady
411 E. Wisconsin Avenue

Milwaukee, WI 53202

TELEPRONE: ( 414 ) 277-5000

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

cospunications from the Commission and to act on my behal?

befoze the Commission.

ignacuce
Edith L. Petars
Treasurer

RLSPONDEINT’S MANRE: Jog Checota for Senate Campaign, Inc.

ADDRESS:




MANE OF COUNSEL: Matthew J. Flynn/Samuel J. Recht

ADDRRSS : Quarles & Brady

411 B. Wisconsin Avenue

Milwaukee, WI 53202

TELEPRONE: (_414 ) 277~5000

The above-namsd individual is hereby designated as ay
counsel and is authorized to receive amy notifications and other
communications from the Commissiocn and to act on my behalf

before the Commissicn.

Tignatuse = : é %&

Edith L. Peters

Edith L. Peters

)
414 ) 278-0100




TELEPRONE: ( 414 ) _277-5000

The adeve~asned isndividusl is hersdy dasignated 88 my
counsel and is autherized to creceive any netifiecatiens aad other
communications from the Commission and to act os sy behalf

befere the Commissien.
_ UNIVERSAL MEDICAL BUILDINGS

date

« Wallace Baines
Individual General Partner

ARSPONDENT’S MANE: Universal Medical Buildings

ADDRESS 220 M. Jacxson Styeet
Y 53202

TELEIRONE: WOMB( )
SUSTWRSS( 4}4 )_278 0100
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Federal Election Commission
999 E. Street, N.W.
Washington D.C. 20463

Attn: Richard M. Zanfardino

Re: - Joe Checota, Joe Checota for Senate Campaign Inc. and
Edith L. Peters, as treasurer, and Universal Wedical Buildings

Dear Mr. Zanfardino:

Enclosed you will find the Statement of Designation of Counsel with
respect to the above referred to matter.

In addition, confirming our telephone conversation yesterday, on beha 1f
of our clients, we hereby reguest an extension of twenty (20) da;sAto]re§p02d
to the subpoenas and submit a response to the Factual and Legal Ana MS‘SthO
and including December 30, 1992. As we discussed, we have begun to review : 5
subpoenas and the Factual and Legal Analysis and the additional t;me r$questﬁ
is necessary to assemble and review the requestqd documents an agahyﬁgd e
facts and circumstances involved. The intervention of the yearwen ?d1 ay;
makes this task impossible within the original 30 day period. We would muc
appreciate the granting of the extension.

Very truly yours,

QUARLES & BRADY

YA

Samuel J. Recht
063:11s

A FEC1200

i . : : f

P.S. Edith Peters was out of the office i1l today. The Designation o
Counsel for her, the Campaign and Universal Medical Building will be
faxed tomorrow. ()()

YEARS




NANME OF COUNSEL: Matthew J. Plzgy/ﬂanuel J. Recht

ADDRESS : Quarles & Brady

411 E. Wisconsin Avenue

Milwaukee, WI 53202

TELEPROME: (414 ) _277-5000

The above-named individual is hsreby designated as ay
counsel and {s autharized to receive any notifications and other

communications from the Commission and to act on my behalf

before the Commission.

” Egéﬁ/ -

Checota

RESPONDENT'S NAME: _ Joseph

ADDRESS: 3224 E. Hampshire

S—r——

Milwaukee, WI 53211

TELEFEONE: NOERE
BUSIWESS( 414 ) 278-0100




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. DC 2046)

December 8, 1992

Samuel J. Recht

Quarles & Brady

411 East Wisconsin Ave.
Milwaukee, WI 53202-4497

Joe Checota, Joe Checota for
Senate Campaign Inc. and
Edith L. Peters, as
treasurer, Universal Medical
Buildings

Dear Mr. Recht:

This is in response to your facsimiles dated
December 3 and 4, 1992, requesting an extension until
December 30, 1992 to respond to the Commission’s Subpoenas.
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 30, 1992.

If you have any questions, please contact me at (202)
219-3690.

Sincerely,

zanfardino
Sstaff Member




CONFIDENTIAL PURSUANT TO
2 U.S.C. Sections 437g(a)(4)(B)
and 437g(a)(12)(A)

December 29, 1992

DELIVERY BY FEDERAL EXPRESS

Mr. Richard M. Zanfardino
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, N.W.
Washington DC 20463

Dear Mr. Zanfardino:

Enclosed are the documents Bates stamped 1 and 70 in response to your recent
subpoenas served upon Joe Checota, Joe Checota for Senate Campaign Inc., Edith L.
Peters, as treasurer of the Committee, and Universal Medical Buildings L.P.

Please note that we have attempted to produce the best available copies of these
documents. As you will note, some are handwritten and do not photocopy well. If you
have questions about specific documents, please let us know and we will attempt to
produce another copy.

On behalf of our clients, we request that these documents be returned to us, at the
above address, upon the completion of these investigation.

Further, these documents are being submitted under an express claim of
confidentiality. [t is our position that these documents are exempt from disclosure under
Exemption Four of the Freedom of Information Act S U.S.C. §552(b)(4) and also are
confidential pursuant to 2 U.S.C. §§437g(a)(4)(B) and 437g(a)(12)(A). The documents
we are producing are kept confidential by our client, and the information contained
therein is not available to the public. Disclosure would have an adverse impact on our
client’s privacy rights and possibly impact our client’s ability to raise funds and do
business. For these reasons, we request confidential treatment. OO

YEARS




Mr. Richard M. Zanfardino
December 29, 1992
Page 2

If any person, other than a Commission employee working directly on the matter
in connection with which these documents are submitted, requests an inspection or a
copy of the documents, or any portion of them, please give us sufficient advance notice of
at least 10 days prior to any such disclosure to allow us to pursue appropriate remedies to
preserve the confidentiality of the information.

We would be pleased to furnish you with further particulars, upon request, to
enable the Commission to reach a determination concerning the appropriateness of
confidential treatment for the subject documents. All of our above requests apply to any
form of disclosure of the information contained in the documents, including notes,
meetings, and telephone conversations.

Finally, consistent with our December 29 telephone conversation, we plan on
responding to the legal and factual analysis prepared by the Commission by mid-January.

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call us at (414) 277-5000.

Sincerely yours,

Tt | feclt

QUARLES & BRADY
411 East Wisconsin Avenue
Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53202

Samuel J. Recht
Matthew J. Flynn

415:cw
Enclosures

cc: FOIA Officer (w/o0 enclosures)
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KENORANDUN

April 24, 1992
Joe Checota

All UMB Employees

Campaign contributions

First, I want to thank those who have offered support and

-ncounr-ut in my for the United States Senate. I am
grateful for your fri and your help.

Bowever, as you know, there is some coatroversy over my
acceptance of coatributions from employees of UMB.

O
Regrettably, it appears that some esmployees feel they were
inappropriately solicited by their supervisors for contributions.
- That should not have happened. It happened despite my best
o efforts to make it clear to everyone at UMB that no one should feel
any pressure or cbligation to work in or coantribute to my campaign.
M If there is any doubt, let mes say it again: Mo one’s job or
advancement at UMB is conmected in any way to whether they support
¥4 mg or help in my campaign.
M Many people at UMB want to be involved in my Senate campaign,
and I‘m pleased to have their support. But I have decided to
v return all campaign comtributions from UMB employees or their
5 families.

I don‘’t want there to be even the slightest question or
appearance of impropriety.

My campaigm is all about the wvay government works,
about ending the influemce of special ., and taking on the
nonsense ia Washiagtom. Those who are threatemed by that agenda
will seize on any opportusity to try to discredit my efforts.
What‘s at stake is too importamt to let that hagpen.

You will undoubtedly be imvited to campaiga events, including
fundraisers, from tise to tims bscause name is on wvarious
mailing lists. You’re welcoms to attead if you’re interested. But
please don’t make any costributioms.

Now, I hope we can put this unfortunate distraction aside and
get back to busimess.

Thanks for your understanding in this matter.




MENORANDUN

T0: All UMB Employees
FROM: Joseph W. Checota
DATE: January 22, 1992

RE: Campaign Activity

As you may have cbserved, the-pace of activity in my campaign for
the U.S. Senate is increasing daily. 1In the weeks and months
~ ahead, my candidacy will take an increasingly greater share of my
time.

However, I continue to spend considerable time at UMB to fulfill
my obligations to the company and its investors.

A number of employees, I know, have expressed interest in helping
with my campaign in some way. I certainly would welcome any help
you can give.

But I want to add a note of caution.

Federal elections law clearly prohibits the use of company space,

O telephones, equipment, or employees’ time for campaign purposes.
The exception is accounting work done to make certain that the
Lf3 campaign complies with federal campaign reporting requirements,

which Edie Peters is doing in her role as campaign treasurer.

I have been extremely careful in my own case to keep close track
and reimburse the company for any use of company property -- and
to have the campaign pay for the time of any UMB employees who
devote any time to campaign work during their normal business day.

Please be certain that you do not mix company business and campaign
business. In instances where it is unavoidable, please keep a
careful accounting and make certain that Edie Peters is aware of
any time or materials which should be billed to the campaign.

Thanks for your help.

CONFIDENTIAL



SR

w Bulj w_m . r_“ —, _

Y
-

......."-:'i.-*

mm_—.

.w
m
m n:..m.:a_ %am—_ﬂ

Naterdt Nély Boin 60t 3 prdumvhec
he prapares his salbost  or,

m»_m.ﬁ:

T .E._
?_.

L:I,.

il

11




33

|
““M __ :_m m. mm__ ,ﬁ

il |1 “
il E,m :..amm

M
.-. .q1 2— m-“_—ﬂ «x
i ._z_ il “_,__._E.
Wi e

,.m_ hur_u- ...
mwm“m_rzmm& x:.ﬁ&m—.:z_r.z
TEIE“ mz: “mw ' o] wwn ru

Ba

umﬂ— mw
? T

il
m_ = :
F.
HH

_.

FasnLv mEMBERS gather 8t the Anderson home in the

CONFIDENTIAL

M!l

m
[
I m
o

eoulémd-to lea\'e giﬁs to be returned




Ve

-

: &Y
T
S =T
E 34

Checota firm

i i ;Mﬁmm m ] ._,mu mmmmw i
" B

i E __ I __I _

.n _: _

: :.m ﬁm: a_m_ ..r% %

m_mm it
a r“ﬁ_ Em Ls um__m_

“...
mmm.~m




_THEMILWAUKE

CONFIDENTIAL

_ :.u _._u “wmm m:.m m__m”

J. —m —w *_aw-m “n. mmrm-—kt
m ! E m__ m“_.._ = ._. ﬂ m m= ¥
-um _ m:—um__ “ a. _h .:m-wm‘ z- u.. ...

fU e

" grag nSAE

!.




SRR Ve

'|" SR

98 | mﬁ EJ 8 1 m HA 1 § §1%) Mu
. . m_ umm u “ m%mum M mm m._ n “r—w m

: m w
&a_w ;
*“Emr:w.w.. m:mhé_ﬁ *M:su

CONFIDENTIAL




nmmwm 14318
umw_ hmwm_
__” ___mwm_w_
__ﬂ w.u u.
mm_m. mmmw- m

CONFIDENTIAL

i
|




i et
ﬁ_u ___i m_ymm___

!

il
d:_ il
w_m .%. i

CONFIDENTIAL

52 2| 2ol & o
15,
s A Ll
mm =; 51 48
Wm .__.u. _mmm :
mm m_”__a. m._a
i

.-m —
-—-nﬁ-— -?m—

4
2
5
£
)
w
<
g
7]
w
¥
<
3
=




JOSEPH W. CHECOTA

PR NOGATN JACKBON BTAZEY, MILWAUKEE, WIBSGONBIN 83200 @14 878-0100

January 31, 1992

Mr. Charles T. Wood
122 Metoxit Road
P.O. Box 3537
Waquoit, MA 02536

Dear Charlie:
Thanks for agreeing to contribute to my campaign for the US. Senate.

I am reluctant to suggest the level of possible
mwmummuanﬁm

Again, Charlie, many thanks for considering my request.

JWC/dss
enclosures

PS. Endosed please find some reprints of articles that appeared in
Milwaukee pers, as well as a memorandum that describes
the race. 'I'hou;tywmlghtbemwuted.

CONFIDENTIAL
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JOSEPH W, CHECOTA

P8YT HNOATH JAGQRBON BTYTREEY, MILWAUREE, WIBCONSIN S3808 wia BP8-010 O

February 13, 1992

Mr. Charles T. Wood
122 Metoxit Road
P.O. Box 3537
Waquoit, MA 02536

Dear Charlie:

Thank for your generous $1,000 contribution to my campaign for
] Senate o

Ellen and I sincerely appreciate this special act of
Yudomyb.tm:yu;adto?mug;azmhywﬂ?am

IhtowSl\lrl?l' pnudh\d\ededsionm;xovideﬁmnchlmport.
er for me d

Sincerely,




JOSEPH W. CHECOTA

P8B! NOAYN JAGHOON BYREEY, MILWAUNREE, WISCONSIN 832308 41e 87@-0100

January 16, 1992

Mr. Wade Mountz
9 Muirfield Place
Louisville, KY 40222
Dear Wade:

I just realized that I have fafled to write to thank you for contributing
or raising $10,000 0 help me become a US. Senator.

Once again, have delivered 100 percent in response to what a mere
mmumamwm

I will do my best to respond to your support with a winning effort.
Sincerely,

;1 have not forgotten about the contribution I received from Betty
‘Mountz. Many, many thanks, Betty.

CONFIDENTIAL




Please make checks paysble 0 Joe Checota for Senate.

Carrier
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of
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other
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JOSEPH W, CHECOTA

PPS. As sttendance report for the October seminars is enclosed.
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JOSEPH W. CHECOTA

70 NOATH JAGAGON STAGEY, NiLwWaAUREE, WISSONOIN SBBO8 I BYE-G1OG O

mnm.m
Hillcrest Ceanter Foundation
1120 South Utica
Tules, Okdahoma 74104

Dear im:

Irvﬂtﬂn to talk to about for the
O\ U. “Mun&mzw
- Ellen and 1 sincerely te the willingness of you and Inadoll to
= mbmyunw ™

Best personal regards.

Sincerely,

e

S. Please make checks payable to Joe Checota for Senate.
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JOSAPH W. CHRCOTA

P8 NOATN JAGHEEN GYAGEY, MILWAUREE, WIGGONOIN 83008 wia 278-0106

November 6, 1991

Mr. and Mzs. D.
— Junes D. Harvey

Tulss, OK 74114
Dear im and Inadoll

l-hizwh generous contribution of $1,500 to
campsign u-uss-’:: e
I will do my very best 0 respond 0 your support with a winning

Sincerely,

7

LN
L

&
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JOSEPH W. CHECOTA

te14: 870 0100
781 HORYTN sJaGREON BYAREY, MILWAUREE, WISCONG I~ B30808

January 8, 1992

I will do my best to respond to your support with a winning effort.
Sinoatly,

F\%f .

\
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Joe Checota

U.S. SENATE

41 24, 1992
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DELIVERY BY TELBCOFY

Mr. Richarxd X. Sanfardino
Pederal Rlection Commission
999 Bast Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20403

Dear Mr. sanfardino:

As we explained on Thursday, January 14, 1993, we
are weiting for the Pederal Rlection Commission’s Public
Records Departmsent to produce certain advisory opinions
referenced in the Commission’s PFactual and Legal Analysis.
As we noted, we do not expect to receive the documents for up
to 10 working days (or January 29, 1993) from the Public
Records Departaent. In order to adequately respond to these
assertions, we request that our deadline for answering the
FEC's ractual and Legal Analysis be postponed until February
3, 1993.

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate

to call.
Very truly yours,
QUARLES & BRADY
tthew 1
415/11s

cc: Samuel J. Recht, Esq.




Richard M. Zanfardino, Esq.
Federal Election Commission
Washington DC 20463

Dear Mr. Zanfardino:

This letter is to confirm that we have now received from the Public
Reference Room the Advisory opinions cited in the Commission’s Factual and Legal
Analysis and can now respond to that analysis. We anticipate forwarding a
response on Monday, February 15, 1993.

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call me at 414-
277-5133.

Very tuuly yours,

QUARLES & BRADY

M“L\.’——_
Walter J. Skipper
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Federal Election Commmuission
999 East Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20403
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Dear Mr. Zanfardino:
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DELIVERY BY TELECOPY and UPS OVERNIGHT
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Richard M. Zanfardino, Esq.
Federal Election Commission
999 East Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20403
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Dear Mr. Zanfardino:

=

I

We enclose our response to the Federal Election Commission’s Factual
and Legal Analysis. We are also forwarding by UPS Overnight delivery, 20 copies of
this response which can be used for distribution to the Commission.

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call.
Very truly yours,
QUARLES & BRADY

Samuel J. Recht
Matthew J. Flynn
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CONFIDENTIAL PURSUANT TO
4 U.S.C. Sections 437g(a)(4)(B) and
437g(a)(12)(A)

February 22, 1993

The Honorable Joan D. Aikens
Chairman

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

Dear Chairman Aikens:

The Federal Election Commission ("FEC" or "Commission”) states that it has
found reason to believe Universal Medical Buildings L.P., a limited partnership
("UMB"), Joseph W. Checota ("Checota”), the Joe Checota for Senate Campaign
Committee, Inc. ("Committee™) and Edith Peters, as treasurer for the Committee
("Peters"), (collectively, "our clients”) may have violated 2 U.S.C. Section 441b(a).
As discussed below, the Commission’s "reason to believe,”" apparently based on
unsubstantiated newspaper articles that fail even to identify a source, is an
unjustified and ill-advised reason to proceed against our clients. We hereby submit
the following analysis that will demonstrate why there is no reason to proceed with
an enforcement action.

In summary, first, as clearly shown by the December 29, 1992, document
production there was no violation of any campaign statute. Second, even assuming
the Commission disagrees with our analysis (set forth at Part II), UMB, as a
partnership, is clearly not subject to the requirements of 2 U.S.C. Section 441b(a)
and, accordingly, there was no violation. Finally, any use of the facilities was

"occasional, isolated, and incidental" and would not be an appropriate basis for an
enforcement action.
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The Honorable Joan D. Aikens
February 22, 1993
Page 2

L

Mr. Checota, Chairman of UMB, decided to run for the U.S. Senate in 1991.
After he announced his decision to run for the Senate and formed the Committee,
various employees of the UMB partnership voluntarily asked Mr. Checota what they
could do to assist his election campaign. With these offers in mind, on January 22,
1992, Mr. Checota circulated a memorandum (dated January 22, 1992) to all
employees of the UMB partnership referring to those many offers of support by
stating, "A number of employees, [ know, have expressed interest in helping with
my campaign in some way . .."! Significantly and in that very same memorandum,
Mr. Checota cautiously added, "But [ want to add a note of caution" and then went
on to emphasize the importance of complying with the federal election laws should
any UMB employee assist his campaign.2

On March 23, 1992, Mr. Checota, again responding to employees’ continued
offers to assist in the upcoming Senate election, invited employees of the UMB
parmership to attend a March 31, 1992, campaign reception. Again, Mr. Checota
made it clear that no strings were attached, stated in writing, "No contribution is
required; your presence is the j ant thing” (emphasis added).3

After the March 23 invitation was disseminated, certain UMB supervisors had
occasion to meet with their department staff and stated the obvious that any
voluntary support for Mr. Checota in his bid for the Senate seat would be helpful
and potentially allow the Senate to have an experienced businessman to solve the
many problems facing our counry.4 Mr. Checota did not take part in these short
meetings, nor prepare a script, nor suggest employees donate 1% of their salary, or
even suggest UMB supervisors talk to their department employees. Mr. Checota’s
message was clear: All UMB employees should comply with the federal election
laws and no contribution from any employee was required.

On April 24, 1992, after the publication of the newspaper stories that seem
to be the basis for this proceeding, Mr. Checota quickly responded to the possible

1 Document Bates Stamped 53.
2 Document Bates Stamped 53.
3 Document Bates Stamped 69.

4 Clearly these meetings with executive and administrative personnel fall within 11
C.F.R. §114.3(a)(1).




The Honorable Joan D. Aikens
February 22, 1993
Page 3

appearance that employees may have been required to contribute to the campaign,
by refunding all of the UMB partmership employee contributions. In his cover letter
with the return on the contributions, Mr. Checota noted, "Regretfully, it appears
some employees feel they were inappropriately solicited by their supervisors for
contributions. That should not have happened. It happened despite my best efforts
to make clear to everyone at UMB that no one should feel any pressure or
obligation to work in or contribute to my campaign."S If there was any doubt, Mr.
Checota once again stated, "No one’s job or advancement at UMB is connected in
any way to whether they support me or help in mv campaign" (emphasis added).¢

As these facts, documented in the document production, highlight, our
clients have made comprehensive attempts to comply with all the election laws.
And these efforts have been successful. Indeed, there were no improper corporation
contributions to the Committee.

1.

No corporation made a contribution or expenditure of “"anything of
value” to a candidate for the Senate race. Indeed, no corporate resources or
facilities were involved or used to result in an improper "contribution” to Mr.
Checota. Significantly, the employees merely received an invitation to a reception
by Mr. Checota which clearly stated that "No contribution is necessary." That,
certain UMB employees, individually, wanted to assist Mr. Checota’s campaign, is
consistent with their constitutional rights. They believed, in response to the many
voluntary offers and requests by UMB employees to assist the Committee, that
meeting all employees of a particular department in one place would minimize time
demands. Indeed, there was never any threat, implicit or explicit, by any one that
one must contribute in order to keep one’s job. Such a gathering is not an unlawful
"contribution."

As made clear in the General Counsel’s Report for MUR 1690, there is
no "per se rule that executives may never engage in 'individual volunteer activity’
using corporate facilities.”” Accordingly, the calling together of a department’s

Documents Bates Stamped 68 (memorandum sent with return checks) and 52
(memorandum sent to all UMB employees).

Documents Bates Stamped 52 and 68.
General Counsel’s report MUR 1690 ("MUR Report 1690, p. 9.
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employees by a supervisor is not a violation of the letter or the spirit of Section
441b. In fact, 11 C.F.R. Section 114.3(a)(1) clearly states that "a corporation may
make communications. .. to its executive or administrative personnel." These
meetings, with employees of the UMB partnership, were consistent with that rule.
These meetings did not step outside the safeharbor set forth in the rule.

This analysis is consistent with case law as well. Specifically, one
court recently noted, "[N]Jowhere does FECA [Federal Election Campaign Act]
forbid corporate supervisors from asking their subordinates for contributions as long
as they comply with the provisions of Section 441b(b)(3)."® Therefore, consistent
with the law, the calling together of UMB employees in one place (and even the
request) is not improper action. Clearly, all contributions, later returned, complied
with Section 441b(b)(3).

The Commission’s Factual and Legal Analysis Memorandum suggest
that these actions went beyond the safeharbor and amount to an actual contribution
of some value by UMB to Checota. This position is contrary to the written majority
opinion (and, indeed, similar to the minority opinion) in Pipefitters v. U.S.9 In fact,
the majority opinion in that case held that corporations and unions could solicit
voluntary funds from members, employees or stockholders to contribute to election
campaigns. Indeed, in the Pipefitters decision, the majority notes that the legislative
history of Section 441b1° reflects that "officers of these institutions [corporations
and unions] have a duty to share their informed insights on all issues affecting their
institution with their constituents.”l! Consistent with the reflections contained in
the legislative history and this decision, UMB supervisors contacted their
department employees to discuss their view of Mr. Checota, and in one place
addressed certain employees’ requests to assist the Committee. These actions, and

8 Selected Court Case Abstracts, Federal Election Commission, 165 (citing IAM v. FEC,
(Civil Action No. 80-0354 D.D.C. 1980)).

4 407 U.S. 385 (1972).
10 As well as other parts of the federal election laws.
n Pipefitters at 431, ft 42 (citing 117 Cong. Rec. 43380).
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the voluntary employee contributions,12 did not violate Section 441b because there
was no corporate contribution, as the statute has been judicially interpreted.

Naturally, any voluntary UMB employee contributions received went
from the employees to the treasurer of the Checota campaign--not through any
specially created UMB facility to funnel contributions. Accordingly, at all points
there was no improper "contribution.”

In short, UMB did not provide "something of value" to Mr. Checota.
The mere holding of short meetings which note, consistent with public
announcements, that the chairman of UMB is running for office does not constitute
"contributions." Nor does the suggestion that contributions be forwarded to the
campaign treasurer constitute a violation of Section 441b. In fact, at all points,
UMB strove to comply with the law. These actions do not justify an enforcement
action.

IOI.

As noted earlier, while we believe there was no violation of 2 U.S.C.
Section 441b, it is, however, important for the FEC to recognize that UMB is a
limited partnership and not a corporation. The legal analysis set forth in the
Factual and Legal Analysis Memorandum which assumes that UMB is a corporation
is clearly inapplicable because Section 411b is not applicable to partnerships.13 For
example, in U.S. v. International Union United Auto, the Supreme Court emphasized
that this statute was designed to impact "corporate or union funds used to influence
public at large."14 The FEC should not institute an enforcement action involving
alleged actions of a limited partnership on the basis of Section 441b. To do so
would be contrary to the clear mandates of statutory law.

12 The Commission's Factual and Legal Analysis Memorandum suggests some
employees might have felt coerced to contribute. As noted in the legisladve history
of the act and the Pipefitters decision, law cannot control the "mental reaction” of an
employee or union member to a request to contribute. Accordingly, the focus
should be on whether the contributions were voluntary. The record (including the
documents submitted) clearly shows all contributions were voluntary.

By its very terms, Section 441b applies to "national banks, corporations, or labor
organizations." UMB is not within this category of entities subject to Section 441b.

352 U.S. 567.
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IV.

At most, the above analysis shows that UMB employees, even if one
disregards the fact that UMB is a partnership, engaged in "occasional, isolated, or
incidental" use of the facilities.}5 The decision by certain department heads to call
their staff together and discuss a manner for making voluntary contributions if an
employee wanted to do so, explicitly falls within the allowed actions of 11 C.F.R.
§114.9(a). Significantly, the amount of time for the meeting (possibly 15 minutes)
did not prevent the employees from completing the normal amount of work which
that employee carried out during such a work period and, in any event, was
considerably less than four hours in any month. Accordingly, such activities, in
response to many employees voluntary offers of how they could help the
Committee, fell within the safeharbor set forth at 11 C.F.R. §114.9(a).

V.

We also note that the legal analysis section of the Factual and Legal
Analysis Memorandum discusses 2 U.S.C. Section 441a(a)(8) in the context of an
"intermediary or conduit." The Memorandum does not reach a "reason to believe"
conclusion based on this theory and we assume the Commission is not proceeding
on that basis.

In any event, the facts would not support allegations of violations of
Section 44l1a. UMB employees simply gave directly (and voluntarily) to the
campaign--and such activities do not constitute a Section 441a(a)(8) violation.

Furthermore, the definition of a "conduit or intermediary" set forth at
11 C.F.R. Section 110.6(b)(2) does not include the actions that took place at UMB.
Specifically, employees of UMB forwarded any voluntary contributions to the
campaign treasurer. At no point was there "direction and control” over the funds by
UMB. At most and consistent with the Advisory Opinion 1982-2 and 1987-29
certain supervisors communicated to employees a suggestion that they could make
contributions and noted to the individuals where they could forward the funds.
Here, employees, who wanted to contribute, did so by forwarding amounts to the
Committee. These actions do not fall within the 11 C.F.R. Section 110.6 definition

of a "conduit or intermediary”.

15 gee 11 C.F.R. Section 114.9(a).
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This analysis is consistent with the conclusions in General Counsel’s
Report in MUR 1690. In that matter, an individual associated with a law firm went
so far as to physically collect contributions from third parties and forward them to
an election committee. The report concluded that "the Office of the General
Counsel recommends the Commission take no further action regarding its reasons to
believe finding that these respondents violated the conduit reporting provision"ié
In light of the complete facts shown earlier and prior FEC administrative actions, we
submit our clients were never an "intermediary or conduit” and never subject to the
reporting requirements as a conduit or intermediary.

VI.

For the reasons stated above, the Commission should not initiate an
enforcement action against our clients. Mr. Checota--upon learning of the uproar
over the contributions--refunded all contributions to avoid even the appearance of
impropriety. As shown by the December 29 document production, our clients
clearly attempted to avoid violating any of the election laws or even the appearance
of a violation. Accordingly any enforcement action, is inappropriate.

Sincerely yours,

QUARLES & BRADY
411 East Wisconsin Avenue
Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53202

Samuel J. Recht
Matthew J. Flynn
415\liz
Enclosures
cc: All Commissioners
21 N\wyjslers\222Aiken

16 MUR 1690 Report, 14.




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, DC 20463

March 2, 1993

Samuel J. Recht, EKsq.
Quarles & Brady

411 E. Wisconsin Ave.
Milwaukee, WI 53202

Joe Checota; Joe Checota for
Senate Campaign Inc. and Edith
L. Peters, as treasurer;

Universal Medical Buildings

Dear Mr. Recht:

er This letter is to acknowledge receipt of your subpoena
response dated December 29, 1992 and to respond to your assertion

—_— that the documents are exempt from disclosure and your request
that the Commission return the documents upon the completion of

the investigation in this matter.

The Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the

) Act"), prohibits the Commission or any person from making an
investigation public. 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(12). This provision

M covers the disclosure of the documents in your subpoena response

- during the course of this investigation. At the completion of an

investigation, the Commission places onto the public record

o relevant documents generated in the course of the matter except
those specifically exempted under the Act, the Freedom of

W Information Act (FOIA), or other applicable statute. For example,
the Act forbids the Commission or any other person from making

o public any information regarding conciliation attempts without the

written consent of the respondent and the Commission. See

2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(4)(B)(i). Additionally, the FOIA permits, but
does not require, exemption of documents going to confidential
business information. See 5 U.S.C. § 552(b)(4). Determinations
are made on a case by case basis as to which documents are
relevant to the investigation and are placed on the public record,
and which are irrelevant, or are exempt, and so are withheld from
the record. At this early stage in the investigation it is not
possible to determine which documents among those you submitted in
response to the subpoena might be partially or fully exempted from
the public record.




Sanuel J. Recht, Esq.
Page 2

Regarding your request that the Commission return the
documents at the completion of the investigation in this matter,
the Commission does not ordinarily return documents that relate to
the Commission’s reasoning in the disposition of a Matter Under
Review. It is possible, however, for the Office of the General
Counsel to return documents, or copies of documents, that played
no part in the Commission’s findings in a matter. Again, it is
not possible to make such a relevance determination at this point.

The Commission will consider your request upon the completion
of the investigation. If you have any questions about this issue,
Please contact me at (202) 219-3690. If you have any other
questions, please contact Richard Zanfardino at the same number.

51ncorq1,;’,,,_\
{5 g
-7 g =R

-

“Jonathan A. Bernstein
Assistant General Counsel




REGEIVED
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In the NMatter of

SENSITIVE

Joe Checota for Senate Campaign,
and Edith Peters, as treasurer

Universal Medical Buildings

et al.
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GENERAL COUNSEL’S REPORT
) A BACKGROUND

On October 20, 1992, and October 27, 1992, the Commission

opened a MUR and found reason to believe that

respondents violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a).

The Commission also approved

certain subpoenas to produce documents. This
Office has attached the Certifications in this matter dated
October 20, 1992 and October 27, 1992 for the Commission’s




information. Attachment 1. This report contains rcconncndation‘

to assure that this matter conforms to the appeals court opinion

in FEC v. WRA Political Victory Pund, et al., 6 r.id 821 (b.C.

Cir. 1993), cert. dismissed for want of jurisdiction, 63 U.5.L.W,

4027 (U.S5. Dec. 6, 1994)(No. 93-1151), ("NRA"), and to return this
matter to its pre-NRA status. This report also contains

recomnmendations to

take no further action

II. RECONNENDED ACTIONS IN LIGHT OF FEC v. NRA

A. Revoting Reason to Believe Findings

This Office recommends that the Commission, consistent with
its November 9, 1993 decisions concerning compliance with the NRA
opinion, revote the determination to open a MUR and find reason to
believe that the following violations occurred based on the
reasoning in the rirst General Counsel’s Report dated

September 29, 1992 ("September 1992 Report"):




Universal Medical Buildings, Joe Checota, and the Joe Checota
for Senate Campaign, and Edith Peters, as treasurer, violated
2 U.S5.C. § 441b(a).
This Office further recommends that the Commission revote to
approve the factual and legal analyses that were attached to the
September 1992 Report.

B. Reauthorizing of Subpoenas

As noted above, on October 20, 1992, the Commission

authorized various subpoenas to produce documents

Rcspondcnti have complied with

the document subpoenas.




This Office will not reissue the document

subpoenas with the NRA notification, but as the investigation

progresses this Office will reissue subpoenas as needed.

Pages 5-35 do not apply to these respondents
and thus have been deleted from this file.




Universal HMedical Buildings

The reason to believe recommendations for the Universal
Medical Buildings ("UMB"), Joe Checota, and the Joe Checota for
Senate Campaign and Edith Peters, as treasurer, section 441b(a)
violations were based on the apparent corporate effort organized

by candidate and UMB Chairman and CEO Joe Checota to raise

contributions for his campaign. See the September 1992 Report at

pages 28-31.

The UMB and Joe Checota for Senate Campaign subpoena response
indicates that Joe Checota sent a memo dated January 22, 1992 to
all UMB employees, noting his Senate campaign and “"welcom[ing] any
help you can give."™ Attachment 3, page 679. On March 23, 1992,

Mr. Checota sent a letter on his campaign stationery to UMB




employees inviting them to a Rarch 31, 1992 “campaign rcccptlon.'3°

Attachment 3, page 695. The letter states that "no contribution
is required; your presence is the important thing." Finally,
employees are instructed to return an enclosed RSVP card, which
states "[a]ll contributions gratefully accepted,” but suggests no
amount. Attachment 3, page 696.

The response together with the public record show that 37
employees contributed a total of $16,892.00 to the Checota
campaign; 31 of these were dated March 31, 1992, with two more
dated the previous day. Attachment 3, pages 642-77. Press
accounts later reported that on March 31, the day of the
reception, supervisors solicited employees in person and by
telephone. Attachment 3, pages 680-86. Following this press
attention, on April 24, 1992, Joe Checota sent a memo to UMB
employees stating that in light of the "controversy" and the
feeling of "some employees" that they were "inappropriately
solicited by their supervisors for contributions,” he would refund
all employee contributions and refuse further employee

31

contributions. Attachment 3, pages 678 and 694. The public

record indicates no subsequent employee contributions. Finally,
the campaign wrote refund checks dated April 27, 1992, covering

all thirty-seven contributions noted above. Attachment 3,

30. The response includes an unsigned draft version of the
letter.

31. The response included two similar versions of this letter,
both dated April 24, 1992. One was titled "MEMORANDUM" and
addressed to "All UMB Employees”; the other was printed on
campaign stationery with no specific addressees.
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pages 628-41. Joe Checota lost the September 8, 1992 primary
election with 13% of the vote.

Thus it appears that Mr. Checota and other UMB management
solicited employees in the workplace for contributions to the
campaign of the UMB Chairman and CEO, and after negative press
accounts, the employee contributions were refunded. As set out in
the September 1992 Report, pages 30-31, such activity appears to
constitute a contribution by UMB accepted by Joe Checota on behalf
of his campaign.

UMB responds that it is a limited partnership rather than a
corporation and asserts that therefore there is no section 441b(a)
violation. Attachment 3, page 701. This Office has determined,
however, that UMB’'s managing general partner is UMB Corporation.
Under 11 C.F.R. § 110.1(e), a contribution by a partnership shall
be attributed to both the partnership and to each partner in
proportion to the partner’s share of the profits. This regulation
also provides that no portion of a partnership contribution may be
made from the profits of a corporation that is a partner.
Therefore, it appears that UNB’s contribution to the Checota
campaign constitutes an indirect corporate conttibution.32

In addition, UMB makes arguments distancing Joe Checota from
the contribution solicitation, denying that employees were
coerced, and asserting that company resources were not used,

concluding that the company made no contribution. Significantly,

32. Even if UMB were analyzed as a partnership, there would be
issues of excessive contributions and failure to report as a
conduit. See 2 U.S.C. §§ 44la(a)(1)(A) and 44la(a)(8); September
1992 Report pages 23-25 (Goldman, Sachs & Co.).




-39~
UNB does not deny the solicitation as described. 1Instead, the
company argues that the activity fits into the exemptions to the
section 441b(a) prohibition on contributing anything of value to
federal campaigns, i.e., limited individual volunteer activity and
permitted internal communications. See 11 C.P.R. §§ 114.9(a)(1)
and 114.3(a)(1). We di:aqtoe.33 A corporate effort to collect
contributions from most of a company’s employees falls outside
these exceptions and instead constitutes a donation of something
of value to the recipient campaign in violation of section
441b(a).

This Office views this corporate contribution as a serious
violation of the Act, but other factors justify not further
pursuing these respondents. The Checota campaign refunded all the
employee contributions more than four months before the primary
election, which Joe Checota lost with 13% of the vote, coming in
third place 57% behind the winner. Mr. Checota was not a
candidate for federal office in 1994, and appears to be a one-time
candidate. Thus, this Office considers this activity as unlikely
to be repeated. 1In order to focus greater impact, this Office
intends to sternly admonish respondents and copy the letter to the
employees who contributed. This Office believes that this
sanction is sufficient under the circumstances and that resources

be directed at pursuing the other fact patterns in this matter.

33. For example, UNB asserts that department heads meeting with
employees to solicit contributions is permissible activity under
section 114.3(a)(1). This provision, however, covers only
corporate communications to stockholders and executive and
administrative personnel, and in any event does not permit a
corporation to fundraise on behalf of a candidate.




Therefore, this Office recommends
that the Commission open a NUR comprising of the activity of
Universal Medical Buildings, Joe Checota, and the Joe Checota for
Senate Campaign, and Edith Peters, as treasurer. In addition,
this Office recommends that the Commission take no further action

and close the new NMUR file.

Pages 41-54 do not apply to these respondents
and thus have been deleted from this file.




Find reason to believe that Universal Medical Buildings,
Joe Checota, and the Joe Checota for Senate Campaign, and Edith
Peters, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a).




Approve the Factual and Legal Analyses that were attached
General Counsel’s Report dated September 29, 1992.

Open a MUR comprising of the activity of Universal
Medical Buildings, Joe Checota, and the Joe Checota for Senate
Campaign, and Edith Peters, as treasurer.

Take no further action and close the new MUR file
regarding the activity of Universal Medical Buildings, Joe
Checota, and the Joe Checota for Senate Campaign, and Edith
Peters, as treasurer.

Approve the appropriate letters.

refice M. Noble
neral Counsel




BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Hatter of

hAl(F: Lflq:7

Joe Checota for Senate Campaign,
and Edith Peters, as treasurer;
Universal NMedical Buildings

-t N Y Y N Rt et e i N e et

CERTIFICATION

1, Marjorie W. Emmons, recording secretary for the
Federal Election Commission executive session on March 21,

1995, do hereby certify that the Commission took the

following actions

Decided by a vote of 6-0 to open a MUR.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, McDonald,
McGarry, Potter, and Thomas voted
affirmatively for the decision.

(continued)




rederal Blection Commission
Certification
Narch 21,1995

(continued)




Pederal Election Commission
Certification
March 21, 1995

(continued)




Federal Election Commission
Certification
March 21, 1995

Decided by a vote of 6-0 to

(continued)




Federal Election Commission
Certification
Rarch 21, 1995

rind reason to believe that Universal
Nedical Buildings, Joe Checota, and
the Joe Checota for Senate Campaign,
and Edith Peters, as treasurer,
violated 2 U.8.C. § 441b(a).

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, McDonald, McGarry,
Potter, and Thomas voted affirmatively for the
decision.

(continued)




“ " pederal Eleétion Commission
Certification
Bmazch 21, 1995

Decided by a vote of 6-0 to open a NUR
co-ptIsIng of the activity of Universal
Medical Buildings, Joe Checota, and the

Joe Checota for Senate Campaign, and
Edith Peters, as treasurer.

N
M

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, McDonald,
HcGarry, Potter, and Thomas voted
affirmatively for the decision.

Take no further action and close the new
RUR file regarding the activity of
Universal Nedical Buildings, Joe Checota,
and the Joe Checota for Senate Campaign,
and Edith Peters, as treasurer.

? 50 4 3 ¢

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, McDonald,
McGarry, Potter, and Thomas voted
affirmatively for the decision.

(continued)
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{continued)




Federal Election Commission
Certification
March 21, 1995

Attest:

the Commission
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, DC 20463

Aprtl 11, 1096
Samuel J. Recht, Esq.
Quarles & Brady
411 ERast Wisconsin Avenue
Nilwaukee, WI 53202-4497
RE: MUR 4197

Joe Checota; Joe Checota for
Senate Campaign and Edith Peters,
as treasurer; Universal Medical
Buildings

Dear Mr. Recht:

On October 20, 1992, the Federal Election Commission found
that there is reason to believe Joe Checota, the Joe Checota for
Senate Campaign and Edith Peters, as treasurer, and Universal
Medical Buildings ("UMB") each violated 2 U.5.C. § 441lb(a).

As you may be aware, on October 22, 1993, the D.C. Circuit
declared the Commission unconstitutional on separation of powers
grounds due to the presence of the Clerk of the House of
Representatives and the Secretary of the Senate or their designees
as members of the Commission. FEC v. NRA Political Victory Fund,
6 r.3d 821 (D.C. Cir. 1993), cert. dismissed for want of
1uF:1giction, 63 U.S.L.W. 4027 (0.5, Dec. &, 19%d) (No.93-1151),
The Commission has taken several actions to comply with the Court
of Appeals decision. The Commission, consistent with the opinion,
has remedied any possible constitutional defect identified by the
Court of Appeals by reconstituting itself as a six member body
without the Clerk of the House and the Secretary of the Senate or
their designees. 1In addition, the Commission has adopted specific
procedures for revoting or ratifying decisions pertaining to open
enforcement matters.

On March 21, 1995, the Commission revoted to find reason to
believe that Joe Checota, the Joe Checota for Senate Campaign and
Edith Peters, as treasurer, and UMB each violated 2 U.S.C.

§ 441b(a), and to approve the PFactual and Legal Analysis
previously mailed to you. Please refer to the latter document for
the basis of the Commission’s decision. 1If you need an additional
copy, one will be provided upon request. In addition, the
Commission has renumbered the matter comprising your clients’
activity MUR 4197. After considering the
circumstances of the activity, the Commission determined to take
no further action against Joe Checota, the Joe Checota for Senate
Campaign and Edith Peters, as treasurer, and UMB, and closed the
file in MUR 4197. The Commission also decided to send a copy of
this letter to the employee contributors you identified.




Samuel J. Recht, Esq.
page 2

The Commission reminds you that it is a violation of 2 U.8.C.
§ 441b(a) to make a corporate contribution such as a corporate
effort to collect contributions from its employees, and that this
activity falls outside the volunteer activity and permitted
internal communications exemptions to the prohibition. See
11 C.F.R. §§ 114.3(a)(1) and 114.9(a)(1). 1In addition, It is a
violation of 2 U.85.C. § 441b(a) for a corporate officer to consent
to such a contribution, and for a committee and candidate to
knowingly accept such a contribution. Although UMB is a
partnership and not itself a corporation, it appears that its
managing general partner is Universal Medical Buildings
Corporation. Because a partnership contribution is attributed to
each partner pro rata, UMB’s contribution to the Checota Campaign
constitutes an indirect but still prohibited corporate
contribution. See 11 C.F.R. § 110.1(e). Even if UMB were
analyszsed as a partnership, there would be issues of excessive
contributions and failure to report as a conduit. See 2 U.S.C.
§§ 441a(a)(1)(A) and 44la(a)(8). Your clients should take steps
to ensure that this activity does not occur in the future.

At the completion of an investigation, the Commission places
onto the public record relevant documents generated in the course
of the matter except those specifically exempted under the Act,
the FrOIA, or other applicable statute. In your December 29, 1992
letter you raised concerns regarding the placement of documents on
the public record, which the Office of General Counsel initially
addressed in a letter dated March 2, 1993. In your letter, you
asserted that the documents provided in response to the
Commission’s subpoena are exempt from disclosure and you requested
that the Commission return the documents upon the completion of
the investigation in this matter. Specifically, you claim that
the documents are exempt from disclosure under 5 U.S.C.

§ 552(b)(4), the confidential business information exemption of
the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA). The documents you provided
consist of copies of contribution checks from employees of
Universal Medical Buildings to the Joe Checota for Senate
Campaign, refund checks from the Campaign, newspaper articles,
menmoranda from Joe Checota to employees regarding his Senate
campaign, and thank you letters to contributors. The Commission
cannot agree that any of these documents fall into the commercial
information FOIA exemption. These documents are relevant to the
investigation and so will be placed on the public record. The
Commission does delete personal account numbers from checks.




Ul ) 1

Samuel J. Recht, Esq.
page 3

In light of the Commission’s determination to close MUR 4197,
the confidentiality provisions at 2 U.8.C. § 437g(a)(12) no longer
apply and MUR 4197 is now public. The complete file must be
placed on the public record within 30 days. 1If you wish to subamit
any factual or legal materials to appear on the public record,
please do so as soon as possible. While the file may be placed on
the public record before receiving your additional materials, any

permissible submissions will be added to the public record upon
receipt.

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

Sincerely,

C Leéun Elliott

Vice Chairman

cc: employee contributors
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

April 11, 1995

Catherine Rottman
4816 W. Brentwood
Milwaukee, WI 53223-6026

Dear Ms. Rottman:

The Federal Election Commission ("Commission") has the
statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended. The Commission recently completed an
investigation into activity of Universal Medical Buildings
relating to Jos Checota’s 1992 campaign for the United States
Senate. The investigation showed that Universal Medical
Buildings managers apparently solicited employees and collected
their contributions to the Checota for Senate Campaign. The
investigation is now closed and the case file is public.

In light of your contribution, the Commission writes to you
to let you know that firms such as Universal Medical Buildings
cannot solicit and collect contributions from employees for
federal political campaigns. I have enclosed a copy of the
Commission’s letter to counsel for Universal Medical Buildings,
the Checota for Senate Campaign, and Joe Checota at the close of
the investigation. The first paragraph on page two admonishes
them not to repeat such activity.

If you have any questions, please call me in the Office of
General Counsel at (800) 424-9530 or (202) 219-3400.

Sincerely,

Mard (lier-

Mark Allen
Attorney

Enclosure

Celebrating the Commussion’s 20th Anmiversary

YESTERDAY, TODAY AND TOMORROW
DEDICATED TO KEEPING THE PUBLIC INFORMED
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

April 11, 1995

Gary Mancuso
4719 Spring Creek Rd.
Arlington, TX 76017

Dear Mr. Mancuso:

The Federal Election Commission ("Commission") has the
statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended. The Commission recently completed an
investigation into activity of Universal Medical Buildings
relating to Joe Checota’s 1992 campaign for the United States
Senate. The investigation showed that Universal Medical
Buildings managers apparently solicited employees and collected
their contributions to the Checota for Senate Campaign. The
investigation is now closed and the case file is public.

In light of your contribution, the Commission writes to you
to let you know that firms such as Universal Medical Buildings
cannot solicit and collect contributions from employees for
federal political campaigns. I have enclosed a copy of the
Commission’s letter to counsel for Universal Medical Buildings,
the Checota for Senate Campaign, and Joe Checota at the close of
the investigation. The first paragraph on page two admonishes
them not to repeat such activity.

If you have any questions, please call me in the Office of
General Counsel at (800) 424-9530 or (202) 219-3400.

Sincerely,

Wank. Qe

Mark Allen
Attorney

Enclosure

Celebrating the Commussion’s 20th Anniversary

YESTERDAY, TODAY AND TOMORROW
DEDICATED TO KEEPING THE PUBLIC INFORMED




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

April 11, 1995

Robert Pfeifer
3467 N. Frederick Ave.
Milwaukee, WI 53211-2902

Dear Mr. Pfeifer:

The Pederal Election Commission ("Ccmmission") has the
statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended. The Commission recently completed an
investigation into activity of Universal Medical Buildings
relating to Joe Checota’s 1992 campaign for the United States
Senate. The investigation showed that Universal Medical
Buildings managers apparently solicited employees and collected
their contributions to the Checota for Senate Campaign. The
investigation is now closed and the case file is public.

In light of your contribution, the Commission writes to you
to let you know that firms such as Universal Medical Buildings
cannot solicit and collect contributions from employees for

federal political campaigns. I have enclosed a copy of the
Commission’s letter to counsel for Universal Medical Buildings,
the Checota for Senate Campaign, and Joe Checota at the close of
the investigation. The first paragraph on page two admonishes
them not to repeat such activity.

If you have any questions, please call me in the Office of
General Counsel at (800) 424-9530 or (202) 219-3400.

Sincerely,

AMod (0

Mark Allen
Attorney

Enclosure

Celebrating the Commussion’s 20th Anniversary

YESTERDAY, TODAY AND TOMORROW
DEDICATED TO KEEPING THE PUBLIC INFORMED




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

April 11, 1995

Stephen R. Kucharcsyk
4301 N. Morris Blvd.
Shorewood, WI 53211

Dear Mr. Kucharcszyk:

The Federal Election Commission ("Commission®) has the
statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended. The Commission recently completed an
investigation into activity of Universal Medical Buildings
relating to Joe Checota’s 1992 campaign for the United States
Senate. The investigation showed that Universal Medical
Buildings managers apparently solicited employees and collected
their contributions to the Checota for Senate Campaign. The
investigation is now closed and the case file is public.

In light of your contribution, the Commission writes to you
to let you know that firms such as Universal Medical Buildings
cannot solicit and collect contributions from employees for

federal political campaigns. I have enclosed a copy of the
Commission’s letter to counsel for Universal Medical Buildings,
the Checota for Senate Campaign, and Joe Checota at the close of
the investigation. The first paragraph on page two admonishes
them not to repeat such activity.

If you have any questions, please call me in the Office of
General Counsel at (800) 424-9530 or (202) 219-3400.

Sincerely,

Wk Qlis-

Mark Allen
Attorney

Enclosure

Celebrating the Commission’s 20th Anniversary

YESTERDAY, TODAY AND TOMORROW
DEDICATED TO KEEPING THE PUBLIC INFORMED




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

April 11, 1995

James L. Young
$72% N. Shoreland Avenue
Whitefish Bay, WI 53217-4731

Dear Mr. Young:

The Federal Election Commission ("Commission®") has the
statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended. The Commission recently completed an
investigation into activity of Universal Medical Buildings
relating to Joe Checota’s 1992 campaign for the United States
Senate. The investigation showed that Universal Medical
Buildings managers apparently solicited employees and collected
their contributions to the Checota for Senate Campaign. The
investigation is now closed and the case file is public.

In light of your contribution, the Commission writes to you
to let you know that firms such as Universal Medical Buildings

cannot solicit and collect contributions from employees for
federal political campaigns. I have enclosed a copy of the
Commission’s letter to counsel for Universal Medical Buildings,
the Checota for Senate Campaign, and Joe Checota at the close of
the investigation. The first paragraph on page two admonishes
them not to repeat such activity.

If you have any questions, please call me in the Office of
General Counsel at (800) 424-9530 or (202) 219-3400.

Sincerely,

Wik W

Mark Allen
Attorney

Enclosure

Celebrating the Commission’s 20th Anniversary

YESTERDAY, TODAY AND TOMORROW
DEDICATED TO KEEPING THE PUBLIC INFORMED




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

Rari Volk Aprﬂ 11, 1995
216 N. Water Street
Milwaukee, WI 53202

Dear Ms. Volk:

The Pederal Election Commission ("Commission”) has the
statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended. The Commission recently completed an
investigation into activity of Universal Medical Buildings
relating to Joe Checota’s 1992 campaign for the United States
Senate. The investigation showed that Universal Medical
Buildings managers apparently solicited employees and collected
their contributions to the Checota for Senate Campaign. The
investigation is now closed and the case file is public.

In light of your contribution, the Commission writes to you
to let you know that firms such as Universal Medical Buildings
cannot solicit and collect contributions from employees for
federal political campaigns. I have enclosed a copy of the

Commission’s letter to counsel for Universal Medical Buildings,
the Checota for Senate Campaign, and Joe Checota at the close of

the investigation. The first paragraph on page two admonishes
them not to repeat such activity.

If you have any questions, please call me in the Office of
General Counsel at (800) 424-9530 or (202) 219-3400.

Sincerely,

Wb Ol

Mark Allen
Attorney

Enclosure

Celebrating the Commission’s 20th Anniversary

YESTERDAY, TODAY AND TOMORROW
DEDICATED TO KEEPING THE PUBLIC INFORMED




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

April 11, 1995

Rr. David p. Titter
4064 N. 94th Street
Rilwaukee, WI 53222-1511

Dear Mr. Titter:

The rederal Election Commission ("Commission"™) has the
statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended. The Commission recently completed an
investigation into activity of Universal Medical Buildings
relating to Joe Checota’s 1992 campaign for the United States
Senate. The investigation showed that Universal Medical
Buildings managers apparently solicited employees and collected
their contributions to the Checota for Senate Campaign. The
investigation is now closed and the case file is public.

In light of your contribution, the Commission writes to you
to let you know that firms such as Universal Medical Buildings
cannot solicit and collect contributions from employees for
federal political campaigns. I have enclosed a copy of the

Commission’s letter to counsel for Universal Medical Buildings,
the Checota for Senate Campaign, and Joe Checota at the close of
the investigation. The first paragraph on page two admonishes
them not to repeat such activity.

I1f you have any questions, please call me in the Office of
General Counsel at (800) 424-9530 or (202) 219-3400.

Sincerely,

Wod Ak

Mark Allen
Attorney

Enclosure

Celebrating the Commussion’s 20th Anniversary

YESTERDAY, TODAY AND TOMORROW
DEDICATED TO KEEPING THE PUBLIC INFORMED




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

April 11, 199§
Mark Theder

5740 N. Kent Avenue

Milwaukee, WI 53217-4724

Dear Kr. Theder:

The PFederal Election Commission ("Commission") has the
statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended. The Commission recently completed an
investigation into activity of Universal Medical Buildings
relating to Joe Checota’'s 1992 campaign for the United States
Senate. The investigation showed that Universal Medical
Buildings managers apparently solicited employees and collected
their contributions to the Checota for Senate Campaign. The
investigation is now closed and the case file is public.

In light of your contribution, the Commission writes to you
to let you know that firms such as Universal Medical Buildings
cannot solicit and collect contributions from employees for
federal political campaigns. I have enclosed a copy of the

Commission’s letter to counsel for Universal Medical Buildings,
the Checota for Senate Campaign, and Joe Checota at the close of

the investigation. The first paragraph on page two admonishes
them not to repeat such activity.

If you have any questions, please call me in the Office of
General Counsel at (800) 424-9530 or (202) 219-3400.

Sincerely,

Whonh Qds.

Mark Allen
Attorney

Enclosure

Celebrating the Commussion’s 20th Anniversary

YESTERDAY, TODAY AND TOMORROW
DEDICATED TO KEEPING THE PUBLIC INFORMED




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

Aprdl 11, 1995

David N. Strachan
731 N. Jackson Street
Milwaukee, WI 53202

Dear Mr. Strachan:

The Federal Election Commission ("Commission”") has the
statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended. The Commission recently completed an
investigation into activity of Universal Medical Buildings
relating to Joe Checota’s 1992 campaign for the United States
Senate. The investigation showed that Universal Medical
Buildings managers apparently solicited employees and collected
their contributions to the Checota for Senate Campaign. The
investigation is now closed and the case file is public.

In light of your contribution, the Commission writes to you
to let you know that firms such as Universal Medical Buildings
cannot solicit and collect contributions from employees for

federal political campaigns. I have enclosed a copy of the
Commission’s letter to counsel for Universal Medical Buildings,
the Checota for Senate Campaign, and Joe Checota at the close of

the investigation. The first paragraph on page two admonishes
them not to repeat such activity.

If you have any questions, please call me in the Office of
General Counsel at (800) 424-9530 or (202) 219-3400.

Sincerely,

Wod, W,

Mark Allen
Attorney

Enclosure

Celebrating the Commuission’s 20th Anniversary

YESTERDAY, TODAY AND TOMORROW
DEDICATED TO KEEPING THE PUBLIC INFORMED




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

April 11, 1995
J.N. Spencer
5864 Mary Lane
Oconomowoc, WI 53066

Dear Mr. Spencer:

The Federal Election Commission ("Commission”) has the
statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended. The Commission recently completed an
investigation into activity of Universal Medical Buildings
relating to Joe Checota’s 1992 campaign for the United States
Senate. The investigation showed that Universal Medical
Buildings managers apparently solicited employees and collected
their contributions to the Checota for Senate Campaign. The
investigation is now closed and the case file is public.

In light of your contribution, the Commission writes to you
to let you know that firms such as Universal Medical Buildings
cannot solicit and collect contributions from employees for
federal political campaigns. I have enclosed a copy of the

Commission’s letter to counsel for Universal Medical Buildings,
the Checota for Senate Campaign, and Joe Checota at the close of
the investigation. The first paragraph on page two admonishes
them not to repeat such activity.

If you have any questions, please call me in the Office of
General Counsel at (800) 424-9530 or (202) 219-3400.

Sincerely,

Wk (WLl

Mark Allen
Attorney

Enclosure

Celebrating the Commission’s 20th Anniversary

YESTERDAY, TODAY AND TOMORROW
DEDICATED TO KEEPING THE PUBLIC INFORMED




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

April 11, 1995

Richard Senechal
4687 N. Lake Drive
Whitefish Bay, WI 53211-1255

Dear Mr. Senechal:

The Federal Election Commission ("Commission”) has the
statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended. The Commission recently completed an
investigation into activity of Universal Medical Buildings
relating to Joe Checota’s 1992 campaign for the United States
Senate. The investigation showed that Universal Medical
Buildings managers apparently solicited employees and collected
their contributions to the Checota for Senate Campaign. The
investigation is now closed and the case file is public.

In light of your contribution, the Commission writes to you
to let you know that firms such as Universal Medical Buildings
cannot solicit and collect contributions from employees for
federal political campaigns. I have enclosed a copy of the
Commission’'s letter to counsel for Universal Medical Buildings,
the Checota for Senate Campaign, and Joe Checots at the close of
the investigation. The first paragraph on page two admonishes
them not to repeat such activity.

If you have any questions, please call me in the Office of
General Counsel at (800) 424-9530 or (202) 219-3400.

Sincerely,

Wi, (Wl

Mark Allen
Attorney

Enclosure

Celebrating the Commission’s 20th Anniversary

YESTERDAY, TODAY AND TOMORROW
DEDICATED TO KEEPING THE PUBLIC INFORMED




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, DC 2046}

Sheila Semrou Aprd 11, 1995

313 E. Warnimont Avenue
Milwaukee, WI 53207-5311

Dear Ms. Semrou:

The Pederal Election Commission ("Commission®”) has the
statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended. The Comaission recently completed an
investigation into activity of Universal Medical Buildings
relating to Joe Checota’s 1992 campaign for the United States
Senate. The investigation showed that Universal Medical
Buildings managers apparently solicited employees and collected
their contributions to the Checota for Senate Campaign. The
investigation is now closed and the case file is public.

In light of your contribution, the Commission writes to you
to let you know that firms such as Universal Medical Buildings
cannot solicit and collect contributions from employees for
federal political campaigns. I have enclosed a copy of the

Commission’s letter to counsel for Universal Medical Buildings,
the Checota for Senate Campaign, and Joe Checota at the close of
the investigation. The first paragraph on page two admonishes
them not to repeat such activity.

If you have any questions, please call me in the Office of
General Counsel at (800) 424-9530 or (202) 219-3400.

Sincerely,

Wod ..

Mark Allen
Attorney

Enclosure




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D C 20463

April 11, 1998

Kenneth L. Seeman
14160 W. Beachwood Trail
New Berlin, WI 53151-5268

Dear Nr. Seeman:

The Federal Election Commission ("Commission™) has the
statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended. The Commission recently completed an
investigation into activity of Universal Medical Buildings
relating to Joe Checota’s 1992 campaign for the United States
Senate. The investigation showed that Universal Medical
Buildings managers apparently solicited employees and collected
their contributions to the Checota for Senate Campaign. The
investigation is now closed and the case file is public.

In light of your contribution, the Commission writes to you
to let you know that firms such as Universal Medical Buildings
cannot solicit and collect contributions from employees for
federal political campaigns. I have enclosed a copy of the

Commission’s letter to counsel for Universal Medical Buildings,
the Checota for Senate Campaign, and Joe Checota at the close of
the investigation. The first paragraph on page two admonishes
them not to repeat such activity.

If you have any questions, please call me in the Office of
General Counsel at (800) 424-9530 or (202) 219-3400.

Sincerely,

Wd A,

Mark Allen
Attorney

Enclosure




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

April 11, 1995

F. Wallace Haines
W278N29S Rocky Point Road
Pevaukee, WI 53072

Dear Mr. Haines:

The Federal Election Commission ("Commission") has the
statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended. The Commission recently completed an
investigation into activity of Universal Medical Buildings
relating to Joe Checota’s 1992 campaign for the United States
Senate. The investigation showed that Universal Medical
Buildings managers apparently solicited employees and collected
their contributions to the Checota for Senate Campaign. The
investigation is now closed and the case file is public.

In light of your contribution, the Commission writes to you
to let you know that firms such as Universal Medical Buildings
cannot solicit and collect contributions from employees for

federal political campaigns. I have enclosed a copy of the
Commission’s letter to counsel for Universal Medical Buildings,
the Checota for Senate Campaign, and Joe Checota at the close of
the investigation. The first paragraph on page two admonishes
them not to repeat such activity.

If you have any questions, please call me in the Office of
General Counsel at (800) 424-9530 or (202) 219-3400.

Sincerely,

Wl O

Mark Allen
Attorney

Enclosure

Celebrating the Commussion’s 20th Anniversary

YESTERDAY, TODAY AND TOMORROW
DEDICATED TO KEEPING THE PUBLIC INFORMED
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINCTON, D C 20463

April 11, 1885

Jon R. Schroeder
W212N542 Kenmore Drive
Nenomonee Falls, WI 53051

Dear Mr. Schroeder:

The Federal Election Commission ("Commission®) has the
statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended. The Commission recently completed an
investigation into activity of Universal Medical Buildings
relating to Joe Checota’s 1992 campaign for the United States
Senate. The investigation showed that Universal Medical
Buildings managers apparently solicited employees and collected
their contributions to the Checota for Senate Campaign. The
investigation is now closed and the case file is public.

In light of your contribution, the Commission writes to you
to let you know that firms such as Universal Medical Buildings
cannot solicit and collect contributions from employees for
federal political campaigns. I have enclosed a copy of the
Commission’s letter to counsel for Universal Medical Buildings,
the Checota for Senate Campaign, and Joe Checota at the close of
the investigation. The first paragraph on page two admonishes
them not to repeat such activity.

I1f you have any questions, please call me in the Office of
General Counsel at (800) 424-9530 or (202) 219-3400.

Sincerely,

Whand W

Mark Allen
Attorney

Enclosure




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

April 11, 1995
Nichael R. Scholl
2519 B. Shorewood Blvd
Shorewood, WI 53211-2455

Dear Mr. Scholl:

The Federal Election Commission ("Commission") has the
statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended. The Commission recently completed an
investigation into activity of Universal Medical Buildings
relating to Joe Checota’s 1992 campaign for the United States
Senate. The investigation showed that Universal Medical
Buildings managers apparently solicited employees and collected
their contributions to the Checota for Senate Campaign. The
investigation is now closed and the case file is public.

In light of your contribution, the Commission writes to you
to let you know that firms such as Universal Medical Buildings
cannot solicit and collect contributions from employees for

federal political campaigns. I have enclosed a copy of the
Commission’s letter to counsel for Universal Medical Buildings,
the Checota for Senate Campaign, and Joe Checota at the close of
the investigation. The first paragraph on page two admonishes
them not to repeat such activity.

If you have any questions, please call me in the Office of
General Counsel at (800) 424-9530 or (202) 219-3400.

Sincerely,

W Olhes-

Mark Allen
Attorney

Enclosure

Celebrating the Commussion's 20th Anniversary

YESTERDAY, TODAY AND TOMORROW
DEDICATED TO KEEPING THE PUBLIC INFORMED




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

April 11, 1995

Gary Scanlon
6054 N. Kent Avenue
Whitefish Bay, WI 53217-4644

Dear Mr. 8canlon:

The Federal Election Commission ("Commission®™) has the
statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended. The Commission recently completed an
investigation into activity of Universal Medical Buildings
relating to Joe Checota’s 1992 campaign for the United States
Senate. The investigation showed that Universal Medical
Buildings managers apparently solicited employees and collected
their contributions to the Checota for Senate Campaign. The
investigation is now closed and the case file is public.

In light of your contribution, the Commission writes to you
to let you know that firms such as Universal Medical Buildings
cannot solicit and collect contributions from employees for
federal political campaigns. I have enclosed a copy of the
Commission’s letter to counsel for Universal Medical Buildings,
the Checota for Senate Campaign, and Joe Checota at the close of
the investigation. The first paragraph on page two admonishes
them not to repeat such activity.

If you have any questions, please call me in the Office of
General Counsel at (800) 424-9530 or (202) 219-3400.

Sincerely,

Wad ..

Mark Allen
Attorney

Enclosure

Celebrating the Commussion’s 20th Annmiversary

YESTERDAY, TODAY AND TOMORROW
DEDICATED TO KEEPING THE PUBLIC INFORMED




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

April 11, 1995

Scott Roberts

9119 N. White Oak Lane
Apt. 203

Bayside, WI 53217

Dear Mr. Roberts:

The Federal Election Commission (“Commission”) has the
statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended. The Commission recently completed an
investigation into activity of Universal Medical Buildings
relating to Joe Checota’s 1992 campaign for the United States
Senate. The investigation showed that Universal Medical
Buildings managers apparently solicited employees and collected
their contributions to the Checota for Senate Campaign. The
investigation is now closed and the case file is pubiic.

e 4

In light of your contribution, the Commission writes to you
to let you know that firms such as Universal Medical Buildings
cannot solicit and collect contributions from employees for
federal political campaigns. I have enclosed a copy of the
Commission’s letter to counsel for Universal Medical Buildings,
the Checota for Senate Campaign, and Joe Checota at the close of
the investigation. The first paragraph on page two admonishes
them not to repeat such activity.
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If you have any questions, please call me in the Office of
General Counsel at (800) 424-9530 or (202) 219-3400.

5> U
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Sincerely,

Wad. Al

Mark Allen
Attorney

Enclosure

Celebrating the Commussion’s 20th Anniversary

YESTERDAY, TODAY AND TOMORROW
DEDICATED TO KEEPING THE PUBLIC INFORMED




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

April 11, 1995

John Robb
4220 woodburn
Shorewood, WI 53211-1503

Dear Mr. Robb:

The Federal Election Commission ("Commission") has the
statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended. The Commission recently completed an
investigation into activity of Universal Medical Buildings
relating to Joe Checota’s 1992 campaign for the United States
Senate. The investigation showed that Universal Nedical
Buildings managers apparently solicited employees and collected
their contributions to the Checota for Senate Campaign. The
investigation is now closed and the case file is public.

In light of your contribution, the Commission writes to you
to let you know that firms such as Universal Medical Buildings
cannot solicit and collect contributions from employees for

federal political campaigns. I have enclosed a copy of the
Commission’s letter to counsel for Universal Medical Buildings,
the Checota for Senate Campaign, and Joe Checota at the close of
the investigation. The first paragraph on page two admonishes
them not to repeat such activity.

If you have any questions, please call me in the Office of
General Counsel at (800) 424-9530 or (202) 219-3400.

Sincerely,

Wk Qdso.

Mark Allen
Attorney

Enclosure

Celebrating the Commussion’s 20th Anniversary

YESTERDAY, TODAY AND TOMORROW
DEDICATED TO KEEPING THE PUBLIC INFORMED




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

April 11, 1995

James L. Owvens
8725 8. Wood Creek

No. 7
Oak Creek, WI 53154-7502

Owens:

Dear Mr.

The Federal Election Commission ("Commission®) has the
statutory duty of enforcing the rederal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended. The Commission recently completed an
investigation into activity of Universal Medical Buildings
relating to Joe Checota’s 1992 campaign for the United States
Senate. The investigation showed that Universal Medical
Buildings managers apparently solicited employees and collected
their contributions to the Checota for Senate Campaign. The
investigation is now closed and the case file is public.

In light of your contribution, the Commission writes to you
to let you know that firms such as Universal Medical Buildings
cannot solicit and collect contributions from employees for
he federal political campaigns. I have enclosed a copy of the
Commission’s letter to counsel for Universal Medical Buildings,
the Checota for Senate Campaign, and Joe Checota at the close of
the investigation. The first paragraph on page two admonishes
them not to repeat such activity.
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I1f you have any questions, please call me in the Office of
um General Counsel at (800) 424-9530 or (202) 219-3400.

Sincerely,

Wk Ay

Mark Allen
Attorney

Enclosure

Celebrating the Commuission’s 20th Anniversary

YESTERDAY, TODAY AND TOMORROW
DEDICATED TO KEEPING THE PUBLIC INFORMED




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

April 11, 1995

F. Richael O’Brien
19280 Baythorn Way
Waukesha, WI 53186

Dear Mr. O’Brien:

The Federal Election Commission ("Commission") has the
statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended. The Commission recently completed an
investigation into activity of Universal Medical Buildings
relating to Joe Checota’'s 1992 campaign for the United States
Senate. The investigation showed that Universal Medical
Buildings managers apparently solicited employees and collected
their contributions to the Checota for Senate Campaign. The
investigation is now closed and the case file is public.

In light of your contribution, the Commission writes to you
to let you know that firms such as Universal Medical Buildings
cannot solicit and collect contributions froa employees for

federal political campaigns. I have enclosed a copy of the
Commission’s letter to counsel for Universal Medical Buildings,
the Checota for Senate Campaign, and Joe Checota at the close of
the investigation. The first paragraph on page two admonishes
them not to repeat such activity.

If you have any questions, please call me in the Office of
General Counsel at (800) 424-9530 or (202) 219-3400.

Sincerely,

W, Glden

Mark Allen
Attorney

Enclosure

Celebrating the Commussion’s 20th Anniversary

YESTERDAY, TODAY AND TOMORROW
DEDICATED TO KEEPING THE PUBLIC INFORMED




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

April 11, 1995

Paul Mueller
3218 N. Narietta Avenue
Milwaukee, WI 53226-3334

Dear Mr. Mueller:

The Federal Election Commission ("Commission") has the
statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended. The Commission recently completed an
investigation into activity of Universal Medical Buildings
relating to Joe Checota’s 1992 campaign for the United States
Senate. The investigation showed that Universal Medical
Buildings managers apparently solicited employees and collected
their contributions to the Checota for Senate Campaign. The
investigation is now closed and the case file is public.

In light of your contribution, the Commission writes to you
to let you know that firms such as Universal Medical Buildings
cannot solicit and collect contributions from employees for

federal political campaigns. I have enclosed a copy of the
Commission’s letter to counsel for Universal Medical Buildings,
the Checota for Senate Campaign, and Joe Checota at the close of
the investigation. The first paragraph on page two admonishes
them not to repeat such activity.

If you have any questions, please call me in the Office of
General Counsel at (800) 424-9530 or (202) 219-3400.

Sincerely,

Wk Qs

Mark Allen
Attorney

Enclosure

Celebrating the Commission’s 20th Anniversary

YESTERDAY, TODAY AND TOMORROW
DEDICATED TO KEEPING THE PUBLIC INFORMED




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

April 11, 1995

Jennifer Mickey
3143 N. rratnog Street
Milwaukee, WI 53212

Dear Mr. Mickey:

The Federal Election Commission ("Commission®") has the
statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended. The Commission recently completed an
investigation into activity of Universal Medical Buildings
relating to Joe Checota’s 1992 campaign for the United States
Senate. The investigation showed that Universal Medical
Buildings managers apparently solicited employees and collected
their contributions to the Checota for Senate Campaign. The
investigation is now closed and the case file is public.

In light of your contribution, the Commission writes to you
to let you know that firms such as Universal Medical Buildings
cannot solicit and collect contributions from employees for

federal political campaigns. I have enclosed a copy of the
Commission’s letter to counsel for Universal Medical Buildings,
the Checota for Senate Campaign, and Joe Checota at the close of
the investigation. The first paragraph on page two admonishes
them not to repeat such activity.

If you have any questions, please call me in the Office of
General Counsel at (800) 424-9530 or (202) 219-3400.

Sincerely,

W Qlkean

Mark Allen
Attorney

Enclosure

Celebrating the Commission’s 20th Anniversary

YESTERDAY, TODAY AND TOMORROW
DEDICATED TO KEEPING THE PUBLIC INFORMED




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

April 11, 1995

Gloria Herron

7919 W. Silver Spring Drive
Apt. 102

Nilwaukee, WI 53218

Dear Ms. Herron:

The Federal Election Commission ("Commission") has the
statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended. The Commission recently completed an
investigation into activity of Universal Medical Buildings
relating to Joe Checota’s 1992 campaign for the United States
Senate. The investigation showed that Universal Medical
Buildings managers apparently solicited employees and collected
their contributions to the Checota for Senate Campaign. The
investigation is now closed and the case file is public.

In light of your contribution, the Commission writes to you
to let you know that firms such as Universal Medical Buildings

cannot solicit and collect contributions from employees for
federal political campaigns. I have enclosed a copy of the
Commigsion’s letter to counsel for Universal Medical Buildings,
the Checota for Senate Campaign, and Joe Checota at the close of
the investigation. The first paragraph on page two admonishes
them not to repeat such activity.

If you have any questions, please call me in the Office of
General Counsel at (800) 424-9530 or (202) 219-3400.

Sincerely,

WMand W,

Mark Allen
Attorney

Enclosure

Celebrating the Commission’s 20th Anniversary

YESTERDAY, TODAY AND TOMORROW
DEDICATED TO KEEPING THE PUBLIC INFORMED




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

April 11, 1995

Rhonda Helton
3775 B. Denton Avenue
No. 97

8t. Francis, WI 53207

Dear Ms. Helton:

The Federal Election Commission ("Commission®™) has the
statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended. The Commission recently completed an
investigation into activity of Universal Medical Buildings
relating to Joe Checota’s 1992 campaign for the United States
Senate. The investigation showed that Universal Medical
Buildings managers apparently solicited employees and collected
their contributions to the Checota for Senate Campaign. The
investigation is now closed and the case file is public.
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In light of your contribution, the Commission writes to you
to let you know that firms such as Universal Medical Buildings
cannot solicit and collect contributions from employees for
N federal political campaigns. I have enclosed a copy of the
Commission’s letter to counsel for Universal Medical Buildings,
the Checota for Senate Campaign, and Joe Checota at the close of
the investigation. The first paragraph on page two admonishes
them not to repeat such activity.

35 2

I1f you have any questions, please call me in the Office of
General Counsel at (800) 424-9530 or (202) 219-3400.

950 4 3

Sincerely,

W Q.

Mark Allen
Attorney

Enclosure

Celebrating the Commussion's 20th Anniversary

YESTERDAY, TODAY AND TOMORROW
DEDICATED TO KEEPING THE PUBLIC INFORMED




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

April 11, 1995

Salman A. Haider
830 Lakeview Court
NBR 101

Brookfield, WI 53045

Dear Mr. Haider:

The Federal Election Commission ("Commission") has the
statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended. The Commission recently completed an
investigation into activity of Universal Medical Buildings

Tp) relating to Joe Checota’s 1992 campaign for the United States
Senate. The investigation showed that Universal Medical

r~ Buildings managers apparently solicited employees and collected

- their contributions to the Checota for Senate Campaign. The

investigation is now closed and the case file is public.

= In light of your contribution, the Commission writes to you
~ to let you know that firms such as Universal Medical Buildings
N

cannot solicit and collect contributions from employees for

federal political campaigns. I have enclosed a copy of the

Comnission’s letter to counsel for Universal Medical Buildings,
a2 the Checota for Senate Campaign, and Joe Checota at the close of
< the investigation. The first paragraph on page two admonishes
5

them not to repeat such activity.

If you have any questions, please call me in the Office of
Vo) General Counsel at (800) 424-9530 or (202) 219-3400.

Sincerely, '2
Mark Allen ;
Attorney

Enclosure

Celebrating the Commussion’s 20th Anniversary

YESTERDAY, TODAY AND TOMORROW
DEDICATED TO KEEPING THE PUBLIC INFORMED




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

April 11, 1995

Jill M. rord
22085 E. Belleview Place
Apt. 3B

Milwaukee, WI 53211

Ford:

Dear Ms.

The Federal Rlection Commission ("Commission”) has the
statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended. The Commission recently completed an
investigation into activity of Universal Medical Buildings

\O relating to Joe Checota’s 1992 campaign for the United States
N Senate. The investigation showed that Universal Medical
Buildings managers apparently solicited employees and collected

their contributions to the Checota for Senate Campaign. The

- investigation is now closed and the case file is public.
n
In light of your contribution, the Commission writes to you
M to let you know that firms such as Universal Medical Buildings
_ cannot solicit and collect contributions from employees for
- federal political campaigns. I have enclosed a copy of the
~y Commission’s letter to counsel for Universal Medical Buildings,
the Checota for Senate Campaign, and Joe Checota at the close of
< the investigation. The first paragraph on page two admonishes

them not to repeat such activity.

. If you have any questions, please call me in the Office of
’ General Counsel at (800) 424-9530 or (202) 219-3400.

Sincerely,

Wod When

Mark Allen
Attorney

Enclosure

Celebrating the Commission’s 20th Anniversary

YESTERDAY, TODAY AND TOMORROW
DEDICATED TO KEEPING THE PUBLIC INFORMED




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

Aprtl 11, 1995

Andrew S. Essien
5225 W. Goodrich Lane
Brown Deer, WI 53223-3643

Dear Mr. Essien:

The Federal Election Commission ("Commission") has the
statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended. The Commission recently completed an
investigation into actlvit{ of Universal Medical Buildings
relating to Joe Checota’s 1992 campaign for the United States

Senate. The investigation showed that Universal Medical
Buildings managers apparently solicited employees and collected
their contributions to the Checota for Senate Campaign. The
investigation is now closed and the case file is public.

In light of your contribution, the Commission writes to you
to let you know that firms such as Universal Medical Buildings
cannot solicit and collect contributions from employees for
federal political campaigns. I have enclosed a copy of the
Commission’s letter to counsel for Universal Medical Buildings,
the Checota for Senate Campaign, and Joe Checota at the close of
the investigation. The first paragraph on page two admonishes
them not to repeat such activity.

If you have any questions, please call me in the Office of
General Counsel at (800) 424-9530 or (202) 219-3400.

Sincerely,

Ml 024,

Mark Allen
Attorney

Enclosure

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

April 11, 1995

Kirk Dunlap
1221 wWedgewood Drive
Waukesha, WI 53186-6754

Dear Mr. Dunlap:

The Federal Election Commission ("Commission®™) has the
statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended. The Commission recently completed an
investigation into activity of Universal Medical Buildings
relating to Joe Checota’s 1992 campaign for the United States
Senate. The investigation showed that Universal Medical
Buildings managers apparently solicited employees and collected
their contributions to the Checota for Senate Campaign. The
investigation is now closed and the case file is public.

In light of your contribution, the Commission writes to you
to let you know that firms such as Universal Medical Buildings
cannot solicit and collect contributions from employees for
federal political campaigns. 1 have enclosed a copy of the
Commission’s letter to counsel for Universal Medical Buildings,
the Checota for Senate Campaign, and Joe Checota at the close of
the investigation. The first paragraph on page two admonishes
them not to repeat such activity.

If you have any questions, please call me in the Office of
General Counsel at (800) 424-9530 or (202) 219-3400.

Sincerely,

Wk 02

Mark Allen
Attorney

Enclosure

Celebrating the Commmission’s 20th Anniversary

YESTERDAY, TODAY AND TOMORROW
DEDICATED TO KEEPING THE PUBLIC INFORMED




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

April 11, 1995

Dennis P. Disch
9128 W. Bluemond RAd.,
Milwaukee, WI 53226-4590

Dear Mr. Disch:

The FPederal Election Commission ("Commission®) has the
statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended. The Commission recently completed an
investigation into activity of Universal Medical Buildings
relating to Joe Checota’s 1992 campaign for the United States
Senate. The investigation showed that Universal Medical
Buildings managers apparently solicited employees and collected
their contributions to the Checota for Senate Campaign. The
investigation is now closed and the case file is public.

In light of your contribution, the Commission writes to you
to let you know that firms such as Universal Medical Buildings
cannot solicit and collect contributions from employees for

federal political campaigns. I have enclosed a copy of the
Commission’s letter to counsel for Universal Medical Buildings,
the Checota for Senate Campaign, and Joe Checota at the close of
the investigation. The first paragraph on page two admonishes
them not to repeat such activity.

If you have any questions, please call me in the Office of
General Counsel at (800) 424-9530 or (202) 219-3400.

Sincerely,

Wad

Mark Allen
Attorney

Enclosure

Celebrating the Commussion’s 20th Anniversary

YESTERDAY, TODAY AND TOMORROW
DEDICATED TO KEEPING THE PUBLIC INFORMED




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

April 11, 1995
Nadesda Bulic
1427 w. Clayton Crest Avenue
Milwaukee, WI 53221

Dear Mr. Bulic:

The Federal Election Commission ("Commission") has the
statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended. The Commission recently completed an
investigation into activity of Universal Medical Buildings
relating to Joe Checota’s 1992 campaign for the United States
Senate. The investigation showed that Universal Medical
Buildings managers apparently solicited employees and collected
their contributions to the Checota for Senate Campaign. The
investigation is now closed and the case file is public.

In light of your contribution, the Commission writes to you
to let you know that firms such as Universal Medical Buildings
cannot solicit and collect contributions from employees for

federal political campaigns. I have enclosed a copy of the
Commission’s letter to counsel for Universal Medical Buildings,
the Checota for Senate Campaign, and Joe Checota at the close of
the investigation. The first paragraph on page two admonishes
them not to repeat such activity.

If you have any questions, please call me in the Office of
General Counsel at (800) 424-9530 or (202) 219-3400.

Sincerely,

Wende Q.

Mark Allen
Attorney

Enclosure

Celebrating the Commussion’s 20th Anniversary

YESTERDAY, TODAY AND TOMORROW
DEDICATED TO KEEPING THE PUBLIC INFORMED




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

April 11, 1995

Donna M. Bartuski
2356 N. 64th Street
Wauwatosa, WI 53213

Dear Ms. Bartuski:

The rederal Election Commisgsion ("Commission®™) has the
statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended. The Commission recently completed an
investigation into activity of Universal Medical Buildings
relating to Joe Checota’s 1992 campaign for the United States
Senate. The investigation showed that Universal Medical
Buildings managers apparently solicited employees and collected
their contributions to the Checota for Senate Campaign. The
investigation is now closed and the case file is public.

In light of your contribution, the Commission writes to you
to let you know that firms such as Universal Medical Buildings
cannot solicit and collect contributions from employees for

federal political campaigns. I have enclosed a copy of the
Commission’s letter to counsel for Universal Medical Buildings,
the Checota for Senate Campaign, and Joe Checota at the close of
the investigation. The first paragraph on page two admonishes
them not to repeat such activity.

If you have any questions, please call me in the Office of
General Counsel at (800) 424-9530 or (202) 219-3400.

Sincerely,

Wk W

Mark Allen
Attorney

Enclosure

Celebrating the Commussion’s 20th Anniversary

YESTERDAY, TODAY AND TOMORROW
DEDICATED TO KEEPING THE PUBLIC INFORMED
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