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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

February .13, 1996
Daniel W. Garstecki
Congresional Candidate'9
6th District, California
P.O. Box 15058
Santa Rosa, CA 95402

::0 Dear Mr. Garstecki:

This is to acknowledge receipt on February 5, 1996, of your facsimile dated February 5,
1996. T-he Federal Election Campaign Act of 197 1, as amended ("the Act") and Cnission

C Regulations require that the contents of a complaint meet certain speific requirements. One of
these requirements is that a complaint be swa fa aid signed in the preene of a notay public
and notarized. Your letter did niot contain a mmirizntion on your signature and was not
properly sworn to. Also, please note that a facsimile can not be accepted as propercopans

In order to file a legally sufiient coman* t, you must swear before a notary dha the
contents of your complaint are true to the bes of your knowledge anid the notary must represent
as part of the jurat that suc~h swearing occurred. The preferred form is "Subscribed and sworn
to before me on this day of .19_. * A statement by the notary that the complaint
was sworn to and subscribed before himilher also %ill be sufficient. We regret the
inconvenience that these requirements may cause you, but we are not statutorily empowered to
proceed with the handling of a compliance action unless all the statutory requirements are
fulfilled. S=c 2 U.S.C. § 437g.

Enclosed is a Commission brochure entitled "Filing a Complaint." I hope this material
wIll be helpful to you should you wish to file a legally sufficient complaint with the

Commission.

Please note that this matter %%ill remain confidential for a 15 day period to allow you to
correct the defects in your complaint, If the complaint is corrected and refiled within the 15
day period. the respondents will be so informed and provided a copy of the corrected complaint.
The respondents will then have an additional 15 days to respond to the complaint on the merits.
If the complaint is not corrected, the file will be closed and no additional notification will be
provided to the respondents.



Enclosed is a Commissiou brochure entitled Fillu a CoupIt I hope this ma~terial
will be helpfu w you shoud yu wish to file a legally sufficient cmaitWith the

Peae note that this matter will remain conid ential for a IS day period to allow you to
mcaec the defects in your c plitIf the compat is coamcied and reifiled withn the 15

day period, the respndents, will be so informed and provided a copy of the corrected complaint.
The 5 -spo --entsw will then have an additional 15 days to respond to the compain on the merits.
if the cmaitis not cortected, the file will be closed ad no additional notification will be
provided to the respnens

If we can be of any further assistance, please do not hesitate to contact me at (202) 219-
3410.

0

Reta Dixon
Docket Chief

Enclosure

cc:Hughes for Congrss
Sonoma County Republican Central Committee



Daniel W Garsth
Congressional Candidate '96

6th District, California
P 0 Box 15058. Santa Rosa, Ca. 95402

Campaign Headquarters
2937 Santa Rosa Ave. Santa Rosa

To: Retha Dixon, Docket Chief
Federal Election Commission

(omplaintant-
[Dan Garsteck)
1)an (jarstecki for Congress '96
1,0 Box 15058
Santa Rosa. CA 95402

01996

Phone/Fax 707 -578 -8053
Lk*4 *P.O. Box 15058

fit 13Santa Rosa, Ca. 195402

Email:
aunerlca~netdex.com

CHECK OUT OUR WEB PAGE'
Http./nedex.com/pr/garsteck

'~ 0) ~-t

Respondents-
Barbara Stidham. Sharon Hughes. Sonomna County Republican Central Committee

*Comnplaints as follow s:
Prior to the event, this office provided the SCRCC with campaign material to be displayed at the Sonoma County Fair. Our

-- materials were rejected. and we were told that it would be illegal to halTe them displayed. Well into the fair, this office was
informed by Bill Gass that the information was "confused" and that we would be permitted to place our literature with that

of DaneHuges.alrady n &pla atthefair. %lien ou' campaign investigator approached the volunteers working the
-bcvoth and asked if anyone would be running for Congress. she was told that "Only Duane Hughes is running. and he's

gtmng to win this time. Our material was nowhere to be seen.
U pon hearing this. Dan Garstecki confirnted the Republican campaign workers. and the material was removed

from the tra-sh bin and placed back onto the display table. Barbara Stidham. rather than apologizing, later called Dan
Ciarstecki on the telephone and accused him of being 'heavy handed". We can produce a campaign worker who will state
that Barbara Stidham engineered this epsode to aid her long time friend. Duane Hughes. This incident alone amounts to a
large unreported in-kind contribution from the SCRCC.

This is merely an one example of an ongoing and typIcal problem. The Dan Giarstecki for Congress '96 comittee
Tie\ er had the advance notice. to anN I Republican e'ent. en'o~ed by Duane Hughes. When Garstecki literature is placed on
Repuiblican drspla,, tables. it often disappears. Republican events tend to ha\-e the appearance of a Duane Hughes campaiini
Tali\. lar-,!elN because of the influence of Sharon Hughes and Barbara Stidhamn.

We ha\ e mountains of e% idence which \kill indicate that the Sonoma County Republican Central Committee ha..
.11\ el,, used its immense influence in an attempt to de-stro\ Dan (iarstecki's chances of winning the pnimarNs election.

\\itel'%e to this examnple

i>"r that the atorenentiLrid tac:ts are tnie and correct to the he..t of rn kno\% ledige

LIJ I 1 /

b*'- Ih b-ed aind %,%(~rfl1 betue mle Oil til da', *t I k

'At'T~X ~ r ~

Aimel



Daniel W Gart
Congressional Candidate '96

6th District, California
P0. Box 15058. Santa Rosa, Ca. 95402

Campaign Headquarters
2937 Santa Rosa Ave. Santa Rosa

To: Retha Dixon, Docket Chief
Federal Election Commission

0, 1996
Phone/Fax 707 -578 -80531
P.O. Box 15058
Santa Rosa, Ca. 95402

Email:
amerka~netdex.com
or
CHECK OUT OUR WEB PAGE!
Http:t'nctdcx.com/pr/garstek

(omplaintant.
Dan (larstecki
Dan (,arstecki for Congress '96

P)Box~ 15058
Santa Rosa. CA 95402

R espondents:
larbara Stidham

_Sharon Hughes
Skooma County Republican Central Committee

Complaint as follo%% s:
On at least seven separate occasions. This committee has attempted to secure the mailing list of the SCRCC. The list. and

Sit's updates. have been provided to Duane Hughes in a regular and timely manner, either by Barbara Stiduazn or Sharon
Hughes. the wife of Duane Hughes. Both women are officers of the Sonorna County Republican Central Committee.
-Ndthough many promises have been made. the only list which has been provided to this campaign is an out of date list
pro% ded co% ertly by an SC RCC volunteer. Mailing lists, Invitations to important events. lists of Republican Clubs. etc.. are
ri-Amnefy denied to this campaign- while Duane Hughes has free access through his wife and Barbara Stiliam. This direct

si~tance by the SCRCC to Duane Hughes is not limited to mailing lists, but toAL1Pnformation gathered by the Sonoma
U ount. Republican Central Committee. w~hich has acted as an arm of the Duane Hughes for Congress Campaign. This
arimunts to a massi %e in-kind contribution.

1-here axe se% eral instances w~here confidential informnation. pro,. ided to the Sonoma County~ Republican Central Committee
Ill coodx faith, has made its %% ay into the hands of Duane Huehes. In fact. Barbara Stidham has repeatedly attempted to
ki'u. ,.ampaign strategN 'w.th Dan (Yarstecki and.-Al Turner. chief ad% isor to Dan Garstecki . At one point this campaliM

\%,e% 1-n told that such meetnngs %%ecre required

i ,A that the afor1em'enltioned tact%, are true and c:Orrec toi the be'-;t ofrnm, knowk leduc
'-1

-7---

L ~ DYANA NE:D A

L * ] *~,

'"1Ih" rihedi md 'kOrnt he*tore mne o~n thi. __ da% k4 i-

),till t: il-trlo.,ki

D'I n k x I e, k ! ?, 'r ( , 'n _,t C., , 1) (,



Daniel W Garst3
Congressional Candidate '96

6th District, California
P.0 Box 15058. Santa Rosa, Ca. 95402

Campaign Headquarters
2937 Santa Rosa Ave. Santa Rosa

To: Retha Dixon, Docket Chief
Federal Election Commission

-7

4h0,11996
PhoneFax 707 -578 -8053
P.O. Box 15058
Santa Rosa, Ca. 95402

Email:
amerlcsa~netdexcom
or
CHECK OUT OUR WEB PAGE!
Http:inetdex.com/prfgarsteck

(omplaintant:-
[Dan (,ar-Aecki
Dan (sarstecki for Congress '96

Santa Rosa, CA 95402

Respondients.
Barbara Stidham
Sonomna County Republican Central Committee

C~Complaint as follow~s-
Barbara Stidhamn. in her position as one of the Chairperon on the Sonoma County Republican Central Committee. Has
l ied to both the committee membership and the general public. Persons calling the Republican Party Headquarters. and

Sreaching Barbara Stidham. have been told. on various occasions:
a. "We don't know who Dan Garsteci is.",
b, "Duane Hughes is the only candidate for L.S. Congress."
c "Dan Garstecki is not a candidate."
d. "Cental Commnittee members cannot make contributions to Dan Garstecki."
e. "Central Committee members inav only make contributions to other Central Committee members."
f "Dan Garstecki refuses to meet with join the central committee."

t. Dan (iar--tecki is not a Republican-"
\e :an produuce undeniable proof of this complaint. At the Nvery least, this amounts to free advertising and promotion bN

the S(- R('C on behalf of Duane Hughes. Thes-e actions ha%-e cause a great deal of damage.

\\ i tne,- >
Dan (parstecki. Carolyn Daniels. Ida Kerchof. and others.

'.\~~L~. the aforementioned f acts are tnie and correct to the tk-st of 'rn% krio% ledee

~t"".nhed nd "''~ 0T1 betre in on ti'. - da\ tit' __ __

I

I )an ( ldrlt% k I tot ( On !TeN, J ,



Daniel W Garst
Congressional Candidate '96

6th District, California
P 0.13ox 1.5058, Santa Rosa, Ca. 95402

Campaign Headquarters
2937 Santa Rosa Ave. Santa Rosa

To: Retha Dixon. Docket Chief
Federal Election Commission

L) ~

fit 2

'%0. 1996
Phone/Fax 707 - 5 79 - 905 1
P.O. Box 15058
Santa Rosa, Ca. 95402

Email:
america(W.ntdex.com
or
CHEC K OUT OU R W L B1 lA(GL I
Http: /netdex. com/pr/garstec k

(.omplaintant:
D~an Garstecki
Dan Garstecki for Congress '96
P 0. Box 15058
Santa Rosa. CA 954012

R espondenits:
Sharon Hughes

_Sonoma County Republican Central Committee

f%~)

(A~

p%)

CComplaint as follows:
Evidence indicates that the SCRCC. through the actions of Sharon Hughes. has made in-kind contributions to the D)uane
Hugthes for Congress campaign well in excess of S3.l100. These in-kind contributions include, but are not l imited to. us.e ot1

N.facilities as a vehicle for voters to meet Duane Hughes. the use of the talents of Sharon Hughes. advemtsing %*e'..
membership lists, and mailing lists.

that the aforemen 'oned facts are true aind correct to the best of my knowledge.

D~aniel (;arstecki

Subscribed and sworn before me on this L~ daV of\CL t9

C

- N

orC0e] :
'3 Z

')an Ox



Daniel W Garsth
Congressional Candidate '96

6th District, California
P 0. Box 15058, Santa Rosa. Ca. 95402

Campaign Headquarters
2937 Santa Rosa Ave. Santa Rosa

To: Retha Dixon, Docket Chief
Federal Election Commission

C ornplamntant.
D)an (,arstecki
Dan (Garstecki for Congress '96
P 0 Box 15058
Santa Rosa. CA 95402

Respondents:.
-Barbara Stidharn

S'~onma County Republican Central Committee

%0,1996
Phone/Fax 707 - 578 - 8053
P.O. Box 15058
Santa Rosa, Ca. 95402

Email:
amerlca*nedex.com
or
CHECK OUT OUR WLB1 PIAGEI
Http:/netdex.com/pr'garstcck

CAD

'47,

C Comnplaint as follows5:
F'idence indicates that the SCRCC. through the actions of Barbara Stidham has made in-kind contributions to the Duane
H uihes for Congress campaign well i excess of S2,.100. These i-kind contributions include. but are not im ited to. use of
facilities as a vehicle for voter to meet Duane Hughes. the use of the talents of Barbara Stidham. adw'rtisin,~ serv ices.
inside information. membership lists. and mailing lists.
W e further have evidence which indicates that Barbara Stidhamn actively led voters to belileve that Duane f Hughes \% as
rnning unopposed. then referred those voters. to The Duane Hughes campaign.

*I -o ear that the aforementioned facts are true and correct to the best of my knowledge.

Daniel (,arstecki

~'u~crhedand -m.%orn before me on thi% __ da~ of Vrk ft)___

) i te "i (kt

o
-~
-~ a

r"m~.. 1 qr~
r ZOc~

mZ-4



U FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSIONWVINgI, DC 2046

March~ 4, 1996

Daniel Gmrtecki
P0 Box 15058
Santa Rosa, CA 95402

RE: MUR 4312

Deaw Mr. Ganstecki:

This letter acknjowledges receipt on February 23. 1996, of your comnplaint alleging
possible violations of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 197!1, as anded (*the Acto).

- The repnets) will be notified of this compl~aint %ithin five days.

C) You will be notified as soon as the Federal Election Commissio takes final action on
\0) your complaint- Shoul you receive any aditioa information in this nauer, please forward it

rN, to the Office of the General Counsel. Such hinrAtion must be sworn to in the sane manner
as the original copan.We have nmeed this matter MUR 4312. Pleas refer Wo this
number in all future communications. For your information, we have attached a brief
description of the Commission's procedures for handling complaints.

Sincerely,

Mary L. Taksar, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket

Enclosure
Procedures



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
~shkN DC 2046

49Noreh 4, 1996

Barbara Stidham, Chairperon
Sonoma County Rcpilicen
Central Committee

2717 Cielo Court
Santa Rosa, CA 95495

RE: MUR 4312

Dear Ms. Stidham:
C)

The Federal Election Com ision received a cmaitwhich indicates that you may
have violated the Federa Election Cunpuign Act of 1971, as amended (Mwh At). A copy of
the complaint is enclosed. We have numbered~ this matter MUR 4312. Pkm refer to this
number in all future correpndne

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate in writing that no action should
C' be tAen against you in this matter. Please submit any factual or legal materials which you

believe are relevant to the Commissions analysis of this matter. Where qw riestaements
should be submitted under oath. Your response. which should be addressed to the Genera]
Counsel's Office, must be submitted withfin 15 days of receipt of thijs letter. If no response is
received within 15 days, the Commission may take futher action based on the available
ir-ormalion.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance wkith 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(4)(B) and
§ 43 7g(a)(j,2)(A) unless you notify the Commissio~n in '%zitizxg that %you wIsh the matter io be
made public. If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter, please advise the
Commission by completing the enclosed form stating the name, address and telephone number
of such counsel, and authorizing such counsel to receive any notifications and other
communications from the Commission.



If you have any _us 6os please ct Alva E. Smith at (202) 21943400. For your
inforatio we have enclosd a brief description of the Comnmissions pracedums for handling
complaints.

Sinceely,

Mary L. Taksar, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket

Enclosures
I. Complaint
2. Procedure
3. Designation of Counsel Statement



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
W~sngn.DC 20483

is; wwq March 4, 1996

Sharon Hughes
Sonomna County Republican
Central Committee

2717 Cielo Court
Santa Rosa. CA 95405

RE: MUR 4312

Dear Ms. Hughes:

The Federal Election Commission recived a complaint which indicates that you may
have violated the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). A copy of
the complaint is enclosed. We have numbered this matter MUR 4312. Please refer to this
number in all future corespndence.

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

This matter will remain confidential in accordance %kith 2 U.S.C. § 437g~a)(4)B) and
4 43d ?ga) 12 2A) unless you notify, the Comnmission in writing that you wish the matter to be

madepubic.If ou itei tobe eprsented by counsel in this matter, please advis the

Commission by completing the enclosed form stating the name, address and telephone number
of such counsel, and authorizing such counsel to receive any notifications and other
conimunicat ions from the Commission.



if you have any questons, plam coua Alva E. Smith at (202) 21943400. For your
infrain we have enclosed a brief dec *pton of the IComiso procdure for handlin
complaints.

Sincerely,

Mary L. Taksar, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket

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



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

March 4. 1996

Rick Lawson, Treasurer
Sonoma County Republican
Central Committee
2717 Cielo Court
Santa Rosa, CA 95405

RE: MUR 4312

Dear Mr. Lawson:
C-)

The Federal Election Commission received a complaint which indicates that the
Sonoma County Republican Central Committee ("Committee") and you, as treasurer. may have
violated the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). A copy of the
complaint is enclosed. We have nubrdthis matter MUR 4312. Please refer to this number
in all future correspondence.

c Under the Act, you have the opportuinity to demonstrate in writing that no action should
be taken against the Committee and you, as treasurer, in this matter. Please submit any fwtual
or legal materials which you believe are relevant to the Commission's analysis of this matter.
Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under oath. Your response, which should
be addressed to the General Counsel's Office, must be submitted within 15 days of receipt of
i il letter. If no response is received within 15 days, the Commission may take further action

based on the available information.

[h1is atter will remain confidential in accordance wkithZ2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)X4)B) and
N 4 3'7 -;(a I2)(A) unless you notify the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to he
madec public. If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter. please advise the
Commission by completing the enclosed form stating the name, address and telephone number
of s.uch counsel. and authorizing such counsel to receive any notifications and other
communications from the Commission.



If you have say q uso, p .c 1 M a & LkSid a (202) 219-3400. For your
inforumain we have ;U;ms a brief descritiOn f tiComamisuions ucdu for hanwling

Sincerey,

Mary L. Taksw, Aflomey
Cenra Enc Pmeat Docket

Enclosre
1. Complain
2. Procedure
3. Deignt of Counsel Statement



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSIONI
V"*AVOn.DC 20463

March 4, 1996

Reginald Howard Leigton, Treasurer
Hugh~es for Congress
101I E Street
San Rafael, CA 94901

RE: MUR 4312

Dear Mr. Leighton:n

The Federal Election Commission received a complaint %tiich indicates that Hughes for
Congress ("Committee") and you, as treasuer, may have violated the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). A copy of the complaint is enclosed. We have
numbered this matter MUR 4312. Plows refer to this nuumber in all futre correspondkece.

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

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



If yot hav amy qu 0ospes contct AM E. Smith at (202) 219-3400. For your
informaion we hav enclosd a brief dciponof the ComiuWos procedures- - foir handling
comnplaints.

Sincerely,

Mary L. Taksar, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket

Enclosures
I. Complain
2. w, ue
3. Designation of Counse Statenmt

cc: Duane Charles Hughes



Ms. Alva Smith NOffice of General Counsel; Federal Elections Commission Z5 3 po999 "E" Street Northwest; Washington, D.C. 20463
Telephone 202-219-3690; TELEFAX 202-219-3923 19 March 1996

Respnse ofSharon Hughes A (Duane) Huighes -for Congress Committee (&~ Duanle HEahES
CandidaWe to U1 4312. Comnlaint Qf Dan Garstecki it Sharon ughes, el aL Re:
CaIfmria 6rh Coi rsoal Distr&ict Prmar Camag- Sent bi! Prompt Mail and by

Dear Mis. Smith,

This letter and notarized attachments constitute the response of Sharon Hughes and the
(D~uane) Hughes for Congress Committee (the Committee), named as "Respondents"' in three of
five complaints filed in late February 1996 by Daniel Garstecki, the complaints were aggregated
by the Commission as Mlatter Under Review (MUR) 43 12. This response is made according to
Commission rules by the undersigned (Sharon Hughes and Duane Hughes, candidate), who have
each executed affidavits, attached, attesting. to the accuracy and truthfulness of this respon'se.
Barbara Stidham., a member of the Sonoma County Republican Central Committee (SCRCC) and
the SCRCC, itself, were also named in the MUR 4.312 complaints. and we understand they are
filing a separate joint response in conjunction with Bill Gass (SCRCC Chairman), Kay Russo
(former SCRCC Roster Chair and Bylaw~s Co-Chair) and Bill Cripps (SCRCC Treasurer).
Because both this response and the SCRCC response were required by a single non-meritorious
set of complaints, we have unapologetically minimized their burdensome effect by relying in a
number of places on common text in response

Believinia that these complaints are totall\, voithout merit and wIll be so recognized by the
Commission and its staff upon first revieNw %%e have not engagled Counsel to assist In this
response, how~ever. we reserve the right to do so at any time, should wve deem it necessary for any
reason If wve do, we x% ill notiA, the Commissio n of such Cou nsel's name. address, telephone
number and autho_-rization to receive notitications arid other communications from the
Commission At the present time, %%e do not vish to kaie ooL.r rigtht to keep this matter
confidential, but % e also reserve thle riuht to do so in the future and to make It public

Su i~qny!3 Re!;ponse awtl Requ est to Tyke .\ Further Action
The uist of the complaints appears to be that certain individuals, w~ho are members of the

SCRCC. .kere acn,'r-c on behalf of the SC'R(C, and \\Cre eitkher dcn\ 1ng the Complainant (Mir
Garstecki ') sOrne materal or ser~ iCes 0!r %\ Y cr0 Pr\ mit !hI hes czumpairn material and
ser\, ices_ that ' cre denie-d to hi*s camraicn';'

* Seco"J. to ou ro dee cA:m> a nhdcv:r: 6 pro ision of services
ormaer k ~as i Re.r in> i:a SC R(V me t x r t rtrnes re~e~ ant to the

comian acinn inther rin ' Pcarac~~e~n 2 )>a'S( RCC( roe [heir actions
~ cc o' 1 11ad riot t hoNC . nhei ~ (( t~ e com1plaint reflect

ureat~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~~~~~ cn.rrontcepn: tJK' icp oVuerc owse of the
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0 Third, none of these individuals are paid staff. All are volunteers, and in working for the
SCRCC of for individual candidates, they were providing "4volunteer personal services,
which are exempt from the definition of contribution under I I CFR section 1OO.7(bX3).

* Finally, where the Complainant alleges he was =Q~ provided something, such as a memnber
list or voter list, there is no cognizable Federal campaign issue. SCRCC, by its bylaws,
observes neutrality in contested elections Moreover, SCRCC's internal rules proscribe it
from providing certain information to anyone, and SCRCC observed caution and generally
avoided providing "anything of value" to federal candidates in contested primaries,
although such aid is not illegal and SCRCC understood that it was subject to limits on
monetary and in-kind contributions to such candidates

In sum, our response is that the facts alleged in the MIUR 4312 complaints are almost wholly
untrue, as detailed in our substantive responses below and attested by the attached affidavits. To
the extent the complaints may include any factually accurate material, each and the set of them
nonetheless fail to state a claim, complaint or other cause of action cognizable by the Commission
under Federal election laws, rules or regulations Therefore, we respectfully request that the
General Counsel recommend and the Commission find, conclude and order that the entire matter
should be dismissed wvith prejudice, and that no further action should be taken with regard to any

- of these Respondents

0 fRegest for Sanctions-for Frivolous Conawlaint
Further, because these complaints appear on their face to be merely burdensome, frivolous

and vexatious, we request that the Commission exercise to the fullest any power it has to sanction
Mr. Garstecki for bringting this action in order to discourage him from causing us, the Commission
or anyone else the needess expense. time, effort and trouble of responding to their likes. This
point seems to characterize just about each point of each within the five MIUR 4312 complaints,
as we point out below in each case it arises In fact, we acknoNledge wvith apology to the reader

C> that this theme % .Ill get a bit repetitious, but the repetition vvas r'ecessary because the error was
repeated so ofien and is the essence of the complaints

D~etailed1 &Ypo~
Our substanti e detailed response folloN,%s, responding in order directly to each of the five

quoted Garstecki complaint letters attached to the 4 Mlarch 10Q96 notice to us RE- MUR 43 12

Firsti C(m hiin: -On it least se\ en seprrte occaisioii [sic}1 Thi, committee has
attmpedto zilue 11mill'it 1: oftih KTCR.CIhe 1!1t [s i ic] updates, have

been pro'.i dei to Dliane I liuh%- ir i reini ar and mrmner, VithKr h\. Barbara Stidham
or Sharon Iah>t he v.~iof DL1anJe I Iche-S B~ot h '.'.omen & e ofl er s of the [SCRCCI
Ait1hocLWh man'.11 prm1esh.e heen nudae, the on)'. 1: ,t '.\hich hax, been pro'. ded to this
Camipaicn i-s 31 n, Oil0!date hISt rt'. ked ho.el\ K and SCRC oUnteer Mailing lists,
n'. it at ionl to IROF m e' ni- ;-~o eu iiCK ecaeouti nely denied to this

CXImp Hizn X~h le LiaeIIce. fe i~e- u u At nd bi VJhara Stidham
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This direct assistance by the SCRCC to Duane Hughes is not limited to mailing lists. but
to All information gathered by the [SCRCC], which has acted as an arm of the Duane
Hughes for Congress Campaign. This amounts to a massive in-kind contribution.
"OThere are several instances where confidential information, provided to the [SCRCCJ in
good faith, has made its way into the hands of Duane Hughes. In fact, Barbara Stidham
has repeatedly attempted to discuss campaign strategy with Dan Garstecki and Al Turner,
chief advisor to Dan Garstecki. At one point this campaign was even told such meetings
were required."

Resonse to First Complaint:

1) Sharon Hughe isammberQ[1*te SCRCC. but is not an 0ffier of ~she had no
accss to SCRCC mailing &ls. etc.. ondi she has acted properlE in all regardy in this magter.,
First, we point out that none of the mailing lists discussed herein has any intrinsic fair-market
value or is subject to any "usual and necessary charge", nor does this point address registered
voter lists or other contributions of value under IlI CFR section 100. 7(a)(lI )(iii)(A). During 1995,
Mrs. Hughes agreed, virtually on a draft basis, to serve as SCRCC Secretary, but she resigned in

- December 1995, because the burden conflicted with her other obligations, thereafter, her former
0 ~tasks were di-vided among two successors. As Secretary, she kept the minutes and did the usual
0 secretarial work of typing agendas, etc., but she was not involved with rosters, mailing lists,
No reservations or sign-in sheets -- which were Mrs. Russo's responsibilities (M rs. Hughe did help

Mrs. Russo's successor with reservations for the January 1996 meeting, because Mrs. Russo had
to resign due to a family illness Thus Mirs Hughes has had no opportunity to provide the mailing
list or its updates to the Duane Hughes cam-kpaign and she has not done so

Further, she has no responsibility for "Irmailing lists, invitations [on behalf of the SCRCCJ
to important events, [SCRCC] lists of Republican Clubs, etc ", nor for any nor "a information
gathered by the [SCRCC)*' Hence, she would hav~e no responsibility or opportunity to provide it
to anyone, and no opportunity to deny' it to any one w ho had a right to receive it, and she has not
acted improperly in any manner in these regards, either We Ui1derstand that Mirs. Russo's
investigations in response to this complaint, in fact. rev-ealed that thle Hughes campaign has

prvded list ifraonto the SCRCC for fund-raisin pupss ahrta ice-versa, and that
Hughes campaign lists do not include sig~nificant sets of names on SCRCC rosters, meeting
information and nmailinu.t lists

2) A - .VCRC&'ma~q ,w li,,! s or ulates hai-e heeu lrrvidlet to1 or recetiit'dl by Duane
11ughes hb1 anyotie. ait.1fr. hIug/:es haus had ,iasp;eciaI (UcceA% thlrough/ an-rone to any of the
named material: anlth~lingi iuutle tiailahle to or retceied h- iutie flu ighes hasv also been. we
undlerstand. aivailable on the .saine ternis to .11r. (,ar%tecki. Flue SCC'R.j ha~s not function ed as
an arm of tie lighe Llw% llit(iii. there hits been tit ifirect tt.vistunce t) tlhe Hugghes campaign
hi' the SL'RCCor attrone alcin i ant,' official caP~acin, relyited t) theAC(iL a (nd there have
been-no reportable ini-Ainul contri hutti .- froi/i thSCRC'&or fron, ai' one acting in ani
officiail capi'uty re'lated to lue SCRCU Fjp/in luine lhigt,'h io o.%u ll!)~i htor rei'etl
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from an oene all' confitdial informadio frgiaing in the Garstecki canwpagn It is root at
all clear that any of these points would state a complaint against Mr. Hughes or his Commnittee
which is cognizable under Federal election law, even if one were to (incorrectly) assume their
truth. But we nccd not reach that question here, because each of these claims is simply false. See
also the responses below to other items

&&aor leaving this com~laint. w note that Ar. Garseki 's claim that he ha eevd a i
"covelyi" from an SCRCC volunteer suggests at least that someone has violated SCRCL
fyaw on his behal that he is in receip1 tfstolen or *isap-ropriated proprty antd that ke
may be in violation of Federal election or other laws,. We suggest that the only passibl rwazon
to maintai atty investgatio as a result of MUR 4312 iwul be to investgat tIs &MWMer

Second Complainr: "Prior to the event, this office provided the SCRCC with campaign
material to be displayed at the Sonoma County Fair. Our materials were rejected, and we
were told that it would be illegal to have them displayed Well into the fair, this office was
informed by Bill Gass that the information was "confuised" and that we would be
permitted to place our literature with that of Duane Hughes, already on display at the fair.
When our campaign Investigator approached the volunteers working the booth and asked
if anyone would be running for Congress, she was told that "Only Duane Hughes is
running, and he's going to win this time " Our material was now%,here to be seen.

"Upon hearing this, Dan Garstecki confronted the Republican campaign workers,
and the material was removed from the trash bin and placed back onto the display table.
Barbara Stidham, rather than apologizing, later called Dan Garstecki on the telephone and
accused him of being "heavy handed" We can produce a campaign worker who will state
that Barbara Stidham engineered this episode to aid her long time firiend, Duane Hughes.
This incident alone amounts to a large unreported in-kind contribution from the SCRCC.

"This is merely one example of an ongoing, and typical problem The Dan
Garstecki1 for Conuress *9C committee ne,,er had the ad\ ance notice, to any Republican
event. [s1c]J enjoyed by Duanet [lghes When Garsteck-i literature Is placed on Republican
display tables, it often disappears Republican events tend to have the appearance of a
Duane Hughes campaign ralk. largely because of the Influence of Sharon Hughes and
Barbara Stidham

"We hi% e rno1Unta~ns; of e' dence \k flhid ill indicate tha-t the [ SCRCC] has actively
used its; imm111ense MnTec in1 .m aemp:, o destro\ D~an Garstecki's chances otf winning
the primarx. elect ion

A\ !flCsC"to thb Cdlp
-Dlin Iarsrtecki B!1 (Ja> s \ i nrc! i stukjton-

Response to the.S'L otud Coali'itr

1) None of tiw~s c,arjc% ure true t(/ the e~h'pnt th!iy qdwte .llrv. or.11r. Hughes or
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the Hughes committee as far as w know. they are also-false w&&h regard to the SCRCC-adg
ift ReWndent QL1= genafri&b Neither Mrs nor Mr. Hughes, the SCRCC as a body, nor any
of the individual SCRCC Respondents rejected any Garstecki materials, as far as we know, nor
did any of them tell anyone that it would be illegal to have them displayed. In fact. Laraine
Woitke and John Giza, SCRCC First \'ice-Chair, were in charge of the Fair booth, and thus if

misiforatin 'as enerated on this matter, it did not come from Mrs Hu hes, Mr. Hughs the
SCRCC and its other Respondents or the Hughes campaign

Neither Mrs Hughes, Mr. Hughes, nor the Hughes committee gave out misinformation or
failed to provide equal availability and display of Garstecki materials, and they did not proximately
cause such actions. To our knowledge, if any misinformation wvas given about who were the
candidates, it was not done intentionally and not -done by or proximately caused by any of the
SCRCC individual Respondents or as an official act of the SCRCC. since Ms Woitke and Mr.
Giza were in charge of the Fair booth, it wvas their responsibility to assure that all volunteers had
and disseminated the correct information, and thus any failure in this regard is not due to us,
SCRCC Respondents or the Hughes campaign Likewise. wve have no reason to believe that any
failure of volunteers to display or give out Garstecki materials %-as intentional, nor was it a
proximate result of an, official act of the SICRCC or of any act by the SCRCC Respondents.

- This complaint, too, lacks enough specificity to state a complaint under federal election laws. In
fact, it also lacks such specificity and is. like the others, so misleading in wkording and essence as
to be merely burdensome, frivolous and vexatious It wNastes our time and the Commission's.

To our knowledgze and belief, Barbara Stidham did not -engineer anytihing in this regard,
she in no way acted in violation of federal election lawk (or of SCRCC Bylas, etc ), and she was
quite ight to call Mr Garstecki on his rude behavior, w.hich may itself be actionable under
Federal election law,, Further, concerning her, too. Mir Garstecki again en gages in unduly
burdensome, frivolous and 'vexatious complaint, and in this item he even recogr.Les his failure to
carry his burden of proof to state a cogznizable complaint b\ hiding the ball with the vague claim,
-We can produce a campaig.n w&orker \%ho \will stmte .in-stead of producing an affidavit that
swxears to such 3n alle~tat ion

2) The otil' "opgini antd uiyfiu:I pryblem " here i.% Ai1r. Gywcispylif Qwie
His "atgueness again faiils tO specif -.)tlh diduwhat in iiiitign ofuwhat., etc.. but ow things are
clear: 1) wve didi not don anYthing ir violation of! Federal eleCtion lou' or tf A{RCC HByLaws and
se further believe the SCRL'C Responde'nts didi not do .sO; 1and 2) his thiirdl arai'rah in thi

cornipkint also dioes noat starec y corJflu(ift (Is oJposed to aI .hineJ une eea lcinlu
The conmpldln: Jces no.t spc \).tAd' aCIe 110ti cc he Diia .e I in -hes cam paiuni allegedly got,

bvv ho In II it sa leg ul rl A C oi 120 id Ld. i0 , :,,, 2 -> h Le1cd .. itt-* & >i)t ,! c> .i \ w 1i!I on of Federal
election law [I tile IIC\1 t CMCIe aIuN41ne \1L %11 .jt, c i - rw hr-iutrlLe that the public picks
up his literature as. faUt Is he Ca11 pL' it "Ut.), ho i v, kit. k:, hen. etc, an hat provision of
federal elect on I a% Is 1t a 0! a r 1 , the ap ea tc 'tR pUh .ne.er;s tc-, . at least \ve

kno who .rc~ eJ h,it w hatl ac t A2 ae e. cc ~ ~ev~ effect, and in what
w a'. did "T P, elt ee t eeto n~ o ceur~ ': t .' re true in their

imc ~ tnc ".,) io 11")t ~ cr 'e'' .. :~Itxe : ~~' nlw, instead,
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they are merely burdensome, frivolous and vexatious, seeming again to try to require us, the
SCRCC Respondents or the Commission to prove the negative of very vague charges. Further,
neither any of us nor the individual SCRCC Respondents, In their official roles as SCRCC
officers, nor the SCRCC has provided any favoritism of any kind to the Hughes campaign or in
any way kept Mr Garstecki from getting equal treatment To our knowkledge, if at any time any
of the individual Respondents has done anything to favor MIr Hughes's campaign, s/be has done
so as a personal matter and as a volunteer for that campaign, and clearly not as an officer or
representative of the SCRCC, and not wvith any implication of oflicial SCRCC position other than
strict neutrality

)T-he final paragrah sums up Mr. garrtecki 's errors more than it d1oe his proa
charges: it is conwletelI' voue (and now graintiave. to&.adtu bresm.fiioo and
w'~tious: it -fails to style a claim; and it Odmits that Mr. Gariicc'Ai has the burdlen of pfwf PA

AMve mattr and has Tiled1to carry it The,. agueness and grand iosity are apparent on its face,
and we will not further labor these points. nor the burdensome, frivolous and vexatious nature
that results from that vaeueness. nor the resultine failure to state a claimi On this item, as with
the one specific to Mrs Stidham, Mr Garstecki avain recogi~nzes that he miust carry the burden of
proof and then directly side-steps it We will also not belabor that point. but %%-e simply point out
that its import Is also untrue Mr Garstecki has no such mountains ofe\ idence because the charge
just isn't true SCRCC Respondents ha e gone out of their %\\a\ to be officially neutral as SCRCC
officers and represent at I es and as the SCRCC. if anyone has done an'.ihing -- and they have
pointedly done almost nothing to avoid con' e\ ing an\ appearance of fa oritisrn -- it has been
done as a personal and %olunteer matter and not othem Ise

Thirdl Uomplaigt: "Barbara Sidham. in her position as one of the Chairpersons on the
[SCRCCI s) Has lied to b-oth the com-7ittee memfibership and the general public. [sic]
Persons calhn the RepUbhcan1 P'ari H-eaJ1iuartr, iaid reachiv-,c Barbara Stidham, have
been told. oil' 3 aros oUS ) : S:10 1,

b 'Duane Hughes is the ukcandid&te Co Y)

C Dn om!teDin (,arsteck h Pt

CV 11 Cor 1n t, t 2 * .! i '. ,,t her Central

c ca .. :'t .''':t*t : t'2 '\ is amiounts to
re e I& t:rt:i.- Ld 1, m'Ft i ik~(~ :2t I A' ec hese actIons
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Respnse to Third CoMplaint:

I-) We ha.e no reason not to believe Ain. Stidham 's statement that she did no IhW~
these satements at a&l and we d~o belieie i& We understand that Mrs. Stidhani who is Second
Vice-Chair (never a Chairperson) of the SCRCC, states in her response as one the SCRCC
Respondents th~tt she has never made any of these statements. We have no reason not to believe
Mrs. Stidham's statement that she did not make these statements at all, and we do believe it.

2~) On this item. too. AM. Garstecki reogi that he faces the burdien ofpron& and
once again he directly side-stes it. "We can produce undeniable proof of this complaint." This
shows that Mr. Garstecki apparently recognizes it's his burden of proof, and it also admits directly
that he hasn't even attempted to carry it, apparently because it Is completely untrue.

1) Since the essential facts of the charge are -false. there has been no "fre advrding
and promoion AXt& cR' on behat( of Duane Hughes " and th=r has beeny no damg to

M.Garstecki 's campaig. It is interesting to conjecture whether charges such as these would
state an actual complaint cognizable under Federal election law. ev en if they were true;, we think

- not. But the Commission does not even need to reach this question because, as discussed above,
the allegations are simply false Because they are false, there has been no such free advertizing or

C promotion and no damage.

Fourth Complaint: "E-vidence indicates that the SCRCC, through the actions of Sharon
Hughes, has made in-kind contributions to the Duane Hughes for Congress campaign well
in excess of S3. 100 These in-kind contributions include, but are not limited to, use of
facilities as a vehicle for %.oters to meet Duane Hughes. the use of the talents of Sharon
Huehes. adverizine serv ices, membership lists, and nmailingt lists"

Resoonse to Fourth ('omplait.'

1) A eitherA.1Ir. nor .1lr. flughes: nor anm' ingliitidaI SLARV' Responilent. as an
SCRCC officer or rgpresetatiye: nor the.5CRLC has ever utholriZeil contributions of ani'
kind by Sharon l1uphes or anyone eke On behalf of the. SRCL' to the fluughes campaign.
Further. no -h in-kind contributiots havie been i ngdLe ht'llrs. H~ughes on behalf-of the
SCRC('anid sh/e has in iwo wai' repr.%enty'd atil'thitig to the efjkct that she has been authorizedl
ton make orh 1s0%made .%icth oltjiltcontrihuiii~io,. Nir Il ilnue; d'Id the Hughes Committee
vratefuil\% acknioO edge that \Irs lLU1theS AS his Wf e Xl -t termonal -Supporter and volunteer for
him,. has been neari, 111 ifl lale to 11 h i11Par1Q11. VO our knu\o tedie. nio individual SCRCC
Respondent has ce er. in their roles is oflkcrs or represettin\ s of the SCRCC. authorized
contributions oI' XA~ ki nd b% iu I IuJL,1CS OU 111% One el e zo infl c:ontestedJ canipaign. nor has the
S C R 'C don Ie SO I'- T "I raicI-e n1e h I Lue~ Sttt 1h I he !-_s inie no such in-kind

conrrbtvo on ff ftin hvi ' * .re,: t, fice or represent ativ%.e of
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the SCRCC, and she has in no way represented that she did so or was authorized to do so by

aynSpecifically, alt accusations concerning mailing and membership lists have been addressed
and categorically refu~ted above in connection with the first complaint. No facilities or other
services (i e., addressing the -but not limited to" clause) have ever been made available to or
received by the H-ughes campaign on any basis that they were not also available to the Garstecki
campaign, and no adverizing services have been provided to the Hughes campaign. Finally, since
any work that Mrs Hughes did for her husband's campaign was done as a personal, not SCRCC-
official matter, and as a volunteer, we understand such help is not reportable under Federal
election law, regardless of the fact that it is invaluable. Thus, there have been no contributions
related in any way to the SCRCC or the individual Respondents in their official capacities as a

* result of any action or statement by Mrs Hughes, let alone anything -well in excess of $3,100."
Related to this, we also note that Mr Garstecki attempted previousl to file a complaint, which
was attached to some copies of the complaint package forwarded to some Respondents, and

- which we understand %%as summarily rejected bN the Commission as legally insufficient for failure
to be sworn before a.Notary Public In his first letter. Mr Garstecki claimed the amount was in
excess of $3,500 E-ven though t'wo %%eeks passed before he filed these complaints, presumably
raising (not lowering) the amount, when he %kas required to swear to his complaint the amount
dropped to $ 3, 100

2)On this item. too, Mr. Garstecki recggniz-es his burden of proof and sidle-step &t.
(furhrrasn iue of burdlensomte. frivolous aint/ 'e tos pliading:o it. too, he coaWd
noI ca=~ such a burden, because the factual alle i'ation is false. "~Evidence indicates that...", he
begins. Again he recognizes at least implicitly that he has the burden of proof, and again he
completely fails to e% en attempt to carr,, It As discussed abov e, he could not meet it, because the
substantive allegat Ions are simply false. whether because he misunderstands matters concerning

C-in-kind contributions, the distinctions between personil; volunrteer and official roles, or for other
reasons.

As discussed abo\ e, Mr Garsteck; *s miodus operandi is to launch vague charges and then
claim that his rnudball attack Itselfsadd~es those charged with the burden to prove a negative --
ie., to prove that all possible interpretations of his % agie allegations LW? 'i so As also discussed

abov e. this unethical anJ louiCa!l\ incompeTent aipproach IS unfair]\ bUrdensome to Respondents
and the Comrnii sion. anJ is b% its natui e !--,\ olous-- Xnd \ e\itioLuS In this complaint, he seems to
think that shuIckin h11W re of11 OtPrOO'' '! -n \ Idence inficatv-> that - also cleanses the defects
of , aeueness adrait n u e ",OIOaJ Nd .C 3,1J rwe,0imn Well, It isn't so, this is
Only further dt-L1J, C1"Le l 1'1-,CC> rT a Aecd 1'- orJ 01tue pi e\ Ja ef'ec-,s dnd his reliance on such
gambits f'or almost t he \khole of his .e! ot compliin! s mei is sanct:ionN fi;om the C'ommssion for
such abuse and %. a ,te o!t the time mn1 re,,oarces ot the Commission and Respondents

Fift: (.wnitint: E1'Jcnce 1>K. o, tV.the SUR('',ou the actions of Barbara
Stihim;, :: .-<n *. .. Dun11lu' ' oeess campaign well
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in excess of $2, 100. These in-kind contributions include, but are not limited to, use of
facilities as a vehicle for voters to meet Duane Hughes, the use of the talents of Barbara
Stidham, advertizing services, inside Information, membership lists, and mailing lists.
"'We hive further evidence which indicates that Barbara Stidham actively led voters to
believ-e that Duane Hughes was running unopposed, and then referred those voters to the
Duane Ilughes camnpaign

liijzwu IV Fifth Complatint:

I) Neither tin y indlividlual Re"s ondent. as an SCRCC officer or representative. nor the
SCRCC has ever authorized contributions of an-y kind b-1' Barbara Stid~hant or anl-yone else on
behalf ofthe SCRCC to the 11ughes canaixn. Further, .llrs. Stidlhamt has nrot made and r
ffughes camnpaig~n hos 1101 receilted contributions on behylf qf the SCRCU. andl she has in no

way representedl anything to tihe effect that she has been: autlwrizel to PyroAe or has mad ssuck
official contributions. With t%%o imminaterial exceptions and a name change. the first paragraph of
this charge is the samne as the first paragraph of the fourth complaint, which addresses Mrs.
Hughes's alleged unreported contributions Thus, our primnar\ response to this item is the same as

- to that one No individual Respondent has e% er, in their roles as offlicers or representatives of the
SCRCC, authorized contributions of an\ kind b\ MIrs Stidhiam or an% one else to any contested
campaign, nor has the SCRCC done so in this race Further, %%e understand that Mrs. Stidham
states that she has mnade no such in-kind contributions on behalf of the SCRCC or in her role as an
officer or representative of the SCRCC, and that She has in no *,.aN represented that she did so or
was authorized to do so b,, an% one, %%e ha% e also recei\ ed no SUC11 Contributions and thus the
allegation Is simply false

Specifically, all accusations concerninu mnailim-g and membership lists ha\e been addressed
and cateizorica!lv refuted abo\ e in connection Ith the firSt complaint No facilities or other
services (0 e . addressinu, the Thut not limiited to" clause Ia' lCi e\ er been miade a% ailable to or

*recei~ed b\ the Hiuches caipaiun on any biasis that the\ \ e re not also a~ ailable to the Garstecki
camipaign anld no id\ ertL'!nc Ser\ ices ha\,i e been pro0dc : the I luuyhes c anpaign Finally, since

* ~any \%ork that \ r-s Stdhamna ha\ C done for the I ah% JHain as done as a personal, not
SCRCC-offic::al miatter, and IS a \ olUnteer. e ""ert 'asCh help is not reportable under
Federal election !'\recamrdle, S Ot f \ alue Vhu- thee i\ C tbeen no0 contributions related in any
%\\a\ to the S_-CRCC R,, 7' Te md I . 0 " I- R~~'%2e4 :' i~::~ aa~~ s a result of anv
actionl Or taee:\\L dm.t o .;,1\01. "'tcC~>~

2) On thi.N ittem too 1J.rirIdrcgi; h Iis himleit 1)lproej gtmd s e-stws it,
furthier rqi%ingjvsu.,%Ut' h~urtlensomJnivoloivand I'(~~Lj~i N~ doe, the i-ageiess
on "in'silc informifOnJl oil tIhl .ii I . em flie could ntot a ~rrJ' %ILI a hurtle, because the

factal I/le'(Ii~il Q/ 1 %L. l~deue rd~c~',>Ku '' ALvIl limm e ecoenizes at least
imphmtl tha K~r.~ e Km~x 'taK .'~ ''wc~ L t C!e), tlellpt to carry it

_\S I\ ced.t > tt>etV . mPl false,
\ h~~~~~~the~~~~~ is .i *. . a ' . .- .. ' v m tnct ions
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between personal/volunteer and official roles, or for other reasons
Also in this item, he resorts to the Garstecki classic of firing a vague and completely

unsubstantiated charge -- here, that Mrs. Stidham has provided "inside information"' (unspecified,
naturally). Insofar as this piece of rhetoric has any legal meaning, she categorically denies the
charge; the other Respondents do likewise, stating that they' are unaware of any such information,
and no authorization \%as ever given by them or the SCRCC to release it if it exists- and we also
state that we have never received such alleged inside infornmation This claim is just another cheap
mudball.

As discussed above, Mr. Garstecki's modus operandi is to launch vague charges and then
claim that his attack itself saddles those charged with the burden to prove a negative -- ie., to
prove that all possible interpretations of his vague allegations am i'I so As also discussed above,
this unethical and logically incompetent approach is unfairly burdensome to Respondents and the
Commission, and is by its nature frivolous and vexatious In this complaint, he seems to think that
shucking his burden of proof with -Evidence indicates that " also cleanses the defects of
vagueness and resulting burdensome, frivolous and -vexatious pleading Well, it isn't so, this is
only further abuse of the process. not a remedy of the previous defects, and his reliance on such
gambits for almost the whole of his set of complaints merits sanctions from the Commission for

- such abuse and waste of the time and resources of the Commission and Respondents-
Finally here, Mr Garstecki tries out the "We have further ev idence " line. First? we

C) understand that in her response, Mrs Stidhamn states unequiv'ocally that this claim Is categorically
untrue. Second, even if it were true, it does not appear to state a Federal elections claim in its
details. But what it does do is give ultimate Insight to %%hat Mir Garstecki's complaints and M.O.
are really all about abuse of the process in order to harass the SCRCC and Hughes campaign
because he is losing~ badly and %%ants someone to blame and xk ants re% enge \\'hat Mr. Garstecki
clearly hopes is that bv claiming that he has -e% idence- he can con the Commission into opening a
full investigation, ev.en though he has not attempted at all to carry his burden of proof Perhaps

C he hopes this \0ll be a publicity bonanza for him and it %%ill inflict damnage on the Respondents and
* -. Hughes campaign, but likely he recog~nizes that e'en this SlizN gzarbit mill not come close to

recighis hopeless campaign In an\ e~eni, \k hat he reifl\ \vants to achie'.eistcaeth
SCRCC and Hughes campaign the costis. headaches, time, enerkz\ iJ~erse publicity (at least later)
and other resources of protracted battle before the Commission lIfthis \ ere not true and if he
really had an eidne (hch he does no0t. because all of his ch,-rutes are false), we submit that
hie Would present it. in1stead of usHInc the ->.e ha\ eC ne Jodeet lIe s;hould ha, e realized the
need to present the e~JnebeCJL'e t11k CO?11011n ;em hwim i cp of ;ts brochure, -Filing a
Complaint"'% hen it reekted h, tlfO > sw! c~~'~: kecVr '! I'b U CiearIl . then these
complaints are \ i ibui~e ofuthe p .! \O.un Kreno ndeatious to the

Respondents, aiid d'e\icol'the n1-2 :n0.rx'1h K'1 '1 (iom To has the power to
admninister for sn ch con
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CONCLUSION:

For all the reasons set forth above, Respondents urge that the General Counsel
recommend and the Commission find, conclude and order that the entire matter should be
dismissed %kith prejudice and that no further action should be taken against any of these
Respondents This response has shown that the filcts alleged in the MUR 43 12 complaints are
almost wholly untrue, as detailed in our substantive responses above and attested by the attached
affidavits. To the extent the complaints may include any factually accurate material, each and the
set of them nonetheless fail to state a claim, complaint or other cause of action cognizable by the
Commission under Federal election laws, rules or regulations. Finally, because these complaints
appear on their face and even more so upon close examination to be merely burdensome, fivolous
and vexatious, we request that the Commission exercise to the fullest any power it has to sanction
Mr Garstecki for bringing this action in order to discouragte him from causing us, the Commission
or anyone else the needless expense, timne, effort and trouble of responding to their likes.

Respectfull\ submitted (\%ith si-111,tUres on the attached affidavits),

Sharon (Mrs Duane) Hughes

Duane Hughes, Candidate, CA 6th Conguressional
District Republican Prirnar,-

Attachments Affida\ its of the J*h a Sltnlitcrles



AEMiAYI

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

COUNTY OF SONOMA

Sharon Hughes, being first duly sworn upon oath, deposes and says that -I am the
Respondent named herein to a complaint before the Federal Elections Commission, in 1995, 1 was
Secretary of the Sonoma County Republican Central Committee$ I have read the foregoing
Response; all statements contained therein are true and correct to the best of my knowledge,
information and belief-, and in particular, as to matw rs relating to me, they are true and correct.

Sharon Hughes, former Secretary
Sonoma County Republican Central Committee

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to before

EMS DAVIS

My Comm Exp. .h* 1., 1W

me this 19th day of March 199

M1 commission expires 1-7-



AFFDAVI

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

COUNTY OF S

Duane Hughes, being first duly sworn upon oath, deposes and says that:- I am the
Respondent named herein to a complaint before the Federal Elections Commission; I am a
candidate in the 6th District California Congressional Republican Primary Election (26 March
1996) and a member of the Sonoma County Republican Central Committee; I have read the
foregoing Response; all statements contained therein are true and correct to the best of my
knowledge, information and belief, and in particular, as to matters relating to me, they are true
and correct.

Duane Hughes. Candidate, 6th District
California Congressional Republican Primary

VBISCRIBFI)ANB tqWAU1VNt r hafroa thic 10the fX~Iar QA O a,. 'LICA va I 7

- Notary Public in and for the State of California

N comission expires -§9I #IUS7S=
NOTAR ft"C - CMM

MOMOO1MY
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Ms. Alva Smith
Office of General Counsel; Federal Elections Commission
999 "E" Street Northwest; Washington, D.C. 20463
Telephone 202-219-3690; TELEFAX 202-219-3923 19 March 1996

(Inludins Bill Gams Chairman: Ka, Rsm. former Executive Committee Mfember and Bill
COROS. Treasrer 1o At UR 43,12, Com-Plaint of Pan Garstecki v. Barbara Stidham J Soamu
Count Reublican Cntral Committee Re: Clornia 61h Com~res Ia District hrimar
Camgaign - Sent b-' ProMgt Mail and bX TELEFA

Dear Ms. Smith,

This letter, attached exhibit and notarized attachments constitute the response of Barbara
Stidham and the Sonoma County (California) Republican Central Committee (SCRCC), named as
"Respondents" in five complaints filed in late February 1996 by Daniel W. Garstecki, the
complaints were aggregated by the Commission as\ Matter Under Review (MUR) 4312. This
response is made according to Commission rules by the undersigtned (Barbara Stidham, Bill Gass,
Bill Cripps and Kay Russo), who have each executed affidavits, attached, attesting to the accuracy
and truthfu~lness of this response, Sharon Hughes. a member of the SCRCC, was also named in

- the MUTR 4312 complaints, and we understand she is filing a separate response in conjunction
with the Duane Hughes for Congress campaign Because both this response and the Hughes
response were required by a single non-meritorious set of complaints, we have unapologetically

'~0 minimized their burdensome effect by relying in a number of places on common text in response.
Believing that these complaints are totally without merit and will be so recognized by the

Commission and its staff upon first review, we have not engaged Counsel to assist in this
response, however, we reserve the right to do so at any time, should we deem it necessary for any

reason. If we do, we will notify the Commission of such Counsel's name, address, telephone
number and authorization to receive notifications and other communications from the

C'Commission. At the present time, w e do not wish to v.ai'.e our right to keep this matter
confidential, but % also reser,.e the right to do so in the future and to make it public.

1'4ni1tyaW Resn~onse wula Reques~t to Take .'\o Further Action
The gist of the complaints appears to be that certain indi,.iduals, who are members of the

SCRCC,. were actin~y on behalf of the SCRCC. and wereC either denving the Complainant (Mr.
Garstecki) some material or se~r\ ices or % ere pro iding to his o)pponenlt .s campaign material and
services that wvere denied to his camp~itic
0 First. as the responses reflect. nlw: 0' .he i V\ 'c ilot true
* Second. in the %. er t'e% times th~t !,Ukch der:l or pi o- is,) ..of'ser\ ic.es or materials was

invoh ed, the ndi\ idual1 SCRCC rieibv-rs %er e, akt inics rele\ ant to thle comiplaints, acting
in their personal) capacities, no01 in offlc~il SCRC(' role. I heir actions \kerc their own.
and not these of or onl behalf of thle SCRCC. itse!t' [he complaint reflect great confusion
on these ro:n:s, and the\ attenrt 'o cir c kr/ats is tho.se of the SCRCC or of
S CR CC o:Y c~ar e!n t ~2~h~V e .

* Third 110nc fx~ uy Ja trI:.:~:tV~c i~tc uid in \~rgfor the
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SCRCC of for individual candidates, they were providing "volunteer personal services"',
which are exempt from the definition of contribution under IlI CFR section 1OO.7(bX3).

0 Finally, where the Complainant alleges he was =~ provided something, such as a member
list or voter list, there is no cognizable Federal campaign issue. SCRCC, by its bylaws,
observes neutrality in contested elections- Moreover, SCRCC's internal rules proscribe it
from providing certain information to anyone, and SCRCC observed caution and generally
avoided providing "anything of value" to federal candidates in contested primaries,
although such aid is not illegal and SCRCC understood that it was subject to limits on
monetary and in-kind contributions to such candidates.

In sum, our response is that the facts alleged in the MUR 4312 complaints are almost wholly
untrue, as detailed in our substantive responses below and attested by the attached affidavits. To
the extent the complaints may include any factually accurate material, each and the set of them
nonetheless fail to state a claim, complaint or other cause of action cognizable by the Commission
under Federal election laws, rules or regulations. Therefore, we respectfully request that the
General Counsel recommend and the Commission find, conclude and order that the entire matter
should be dismissed with prejudice, and that no further action should be taken with regard to any
of these Respondents.

Request for Sanctions for Frivolous Complaint

0 Further, because these complaints appear on their face to be merely unduly burdensome,
frivolous and vexatious, we request that the Commission exercise to the fullest any power it has

110 to sanction Mr. Garstecki for bringing this action in order to discourage him from causing us, the
Commission or anyone else the needless expense, time, effort and trouble of responding to their
likes. This point seems to characterize Just about each point of each within the five MUR 4312
complaints, as we point out below in each case It arises. In fact, we acknowledge with apology to
the reader that this theme wilget a bit repetitious, but the repetition was necessary because the
error was repeated so often and is the essence of the complaints.

IDetailedl Res onses
Our substantive detailed response follows, responding in order directly to each of the five

quoted Garstecki complaint letters attached to the 4 Mlarch 1996 notice to us RE MIUR 43 12.

Firs: C'oumplaint: "On at least se\ en separate occasions [sic] Tis committee has
attempted to secure the miailing list of the SCRCC The list, anid it's [sic] updates, have
been provided to DUanle 1 ug1hes in a reglular and timelk manner. either b\ Barbara Stidhamn
or Sharon 11uvhes_;. the feof AnIle Eiuzh(:_. Both \ omenl ire otflicers of the [SCRCCJ
Althoug~h many, promises ha\~ e been miade, the onk list vhic:h has been provided to this
campaign is an out1 of date list provided covertly by and SCRCC( Volunteer Mailing lists,
inv'itations to imipor-tant e, cuts, lists of Republican Clubs. etc , are routinely denied to this
camnpalign, % Hie Duane Hughes has free access through1 his xk ite anid Barbara Stidham
This direct assistance by thle SCRCC to Du~ane I ILU~leS IS no0t hliited to miailing lists, but
to Ll inf'ormiation Laflhered b,. thle JSCRCC ]. v Oilch has aceis a n arm ctf the Duane

LWgheS for ('onuicis This X1101111ts to a 1,.1ssie nl-kind contribution
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"~There are several instances where confidential information, provided to the [SCRCCJ in
good faith, has made its way into the hands of Duane Hughes. In fact, Barbara Stidharn
has repeatedly attempted to discuss campaign strategy with Dan Garstecki and Al Turner,
chief advisor to Dan Garstecki At one point this campaign was even told such meetings
were required.

Response to Firvr C'onijaint:

1) The SCRCC does _not gi'e its ntailing lists or their up-l(Ies to anyXone, and has un
given them to Duane Hughes. Rosters and meeting notifiation lists. not magiling lish.
available to Mir. Garstecki. just a they are to anyoane else. No pronfises in this or anyM mklemii
regard to this complaint have been made b y Respondents Instead all materials available to
or provided to anyXone hav'e been and remain likewise available to the Gairstecki camp &
First, we point out that none of the mailing lists discussed herein has any intrinsic fair-market
value or is subject to any -usual and necessary charge", nor does this point address registered
voter lists or other contributions of value under I I CFR section 100 7(a)( 1l)(1104, A). In the
summer of 1994, the SCRCC Executive Committee decided, in a meeting limited to this one
subject and for %%hich the minutes have since that time been publicly' available and on file in

- SCRCC offices (and are attached to this response), that it would not release its mailing list to
anyone This action %kas taken in response to a request from a candidate who won the 6th
Congressional seat primary, the nomination which Mr. Garstecki nowv seeks In keeping with that

-~ decision, this mnailing list has not been provided to Mr Hughes or anyone else Indeed, we are
unaware of any paricular materials or information allegedly provided by the SCRCC or any of its
officers to the Duane Hughes campaign and w-e believe that none has been provided which is
covered even by the over-broad description in the complaint, but any materials or information that

* may have been proided or a,.ailable in the normal course of business to the Hughes campaign (or
anyone else) were available and remain so on the same, normal basis to the Garstecki campaign.
No such material has been or wilbe denied to the Garstecki campaign

OnCe durling this campaign. Mr Garstecki asked Ka\ RuIsso. SCRCC Roster Chair and
BylIaw.s Committee Co-Chair Until late 10P95. for the SCRCC roster and mailinu list. She told him
that she could supply onivy the roster aid meetige notification lists, not other mailing lists (per the
1994 decision). without permission from the SCRCC FxeCulti'e Comm111tee She also explained
to him that, due to problems of getting alternate information from members, she had not gotten
the roster u2 to, datoe, and she askeJ hlln to rehtctnr w henl it I'la1S updaited She also
irldicated t !.",te Sonoma 'lW t Rec;LIHI\ ter had,4 Pnc thenl mo1st UP-T~o-date information
a% albe.whhneSRCircarJt e\noth or eianIen. thle information
t hat I S a a) ahile to an one cooi d fla e Kenl en, b h Im I\ contaci t i ti the Reg I st rar of Voters,
or hle coU Id iha\ C re-conTta1cteLd \"l 1 r ' at e I1 %t\AS a PIli' A da d\pr ic)Nt he did not
e\ercisC eaoxh etp andi Jo tne \1,,-.an Ms Kusso iecalls that he certainly did not
Jo thle latte!r [id hie done >~o, the ro,:er andi ireetin 'ti tcto ini their then-current form
%Wold ha~e K"en- rfo'. ded to ha a")K' 'oJd 1e, d dhe to itn,%one else Finally,

1he \I n n ' 'Pa'\: a a aa.'~ npan
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2) Sharon Hughes is a member of the SCRCC. but is nlot all office gf &t she had M
acMes 1o SCRCC mailng litm etc. . and -w believe she has acted proerb' in all DWfAin 1614
maLtn During 1995, Mrs. Hughes agreed, virtually on a draft basis, to serve as SCRCC
Secretary, but she resigned in December 1995, because the burden conflicted with her other
obligations, the secretarial duties were divided into two parts thereafter. As Secretary, she kept
the minutes and did the overall secretarial work of the SCRCC, such as typing agendas, but she
was not involved with rosters, mailing lists, reservations or sign-in sheets -- which were Mrs.
Russo's responsibilities and her successor's (Mrs. Hughes helped with reservations for the
January 1996 meeting because Mrs. Russo had to resign due to an illness in her family.). Thus,
we believe that Mrs. Hughes has had no opportunity to provide the mailing list or its updates to
the Duane Hughes campaign and that she has not done so. Further, she has no responsibility for
ifmlailing lists, invitations (on behalf of the SCRCC] to important events, [SCRCCJ lists of
Republican Clubs, etc.", nor for any nor "Afl information gathered by the [SCRCC]"; hence, she
would have no responsibility or opportunity to provide it to anyone, and no opportunity to deny it
to anyone who had a rip ht to receive it, and we believe she has not acted improperly in any
manner in these regards, either Mrs Russo's invest igations in response to this complaint, in fact,
revealed that the Hughes campaign has provided list information to the SCRCC for fund-raising
purposes, rather than vice-versa, and that H-ughes campaign lists do not include significant sets of
names on SCRCC rosters, meeting information and mailing lists

3) Barbara Sridham has not prot'ied the SCRCC mailing list. "it's (ici gpdgWe".
"(CRCC invitations to imortant events. ISCRCCI lists of Replia ONbs. etc " nor any
nor "all inlformation gathered byr the 1SCRCCJ" to the Duane Hfughes camag or to a"owae;
she does not have access to the mailinsg lists. etc.. and she has acted Vprdr in all regai in
this matter - and she has neer sought to discuss carnpaifn straeigy with Dun Gamsecki or At

1yr.~ She is Vice-Chair of the SCRCC, but MIrs Russo and her successor, not Mrs. Stidham,
have had responsibility for the mailing list. etc Mrs Stidham has had no responsibility or
opportunity to provide such materials to anyone, and no opportunity to deny any of the named
material to any-one wvho had a right to recei-e it, she has not done so. and she has acted properly
in all regards in this matter In fact, for much of the timie apparentl\r cov.ered by this complaint,
Mrs Stidham wA.as greatly incapacitated b\ a shoulder Injury and not present in the SCRCC offices
or involved in any of these matters

M1rs Stidham has never souizht to discuss campaign strategxy wi.th Messrs Garstecki or
Turner, moreo\er. e~en if she had sought to discuss such matters \\ith themn. such action would in
no m ay be a violation of aiwithing The complWnt i , \ a'eue t'or U-- I I-- thte plissi \e % oice in its final
sentence. aIs k l as uIsing anl absti act conIcpt AS :;, sublect. but :t pLrpIorts that Mrs Stidham or
anyone else from the SCRCC e\~ er lrindiated In all\ V-d "~tha1t SLIh meet~nL s were required", that
Is simply false (as \ elI as also not beingz a cognizable Federad l dc: on. complaint ) Ultimately,
this part of the complaint, like miost of the rest of it. illusitates t'he point thait Mr Garstecki feels
free mierelN to sling accusations, based o1! the 'As',umIpt ion that if he mereck makes. any vague and
ridiculous accuSiltionrl then it becom1eS the b rden of the acicuLSed to pro,\e that It isn't so or that it
s\( ouldn t matter e\ en if it s' erc Vhe ,C ,iusfon re orl ampn e wtmn ~hich show
hat these comip'Laits are unduLd burden ,o',e and 1'r Ihl\ I I Ih' In J %extous, and that ir.
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Garstecki should be sanctioned for raising them and burdening the Commission and Respondens.

4) The SCRCC has nbi fnctioned as an arm of the Duane Hughel camag qAdjA
SjCRCC offc=r have observdfll h neutralt requiredl AV its Bylaws: hence ho w
beemn o in-kind contributions reiu~ortal under ederal electin toms rules or real~a
Further. we are unaware of halingrcid anlY confidental information from theGngk
cQ pag - w hasve certain&y never sought antY such information - and we have neve me
and thus .ee &'aled alty such premises of ctfikdentialiy:ti itcm, like manyI!ol
Gantecki com~laints. -fails to state a claim or causle of action under Federal elect i g See
also the responses to complaints 2-5 below- Again, Mr. Garstecki's vague, broad and ridiculous
allegations, unsubstantiated by any details or facts and thus implying the burden on Respondents
to prove the negative of every possible interpretation of a very vague charge, are burdensome,
fivolous and vexatious in their essence Further, the allegations concerning confidential
information are not only wholly untrue, but are again an example of allegations that would not
constitute a cognizable complaint, cause of action. etc under Federal elections laws, even if true.

Efor leating this comlaint, we note that Mr. Giirsteki's claim that he ha reevd al
"Coverty" from an SCRC olnteer suggests at least that someone has ioled S~

- Byilaws on his behalf. that he is in receit of stolen or misqpvropriated Droperty and t he
may be in viaaton of Federal elecfion or, other laws. Wfe suggest that the only possibl rmn
to maintain any investigation as a result ofMUR 4312 would be to iniestiate this Ma~EW

Se~cond Complaint: "Prior to the event, this office provided the SCRCC with campaign
material to be displayed at the Sonoma County Fair Our materials were rejected, and we
were told that it would be illegal to have them displayed Well into the fair, this office was
informed by Bill Gass that the informnation %kas "confused" and that wve would be
permitted to place our literature wh that of Duane Huuzhes. already on display at the fair.
When our camrpaign In\ estiizator approached the \ olunteers \' orking the booth and asked
if an\ one x~ould be runningv for Congress. she '.as told that -Onlv D~uane Hughes is
runnilng, and hie's eoinva to %kin thismtie -O0jr mi.ner!a 11 %as no%% here to be seen

"Upon hearinv, this, Dan Garstecki confronted the Republican campaign workers,
and the material "~as removed frm the trash bin and placed back onto the display table.
Barbara StIdhamr. rather than apologizing. later called Dan Garstecki on the telephone and
accused himn (-f beinel Theax vne hai eU caxr~ea apin~orker who will state
that Barbara St~iam enineerevdl qth; ' eoJe, I-U e; lonu timie friend. Duane Hughes
Th~s inIcident alone amiounts to i ~c unrepomxi, :-k-id contrlit-)tion from the SCRCC

This is miereck one e\ample ot an 'I')," a T\ pic:al problemi The Dan
Garstecki for Coneyress Q% conmmittee ne. er K : ,a ne n. tice, to an\ Republican
OC en. [sKc] enlo'ed bv Duane11 %V h Wen G3ar'Ce~ h ierituire is placed on Republican
dispa tals ttenl j!SAppe11T Re'ilt 1-7 C' -V! m tKeteappearance of a

Duan I l~he cam un < rc<\ cc.~~' ei'.,cne .' Sharon Iluphes and
B~arbara St idlizv-
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..We have mountains of evidence which will indicate that the [SCRCC] has acively
used its immense influence in an attempt to destroy Dan Garstecki's chances of winning
the primary election
"Witnesses to this example
"Dan Garstecki, Bill Gass, Villarreal Investigations"

Resonse to the SeRcynt pait

I-) Neither the SLCRLC as a b di n'or am' o- f the inlibidjuas makng this R~os
rejected anly Garstecki materials. nor id anly of them. fell an-rone that it swul be illegal to
bJ1! them ftw~igt cd in fact. Laraine Wfoilke and John Giza. _.SCRL'C First Vice- Chair.,in charre of the Fair booth. and thus i~fmisinformation was geeae nti atrit did
not come from the R&pns orte Hug~hes camp aig'n. The stilted use of the abstract "this
office" and the passive voice -without naming the agent doing the action ("Our materials were
rejected, and we were told -after -this offce provided the SCRCC with campaign material to be
displayed") seem calculated by Mr Garstecki to conjure up culpability on the part of Respondents
%khere none exists by misrepresenting known facts If Mr Garstecki actually had names of
persons,.who alleigedly "rejected" the material (When" In %khat manner' or "told" him whatever,

- he could have stated them. and those persons could direztl\- ans\%er, instead. he again seems to
think that if he merek' makes \ avue accusations, it then becomes incumbent upon either the
Commission or Respondents to do the impossible and pro~e the negati~e on a very vaguely
Worded charee To be clear. SCRCC Respondents Bill Gass (Chairman ). Barbara Stidham (Vice-
Chair), Kay Russo (former Roster Chair and former Bylaw.,s Co-Chair) and Bill Cripps (Treasurer)
each states that s/he did not do the telling or rejecting alleged here. nor did the SCRCC do so; nor
%%as anyone authorized to so represent Also, these Respondents understand that Sharon Hughes
Awill state in her Joint response with the Hughes campaign that she also did not do this, and these
Respondents ha,. e no reason to doubt her statement Hence. Respondents simply didn't do it.

Ob\ ious!\. somie nlNtil o1 re.eclion vzot at'Oot, apparentl\ because V'oter Registration
*Committee members %kere re1UC1t tO put OJIT 311\ Cdndidate materials, including Duane Hughes's

literature, itbr fear of thereb:, appearing to endjorse a candidaje, as MIrs RuIsso discov-ered when
-she went to the Fair Pronmpteud a c.,.: trotn \l: RUSSo, B;!l Gass found it necessary- to correct

that information (with respect to all candidates, not1 Just Mr Garsteck-i ' . which the complaint
adish dd n hc e t ee\ ~teSRCC, of its own \ ol tion. in real time. None

Ot thle atoremet onc2Rco!c: I no' Pe.. i IH mi sten notion, nor w as any action
ot ~the SCRCC. !~eti.u\~. 1- so i: :t ,,' I -ara~e Woiike ariJ John Gjiza. wvho were in
charue, of thu, F, b ho i-~'Ao k:, Luun thu!ir J'--cto W\hile the SCRCC and these

RC~~~~~pon~~~~~~cI:.~~ 1 rm:i u' ru U;uv& ikn ctu 'Cffcto,,i! to run the
SCR('(i ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~~~0 in'tirc .,. 'm:> :cK1: l ~oc ~ % ~ thle Commissio

ill re 0un/ett 011 : .. i'.c1c ; * ~nc~o \ olunteer help (as
the SC RCC nrm ,t Swchi :;c 1% v'2:~~id ep.t tr~~u ~ e prOmptly rectified,
\Ir11 l T! -tt I! \c .i 0 .2k S! J.~ k V :m~ . ( '),1nn1ssion's brief

31!~ti 21 .i , C:.c; 'c2 I c *.~:', m.- :* ~.~n ~c~,tiUS
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2) ff all- misniformatio wa *ivn about who were the candidates it was not dellA
ifitentionly and certainl& not done AX or prM atelyj caulsed AX anly of the Respndent -a
an ofical act of the SCRCC:, since MS. Waite ad Mr. Giza were in charge of theF4

bot.it was Meir raespnsibiit' to asur that all volunteers had and disseminated the owg
information, and thus any -failure in this regard is not due to Respondents or the I[Xghe

yapag. Liket' ,se anyr failure of volunters to disply or give out Garsteci materials was-
no dnetonal was certainly not a Drxirnate result of anty official act of the SCRCC ovr

an ti by th Ie Reondents First, neither any, of the Respondents, individually, nor the SCRCC
as a whole, was responsible for any such problems that ight have occurred, because they did not
cause or direct them -- and, in fact, they were not even directly aware of them. That is, the
Respondents have no direct knowledge of the alleged misinformation concerning who was
running, because it did not occur in their presence, yet, it may have happened On the failure to
display materials, as stated above, it was in fact the Intervention of Mrs Russo, when she learned
of the problem. and Mr Gass that corrected it -As discussed above, minor problems such as these
are a fact of life, regardless of how hard one tries to a,.old them, and they are more frequent with
volunteer efforts -- and for all these reasons, camrppjen la\% and rules do not inculpate such human
error. The Respondents understand that in her response. Sharon Hughes \kill also state that she
also did not give out misinformation or fail to provide equal av.ailability and display of Garstecki
materials, and she did not proximately cause such actions. \. e have no reason to doubt her
statement.

C Second, since Ms W~oirke and Mir Giza \,%ere In charge of the booth, any duty on this
matter and any failure to do one's duty may accrue to them and not to the SCRCC or Hughes
campaign, if to anyone under Commission authorirN That is. they, not any of the Respondents,
were responsible for providing correct information and all materials to the public on a fair basis,
which is the stated goal of the SCRCC and the dutN each Respondent recognizes and practices in
his/her official role as an SCRCC officer and representati'.e In particular, at all times, that each of
the individual Respondents involved in this response N,% as present, correct information was given,

C material from both campaigns \\as equally displa,.ed and made equjall%\ available to the public (in
Mrs Russo's case, after a call to Mr Gass to direct it) and correct procedure ".as followed in all
reg-ards, because they insisted on It

This complaint, too, lacks enoukch specificr t state a complaint under federal election
la.~s In fact, it also lacks such specif'ic It\ and s.like the oihe:,. so misleading in wkording and
essence as to be merely burdensome, frivolous and vexatio-us It w'astes our time and that of the
Commission and its statVlk

?) IBarbyry Stidlhin tli(I no "nine -~ rani-hiti in this reigar(lshe~c in no wai'E acted in
viohution tof feileryl election Ito.' (or 0 ci..til.he iy. quite riht to cll
Mlr. (rsrec-Ai on his rudle behaivior. )vhi/l imyj ir'_elIbe aictionahh'e undler I-e(Ieral election
Ia,. Fur/,er.1.lr. (,1wriecki itguin c'ltggge% i, nulyl burilet~tne fiolou r It "exatIo
cornphiint. (ilt ini tis ihtn Ihe. even recognli:es h. failure to calrry' his% hurt/en of proof to slt?

cegniztible coiUlaint biy Isiditig thme ball ith the 'd~gn We cIIn prodluce a caMpaig'n
utorker wh il/ i tt... ", instad ofi~rmc in! an tiffid ivii' that sic'armto.%ucI, an allegation.
1UILi ,te ~ \l .~ tb: '11c F' %'1-- *' 7 ;r-*.'- an, t--, -e x.as not
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present -- and , in fact, she was so incapacitated that it was difficult for her to have anything to do
with these matters. Moreover, while Mrs. Stidham is proud to acknowledge that Duane Hugbes
is a long-time friend of hers, in her role as V'ice-Chair of the SCRCC she has studiously avoided
any action that would in any way suggest that the SCRCC or she, in her official capacity as
SCRCC Vice-Chair, has endorsed Mr Hfughes. Ultimately, Mrs. Stidhamn categorically denies
that she "engineered" the alleged "episode" (another vague reference that does not explain exactly
what she's accused of) or had anything at all to do with it. She certainly did call Mr. Garstecki to
discuss his rudeness and "heavy handed" approach to an apparent misunderstanding, a much-
needed act well within her official duties and moral obligations, as well as one that in no way
violates Federal election law. Mr. Garstecki should be too ashamed and embarrassed on this item
to even raise it. If anything in this item states a complaint under federal election law, we suggest
that it may be Mr. Garstecki on himself, through his admission that he "confronted" the volunteers
at the booth in such a manner as to require the call from Mrs. Stidham.

This part of this complaint again demonstrates the vague, burdensome, frivolous and
vexatious aspect of these charges. Key vagueness appears in his reference to -the Republican
campaign workers", who were not campaign w*orkers at all, but were in fact volunteers from
various Republican clubs and the SCRCC, as well as other individuals. His use of the term
"4campaign -korkers" appears calculated to suggest that somehow the SCRCC is conducting a
campaign opposed to his, -vhich it is not The term a!so makes ambiguous his claim that he "can
produce a campaign worker", this must be a campaign worker for him, because there is no
SCRCC campaign Moreover, though, this very, sentence recognizes both that Mr. Garstecki has
a burden of proof to carry on this point and that he has failed to do so, thus, it does not state a
Federal elections complaint and should be dismissed for that reason, too. Once again, Mr.
Garstecki seems to believe that if he merely launches a vague accusation, that act confers a duty
on Respondents or the Commission to disprove any interpretation or detail that might be imagined
to lie behind his words. Thus, his basic approach, in its essence, is burdensome, frivolous and
vexatious, and it should be sumnmarily rejected

4) The only' "ongoing a(lnI tpical prlohlein " here is A/r. Garstecki 's proclivit to whine
His vag~ueness aipain fafilsv to svecif - who dlid wI,,t in volttwn of wha et. btto tig r
clear: /I Respvndenrs did not tit) any1thing in iolation of ederal election law or of SCRCC
Bylm.'s: and 2) his thirdI paraAgraPh in this coilaint also does not state a complaint (as
opposed to a 't'hine) undler Federal election laIm. The complaint does not specify what advance
notice the Duane Hughes campaign allegedly got. b% %khom it %, as allegedly provided, or why
such alleged act constitutes a violation of Federal election la%% In the next sentence (assuming
Mir Garstecki1 is notI brlaging-1M that thle puLINc pickS up1[ his literature as fast as he can put it out),
w ho did w~hat. % hen. etc and of%~hat pros isor ~ffdrleeto a s it a violation" On the
appearance of RepuliNcanI el.ents. etc: , a t lel'; V.C eo 'ho Is accused, but what acts translated
the alleged influence Into such efllect. and in \hit \\ aiv did it violate Federal election law9 In sum.
these vteneralities. e\ en it Ithe\ ere it-Lie in t i .. I-, thv% are not, do not state a coenizable
complaint Under Federal elec_ ion Li"% 'tU.c irec inik tcK i hrdnsome, fril olous and
\exatious. seeming again to kr\ to r .ic ' * t (,miInto pro~e the negativ~e of very
% acne chiar-es F..rt her. ncli:r ,he.1~ ~ ncn thm:vF ot.ffial rol-)es is SCRCC
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officers, nor the SCRCC has provided any favoritism of any kind to the Hughes campaign or in
any way kept Mr. Garstecki from getting equal treatment. If at any time any of the individual
Respondents has done anything to favor Mr. Hughes's campaign, s/he has done so as a personal
matter and as an unpaid volunteer for that campaign, clearly not as an officer or representative of
the SCRCC, and not v"ith any implication of official SCRCC position other than strict neutrality.

5) The final vararaoh sum.; lip Mr. Garstecki's amfrs more than it dloes his spurious
chm=t: it is coampletel vague (and nowv grandiose, too), and thus burdensome.- frivoloux a

vxios: it-fails to state a claim: atid it admits that Ar. Garseck-i has the byrdn ofprqf on
these maamers nd has failed to carr it. The vagueness and grandiosity are apparent on its face,
and we will not further labor these points-, nor the burdensome, frivolous and vexatious nature
that results from that vagueness; nor the resulting failure to state a claim. On this item, as with
the one specific to Mrs Stidham, Mir Garstecki again recognizes that he must carry the burden of
proof and then directly side-steps it We will also not belabor that point, but we simply point out
that its import is also untrue- Mr Garstecki has no such mountains of evidence because the charge
just isn't true Respondents have gone out of our %%av to be officially neutral as SCRCC officers
and representatives and as the SCRCC. if anyone has done anything -- and we have pointedly
done almost nothing to avoid con% eying any appearance of favoritism -- it has been done as a
personal and volunteer matter and not otherwise

Thirdl Comlaint: "Barbara Stidharn, in her position as one of the Chairpersons on the
[SCRCC]. [sic] Has lied to both the committee membership and the general public. [sic]
Persons calling the Republican Party Headquarters. and reaching Barbara Stidham, have
been told, on various occasions

a 'We don't know who Dan Garstecki is
b *Duane Hughes is the only candidate for 1.) S Cornzress
c -Dan Garstecki is not a candidate
d *Central Committee members cannot make contributions to Dan Garstecki.'
e 'Central Committee members ma~onk1 make contributions to other Central
Committee members'
f 'Dan Garstecki1 refuses to meet \%tli join the central commilttee

i Dn Garstecki is not a RepUbl c- an 1
We can produIce Undeniable proof of this complawrt A-t the \ er\ least, this amounts to
free ad% er-tizirw, and promotion bv the SCRCC on behalf of Duane Hughes These actions
ha\ e ca-11sCdI a1 IeAt deal otf d,1mautc

'")an (jars t!'Ni oa iP )auj da c and .'t her

Re.;pon.%e to J./,irti ( iinmiltint:

1) Blarbary .Vuli,,,, 11110 hlits neiver hecii a. -/itirpe tjitI& .S('RCC~ has~ not madt
these sate'irren t (ial, a(11(_(11 thiose ('ert (1ii-nlt'i% not Mpiuide tlin on tie teehlne frotm
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RpAebliigj Headqures Si= she has met made them he als certanly! has met MIAad
them 'NA her gositin as one of the Chaipmns pf the ISCCCI" Mrs. Stidham, who is
Second Vice-Chair of the SCRCC, has never made any of these statements. It is possible that
some things she has said, which are true, have been misunderstood or misrepresented by someone
into one of these statements, but she has never said any of these things. Examples of true things
she may have said that were misrepresented include facts such as: Under SCRCC Bylaws, Central
Committee members may not, in their role as SCRCC members (as opposed to as individuals),
endorse candidates in contested elections (item d), And, Dan Garstecki did refuise an invitation to
meet with Mrs. Stidham, Bill Gass and others to discuss election procedures and protocols (item
f). Since Mrs. Stidham has never made the alleged statements or any statements tantanmnt to
them, she thus certainly has not made them on the telephone from Republican headquarters, and
she thus certainly has not made them in her position as an SCRCC officer (not Chairperson).

2) On this itemo Mr. Garstecki reogIze that he faces the burden of pint, and
once again he directly sidle-steps it. Moreover, since the aleations are simply utrue in their

0 garticmlars and import. he cano poe them "We can produce undeniable proof of this
complaint." This shows that Mr, Garstecki apparently recognizes it's his burden of proof, and it
also admits directly that he hasn't even attempted to carry it Mioreover, it is completely untrue:

- Mr. Garstecki cannot do any such thing, because as discussed abov'e, Mrs. Stidham never made
any of the statements- hence, he cannot produce any proof, because the complaint is false.

3) 1 Since the essential fact of the charae mfae. there has beecn no "fre aduEdliin
and promotion lwteSR~nbhl fDae Hughes " and there has been no damage to

N ~Mr. Garstecki's campin It is Interesting to conjecture whether charges such as these would
state an actual complaint cognizable under Federal election law, even if they were true; we think
not. But the Commission does not even need to reach this question because, as discussed above,
the allegations are simply false Because they are false, there has been no such free advertizing or

C, promotion and no damage,

Fourth 'ornpaint: 'Evidence indicates that the SCRCC through the actions of Sharon
Hughes, has made in-kind contributions to the Duane Hughes for Congress campaign well
in excess of S3,100 These In-kind contributions Include, but are not limited to, use of
facilities as a vehicle fo)r %oters to meet D~iane Hwayhes, the us;e of the talents of Sharon
Hug~hes, advertizinva services, membership lists, and miailiniz, lists

Response to Foyrth Cwnplait:

J) Veither an -I- in(Iivi'iul Respondent. asx an SCR'C' 4flcer or representatiie. nor the
SCRCCL has ever authoriZedl c~iitrihu (ions o)f £,ni'i,,di hr .Vharon llui'/ies or ani'one else on
be/rn/f of he S'RLC' to the Hughes cinwiign. Furthecr. none of thec Resondlentsis awagre of
anY .such in-kind 'on ributfionsv piitrrcdli' ,mad' hi .ltr. !hiiyghes on hL'/wlf of the SCRCCW
a(11( noire oftlwiii has1 irFreisont to doubt her statemnent thillith %IiL' n~~ot nide contribions
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ea behayfof the SCRCC ad fhat she has in no P rep ese le allthing to the effect thgj~
As been asithofized to mae or has made sutch pfflial contributions Each individual

Respondent is aware that Mrs. Hughes, as the wife of candidate Duane Hughes and a personal
supporter and volunteer for him, has been nearly invaluable to his campaign. No individual
Respondent has ever, in their roles as officers or representatives of the SCRCC, authorized
contributions of any kind by Mrs. Hughes or anyone else to any contested campaign, nor has the
SCRCC done so in this race. Further, we understand that Mrs. Hughes, in her response, will state
that she has made no such in-kind contributions on behalf of the SCRCC or in her role previously
as an officer or representative of the SCRCC, and that she has in no way represented that she did
so or was authorized to do so by anyone; we have no reason to doubt her statements to these
effects, or any of her statements.

Specifically, all accusations concerning mailing and membership lists have been addressed
and categorically refuted above in connection with the first complaint No facilities or other
services (i-e.. addressing the "but not limited to" clause) have erer been made available to the
Hughes campaign on any basis that they were not also available to the Garstecki campaign, and
no advertizing services have been provided to the Hughes campaign Finally, since any work that
Mrs. Hughes did for her husband's campaign was done as a personal, not SCRCC-official matter,
and as a volunteer, we understand such help is not reportable under Federal election law,

- regardless of the fact that it is invaluable. Thus, there have been no contributions related in any
way to the SCRCC or the individual Respondents in their official capacities as a result of any

o action or statement by Mrs Hughes, let alone anything wl in excess of $3, 100 " Related to
this, we also note that Mr. Garstecki attempted previously to file a complaint, which was attached
to some copies of the complaint package forwarded to Respondents, and which we understand
was summarily rejected by the Commission as legally insufficient for failure to be sworn before a

* Notary Public In his first letter, Mr Garstecki claimed the amount was in excess of $3,500. Even
though two weeks passed before he filed these complaints. presumably raising (not lowering) the
amount, wvhen he "as required to swear to his complaint before a NotarxS it dropped to $3,100.

C._
2) On this it em, too. ., (arstecki recognizey his burden of proof and side-step it

further raising issues of burdensonme, firivolous andi vevatious pleading: on it, 1oa. he Coxl
trot carry such a burdlen, because the -factual atetation ixfalse. -Ev idence indicates that..", he
begins. Again he recognizes at least imiplcitl\ that he has the burden of proof, and again he
completely fails to e~en attempt to carrx\ it As discussed ibo' e, he could not meet it, because the
substantive allegations are simipl\y false. \%hether because hle 11mSUnderstands matters concerning
in-kind contribUtion1s, the distinctions betx~ cen persona! % oln,,iter 3nd Mtiicial roles, or for other
reasons

.A dscssd boC. VI G ars t ec Ki .r,;. o rar I O .trh ue charges and then
claim that his mudball attack itself -saddies those charvyeI \Wth the burden to prove a negative --

ie,. to pro~ e thait all possible Interpretations 0! fhI \ ILYe afleuat ions ua 'i so As also discussed
abo\ e. this uneICIIIl 1 and logicall% no~ce:a qrcac:h i ant17w1% b)Urdcn, one to Respondents
and the Commission, and is by its nati.11e 1: '- d %\ \Iwus In this complaint, he seems to
think that shucking, h-s bUrdcr ok prikv : Lc J ~ o cleanses the defects
Ot \,1iaLCuenss and resui n ~rc tnc n\.. - 'J' ca p!,4t~m,.t \Vcll. it isni't so. this'i
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only further abuse of the process not a remiedy of the previous defects, and his reliance on such
gambits for almost the whole of his set of complaints merits sanctions from the Commission for
such abuse and waste of the time and resources of the Commission and Respondents.

Ejth CouWdait "Evidence indicates that the SCRCC, through the actions of Barbara
Stidham has made in-kind contributions to the duane Hughes for Congress campaign well
in excess of $2, 100. These in-kind contributions include, but are not limited to, use of
facilities as a vehicle for voters to meet Duane Hughes, the use of the talents of Barbara
Stidham, advertizing services, inside information, membership lists, and mailing lists.
"We have further evidence which indicates that Barbara Stidham actively led voters to
believe that Duane Hughes was running unopposed, and then referred those voters to the
Duane Hughes campaign"

Resonse to Fith Complaint:

I-) Neither all- indi'idual Respodent. as an SCRCC officr or reresentative. nor Ike
hCCCka a rh~dzed cantribueions QfaltV kind by Bar-barA Stiham or anyoe d en

- behatf Mfte SCRCC to thet Hughes campagn. Fulher. Mrs. Stidam has MWt made

C) pn&4ibuions on behalf pf th CC.and she has inn wa repreente an tole
&Wrc that she has been authorized to make or has made such Qoffia contribUtin With two
immaterial exceptions and a name change, the first paragraph of this charge is the same as the first
paragraph of the fourth complaint, which addresses Mrs. Hughes's alleged contributions. Thus,
our primary response to this Item is the same as to the previous one- No individual Respondent
has ever, in their roles as officers or representatives of the SCRCC, authorized contributions of
any kind by Mrs Sidham or anyone else to any contested campaign, nor has the SCRCC done so
in this race Further, \Mrs Stidhamr states that she has made no such in-kind contributions on

C behalf of the SCRCC or in her role as an officer or representative of the SCRCC, and that she has
in no way represented that she did so or %%as authorized to do so by anyone, the allegation is
simply false

Specifical!\, all accusations concerning mailing and membership lists have been addressed
and cateeoricallv refuted above in connection with the first complaint No facilities or other
services (i e. addressing the "but not limited to" clause) have ever been made available to the
Hughes camnpaign on am~ basis that the\ 'vere not also available to the Garstecki1 campaign, and
no advertizimn, serv ices hia\e been pro\ 1ded tot the Hiughes campaign Finallv, since any work that
Mrs Stidhami wM\ ha',.e done for the Hughes campaign \\-is done as a personal, not SCRCC-
official matter, anJdS Is \ olunteer. % cUnderstand su~ch help is not reportable under Federal
election la%, rekzardle!ss of its ', alue Thlus, ,here ha\ e been no contributions related in any \v, to
the SCRC(' or the indi~ iduai Respondentismi their offlicial capacities as a result of any action or
statement b\ \lrs Stidhiam. let alone anvthin _ 'v.ell In excess of $2. lo0

2) i this iftn. too.. .11r. (,rrh' "otuz s~e li', burdc'nt yiilrm tijnd side-st ens it,
further rlimng. i%%UC o 'hurik'letli,, triii,i und vexauouiy.% Pletidw (axi iloes tlue vagueness~
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ant "Inside inforatiog"): on this iiejn too, he could not Cg=~ such a burden. because tha
.filma aLleadtiiz.u,.abgg "Evidence indicates that.. _', he begins. Again he recognizes at leat
implicitly that he has the burden of proof, and again he completely fails to even attempt to carry it.
As discussed above, he could not meet it, because the substantive allegations are simply false,
whether because he misunderstands matters concerning in-kind contributions, the distinctions
between personal/volunteer and official roles, or for other reasons

Also in this item, he resorts to the Garstecki classic of firing a vague and completely
unsubstantiated charge -- here, that Mrs. Stidham has pro~ided "inside information" (unspecified,
naturally). Insofar as this piece of rhetoric has any legal meaning, she categorically denies the
charge, the other Respondents do likewise, stating that they are unaware of any such information,
and no authorization was ever given by them or the SCRCC to release it if it exists. This claim is
just another cheap mudball.

As discussed above, Mr. Garstecki's modus operandi is to launch vague charges and then
claim that his attack itself saddles those charged with the burden to prove a negative -- i e., to
prove that all possible interpretations of his vague allegations amn'I so As also discussed above,
this unethical and logically incompetent approach is unfairly burdensome to Respondents and the
Commission, and is by its nature fivolous and vexatious In this complaint, he seems to think that
shucking his burden of proof with "Evidence indicates that "also cleanses the defects of

- vagueness and resulting burdensome, frivolous and vexatious pleading WVell, it isn't so, this is
only further abuse of the process, not a remedy of the previous defects, and his reliance on such

C gambits for almost the whole of his set of complaints meits sanctions from the Commission for
such abuse and waste of the time and resources of the Commission and Respondents.

Finally here, Mir Garstecki tries out the "We have further evidence " line First, Mrs.
Stidham states unequivocally that this claim Is categorically untrue Second, even if it were true,
it does not appear to state a Federal elections claim in its details But what it does do is give
ultimate insight to what ir. Garstecki's complaints and NI 0 are really all about abuse of the
process in order to harass the SCRCC and Hughes campaign because he is losing badly and wants
someone to blame and wants revenge What Mr Garstecki Zlearly hopes is that by claiming that
he has "evidence" he can con the Commission into opening a full investigation, even though he
has not attempted at all to carry his burden of proof Perhaps he hopes this %%rill be a publicity
bonanza for him and it will inflict damage on the Respondents and Hughes campaign, but likely he
recognizes that even this sleazy gambit %% III not comne close to rescuing his hopeless campaign. In
anv e,.ent. -, hat he reall \kants to achieve is to cause the SCRCC and HugLhes campaign the
costs, headaches, timie, energt\. ad\ erse puiblicit\- (at leasit la:er) and other resources of protracted
battle before the Commission If this %%ere not trje and ;fhc'- reafil\ hiad an "evidence" (which he
does riot, because all of his chariges are false) %. e subm!t thait he % oUld present it, instead of using
the -me ha~e e\iden:e- dodee fie should fia\e reahed te need to present the evidence because
the Commission sent htm a co-p\ of its bhi cUre , ln a CompLaint' vhen it rejected his first
version of these complaints in Februar\ ('earl\. then these complaints atre voillful abuse of the
process, fri\ ok'.1N untdul\ burdensome and \~e\atl'n, to' TiK Respondents, and deserving of the
rnimum po\ ihle ',ani'f heCrni'.on a the ie A aj4InI Ier- )r NUch actions
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For all the reasons set forth above, Respondents urge that the General Counsel
recommend and the Commission find, conclude and order that the entire matter should be
dismissed with prejudice and that no further action should be taken against any of these
Respondents. This response has shown that the facts alleged in the MUR 4312 complaints are
almost wholly untrue, as detailed in our substantive responses above and attested by the attached
affidavits. To the extent the complaints may include any, factually accurate material, each and the
set of them nonetheless fail to state a claim, complaint or other cause of action cognizable by the
Commission under Federal election laws, rules or regulations. Finally, because these complaints
appear on their face and even more so upon close examination to be merely burdensome, fivolous
and vexatious, we request that the Commission exercise to the fullest any power it has to sanction
Mr. Garstecki for brinrging this action in order to discourage him from causing us, the Commission
or anyone else the needless expense, time, effort and trouble of responding to their likes.

Respecfully submitted (%-with signatures onl attached affidavits),

Barbara Stidham, SCRCC Second Vice-Chair

Bill Gass, SCRCC Chairman

lKay Russo, forrnerl,, SCRCC Roster Chair
& formerly- SCRCC BNvla%% s Co-Chair

Bill Cripps. SCRCC' Treasurer

Attachments Affida\ its of Each of the Fouir SILwiatorie-s
\11InuteS of SCRCC E\ecutiP e Board. 6 September 1994
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AEEDA

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

COUNTY OF SONOMA
) ss

Barbara Stidham, being first duly sworn upon oath, deposes and says that: I am the
Respondent named herein to a complaint before the Federal Elections Commission; I am Scond
Vice-Chair of the Sonoma County Republican Central Committee, I have read the foregoing
Response; all statements contained therein are true and correct to the best of my knowledge,
information and belief, and in particular, as to matters relating to me, they are true and correct.

Barbara Stidham, Second Vice-Chair
Sonoma County Republican Central Committee

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to before me this 19th day of

- -C A%, .- A ft
LISA DAVIS

NOTAY PUBLC - c"L

for the State of California

Nly commission expires.



AE IAVIT

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

COUNTY OF SONOMA
)ss

Kay Russo. being first duly sworn upon oath. deposes and says that: I am the
Respondent named herei to a complaint before the Federal Elections Commfission; in
1995. 1 was an Ex-officio Alternate of the Sonomna County' Republican Central Committee
and served as the Roster Chair and as Co-Chair of the Bvlaws Committee until December
of 1995; 1 have read the foregoing response: all statements contained therein are true and
correct to the best of my knowledge. information and belief. and in particular. as to
matters relating to me. they are true and correct.

C cair of the Bylaws Co ncte,
Sonoma County Republican Central Commtee

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to before me this 19th day of March 1996.

OFFICIAL SEAL -999426

LISA DAVIS
U NOTARY PLS.JC - CALIF.
z

My Comm Exp. A*y 11, 1997
I* "00AM,"TY -
PVP - PW Q - - W t

\4(ar Public in and for the State of California

\1\ commission expires __



w-. -~ --

fte*;0D RESOURCES 1158997255 MAR &6 15:30 NO-012 P.16

&MQAVI

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

COUNTY OF SONOMA

WilliAm (Bill) Caip, beon* first duly swuni upon 041h. deposes and says that: 1 am theRespndent named herein to a complatint before the Federal Elections Commission, I am'Trewgrer of the Smonma County Republican Central Committee; I have read the furqoin%RcsPOnee, all satens contained therein are true and correc to the best of my knowldp,inlrmation and bef and in paticular, as to matters rclating to mic, they are true and correct.

William (Bill1) Cripps, TreAkjier
Sonoma County Republican Central CommtWe

SUBSCRIED AND SWORN to before me this 19th day of Mairch 1996

Notary Public in andSaeo~Iei

My commnission ccpircs.~'MvCunft bobAPFIn AwN



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION-:.

In the Matter of)
) Enforcement Priority

GENERAL COUNSEL'S REPORT

In accordance with the objectiv'es of the Enforcement Priority System ("EPS")

adopted by the Commission in May 1993. the Office of the General Counsel has

periodically recommended that the Commission not pursue cases that are stae or that. in

comparison to other pending matters. do not appear to #wrrant the use of the

0 Commissions limited resources. This General Counsel's Report recommends the

Commission not pursue 43 cases that fall within these categories.

11. CASES RECOMNMENDED FOR CLOSING

A. ('a%es Not Wariranting Further Pursuit Relative to Other Cases Pending
Befoire the (ommiision

A critical component of the Priorit% System is identifying those pending cases that

do no't %% arrant the further e~penditure of Commission resources. Each incoming matter

i!% c% aluated us~ing ('ommnssion-appro\ ed cntena and cases that. based on their rating. do

not %%arrant pursuit relati\ e to other pending cases are placed in this category. By closing

such cases. the Commission is able to use its limited resources to focus on more

impirortani cases



Having evaluated hincoming mattrs, this Office has idife 24 con which do

mo wanant ftuther pursuit relative to other pending matters1'AA haut desripio of eac

case and the fiaors leading to asignment of a relatvely low priority aid coansequent

recommnendation not to pursue each case is attahed to this Report. Attachwmts 1-24.

As the Commission has previously requested. we have also attached responses and

referral materials where that information has not hee circulated previously to the

Commission. Attachment 25.

B. Stale Cases

Investigations are severely impeded and require relatively gmeter resources when

the activity. and the evidence of the activitfy. are old. Accordingly, the Office of the

General Counsel recommends that the Commission focus its efforts an came involving

more recent activity. Such efforts will also generate more impact on the current electoral

process and arm a more efficient allocation of our limited resources. To this end, this

Office has identified 19 cases that

Cthis Office believes are

C'

The matters are MUR 4227 (VWellsione for Senate) (Attachment 1). MUR 4273 (Jesse Wineeny)
iAttachmcni 2 1. MIR 4290 (Lincoln Club of Riersde County) (Attachment 3): MUR 4292

(Cong~ressman Ron Packard) (Attachment 4). MUR 4293 (Willie Colon for Coqpes) (Attachment 5);
MUR 4293 (ALan Ke~es for President %9) (Attachmnt 6). MUR 4299 (UA W-V-CAP) (Attacnt 7);
MU R 43 ,12 (SOnom3 Count% Republians) (Attachment 8)1. MUR 4 316 (Ross Perim) (Attachment 9). MUR
.4"318 (Patrick Combs for Congress) (Attachmcnt 101. MUR 4324 (Buchanan for Pfesident) (Attachment
i i). Nit* 4325 (Dan Garstecki for Congress% (6Attachmenti 12). MUR 4329 (Goolden Door)
(Attachment 13). MIJR 4330 (Trice liars'e%) (Attachment 14). MUR 4333 (WSB-TV) (Attachmet 15);
NiUR 4334' (Co% Communications) (Attachment 16). MUR 4336 (WSB-TV) (Attachmet 17);. MUR 4339
O(WSt3TV) iAttachment 18. M1 R 4348 (Soglin for Congress) (Attachment 19): MUR 4359 (Francis
Thompson for Congress) Attachment 20). MITR 4360((Wegatd Committee) (Atachment 2 1)-. MUR
4 363 (WkSB-TV) (tAttachment 22). MUR 4364 (Friends of Jimmy Blake) (Attachmient 23) and Pre-MUR
328 (Department of the Interior) (Attachment 24)



Becaus ow vecouedation ntX to

purSue these cam is based on their staeness this Office ha not prepared separate

narratives for these casm. we haoe attahed

response and referral materials in those instances where the information Was not

previously circulated. Attachments 26-45.

This Office recommends the Commission exercise its prosecutoI discretion and
C)

no longer pursue the cases listed below effective September 3. 1996. By closing the

cases effective that day. CED and the Legal Review* Team each wI have the necessary

time to prepare closing lette-rs and case fies for the public record.



ilL

:0

A. Doelme to opCO a MU&IR doa h file effective Setebe 3196 and
approve the aportelettasnin the followI n mtts:

I ) Pre-MUR 293
2) Pre-MUR 311
3) Pre-MUR 328
4) RAD Referral 95L-03
5) RAD Reftral 95L-l11
6) RAD Referra 95L-16
7) RAD Referral 95L-22
8) RAD Referral 95NF-21

B. Take no action, close the file effective September 3, 1996, and approve the
appropriate letters in the following matters.

1) NIUR 4061
2) MUR 4074
3) MUR 4101
4) MUR 4146
5) MUR 4151
6) MUR 4175
7) MUR 4180
8) MUR 4184
9) MUR 4198
10) MUR 4201
111 MUR 4227
121 IR 4232
1I MR 4271
14 1MUR 4290
15) MUR 4292
16) MUR 4293
171 MUR 4294
18) MUR 4299
19) MUR 4312
20) MUR 43 16
21) MUR 43 18
22) MIUR 4324
23 1 NIIJR 4325
24) ML'R 4329
25) MIUR 4330
26) MUR 4333
27) NIUR 4334

-Y.'oOlf %'WO 11'r I.- "10

. i .
tvAwft



23)
29)
30)
31)
32)
33)
34)

MUR 4336
MLII 4339
Mlii 4348
MIII 4359
MLII 4360
MIII 4363
MUR 4364

C. Take no ftuther action, close the file effective September 3.,1996, and approve
the aroraeletters in MIJR 3826.

/2-I
General Counsel



317013 TER FIDIRAL ELECTION COS~hISI ON

In the Matter of)

Enforcement Priority.

CERTIFICATION

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

Commission, do hereby certify that on August 21, 1996. the

Comission took the following actions on the General Counsel's

August 14, 1996 report on the above-captioned matter:
C0

1. pecided -by g vote of 5-0:

A. Decline to open a NUR, close the file
effective September 3. 1996, and approve

C., the appropriate letters in each of the
following matters:

1) Pre-KUR 293
N2) Pre-MUR 311

3) Pre-MUR 328
4) RAD Referral 95L-03
5) RAD Referral 95L-11
6) RAD Referral 95L-16

c7) RAD Referral 95L-22
8) RAD Referral 95NF'-21

B. Take no action, close the file effective
September 3. 1996. and approve the
appropriate letters in each of the
following matters:

1) MUR 4061
2) MUR 4 07 4
3) MUR 410',
4) KUR 4146
5) KUR 4151
6) MUR 4175
7) MUR 418C
8) MJR 4184
9) MUR 4198

(continued)



Federal Election Comission Page 2
Ceftitication for Enforcemmat
Priority

Auqut 23, 1996

10) MUR 4227
11) MUR 4232
12) MUR 4273
13) MUR 4290
14) MUR 4292
15) MUR 4293
16) MUR 4294
17) MUR 4299
18) MUR 4312
19) MUR 4316
20) MUR 4318
21) MUR 4324
22) MUR 4325
23) MUR 4329
24) MUR 4330
25) MUTR 4333
26) MUR 4334
27) MUR 4336
28) MUR 4339
29) MUR 4348
30) M1YR 4359
31) MUR 4360
32) MUR 4363
33) MUR 4364

Cozzissioners Aikens. Elliott, McDonald,
McGarr-y, and Thomas voted affirmatively with
respect. to each of the above-noted matters.

Attest:

Date ($arjorie W. Enons
Secr tary of the Coission

Received in the Secretariat: Wed., Aug. 14, 1996 4:56 p.m.
Circulated to the Commission: Fri., Aug. 16, 1996 12:00 p.m.
Deadline focr vote: Wed., Aug. 21, 1996 4:00 p.m.

bjr
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Dunel Garisecki
P.O. BOX 15058
Santa Roma CA 95402

RE: MUR 4312

Dear Mr. Garstecki.

On February' 23. 1996. the Federal Election Commission received your complaint
alleging certain violations; of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended (ot
Act")

After considenng the circumstances of this matter, the Commission has determined to
0 cwercise its prosecutorial discretion anJ to take no action against the rpnet. Se attached

narratw. Accordingly. the Commission closed its file in this matter on Setmber 3, 1996.
This matter w ill become part of the public record %% ithmn 30 days.

Act alloi'%s a
see 2L'SC

complainant to seek judicial review of the Comnmission's dismissal of
§ 43 7s.4am 9

to-Ileen T - SiaT lander, Attornev
Central Enforcement Docket

Aitachme.nt
Narrati' c

., , . I . . III , It , M -it ,r) -I , i

The
this action

CERTMED MAL
RE I URN RECEIPT REQUESTE



ML'R 4312
SONOMIA COUNTY REPUBLICANS

Dan Garstecki filed a complaint against the Sonoma County Republican Central
Committee (*'SCRCC-*) and seVeral or its officers alleging that the SCRCC has not
remained neutral in the congressional primar%- and is thus making excessive and
prohibited in-kind contributuons of S'KOOO0 or more to his opponent for his partys
nomination. Duane Hughes Specificall%. Mr Garstecki alleges that materials that he
provided to be displayed at the Sonoma Count\ Fair were rejected by the Sonoma Countv
Republican Central Committee (-SC RCC- lie alleges that his campaign has not been
gi% en advance notice or an% Republican c% ents and that mailing lists. Invitations to
important evecnts, lists of Republican clubs. etc are routinely denied to his campaign. He
also alleges that SCRCC officers Sharon I ughes. vblfe of opponent Duane Hughes. and
B~arbara Stidhamn have used their influence vbithin and %%ithout the SCRCC to attempt to
destro\ his chances of wi1nning the pnmar\ election He further alleges that on at least
se% en occasions his committee has attempted mvithout success to secure the mailing list of
the SCRCC %%hich allegedi' has been pro% ided to Mr Hughes He concludes that these
acti% itics amount to a massive in-kind contibution to the Duane Hughes for Congress
Campair lie alleges that thew. in-kind contributions include, but are not limited to. use
ot iacilities. as a %chicle for %oters to meet Duane H-uehes. the use of the talents of Sharon
I Jug.hes. ad% erising services, mnembership lists, and mailing lists Mr Garstecki lost the

0 r~~rimar\ clecttofl %- t 15*o of ths. 'oic Mrt Ilughes %,.on %%ith 85%9 support

\3 1 he Soinoma Count\ Republican Central Committee ("SCRCC"), the Hughes for
I.. ~reo Lnmittee Cthq: Iluches Committee" i. and the indi~ridual respondents

%ur'~miitcd -. '%om responses ret'uting most of Mrt ('arstecki's factual allegations In detail.
I hK is_*~ categLoricall' denies that ii has madc- an% in-kind contribuions to the Duane
H u-_hc. c impaivn The responses state that the SCRCC does not give its mailing lists to
jn .:jndidjtLc and ha, not vi% en them to the Huchek Committee The SCRCC avers that

C' it, t"'r% and mectinv, notification listk arc a~ailable to Mr Garstecki.just as they are
~h eke: O 1 hc re-,Pondcnt-- al'.o assen that an\ personal services provided

h\ M. '%ihim or %1. 1luehe% %kcre done 4) in their pe~rsonal capacities. as volunteers.
2.%1 \1 iu--n%: %taic, that 4-he i, i member of thc SCRCC. but is not an officer and had no

J4>-its miihnL. lists Ms Barbara Stidham states that does not have access to the
%%k, mxjiln. li-.t- and has acted properl' in all regards in this matter The SCRCC

c~piatn' thjt du;e to a misunderstanding. all candidate literature wkas initially rejected at
in. ,. N., . hooth a. Isonomna Count\ i air, hut that the error \%ras corrected and Mr
k Jf'-1CLk , licraturc %%as ultimatelk displa~cd

ir trw, maitc, therQ i'- no e% idencc that tne actii mt had significant impact on the
proesc, I hi,. matter io. less, significant relati~c to other matters pending before the
C nmlo



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WA5H41%GWT1- D.C. 204

SEP 0 5 1996

Barters, Stidhasm. Chairperson
Sonom County Republican

Central Committee
2717 Ciclo Court
Santa Rosa, CA 95495

RE: MUR 4312

Dear Ms. Studham-

On March 4. 1996, the Federal Election Commission notified you of a complaint
alleging certain violations of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended. A copy
of the complaint wvas enclosed with that notification.

After considering the circumstances of this matter. the Commission has determined to
C) exercise its prosecutorial discretion and to take no saton against you. SM attached narrative.

Accordingly. the Commission closed its file in this matter on September 3, 1996.

The confidential ity provisions of 2 U.S C. § 4-37g(aX 12) no longer apply and this matter
is no%% public In additilon. although the complete file must be placed on the public record
within 30 da%-s. this could occur at any time following certification of the Commission's vote.
If'tyou w~ish to submit any factual or legal materials to appear on the public record, please do so
as soon as possible While the file may be placed on the public record pir to receipt of your
additional materials. an% permissible submissions %%ill be added to the public record when
recei~ed

If %ou ha~e any questions. please contact Alva E Smith at (202) 219-3400.

\' olenT Salander, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket

Attachment
Narrami e

........................

)1( Al1 1 0 '~ t i j( 1IFi( uR Er



MUR 4312
SONOMA COUNTVIREPUBLICANS

Dan Garstecki iled a complaint against the Sonoma County Republican Centra
Committee (*'SCRCC) and several of its officers alleging that the SCRCC has not
remained neutral in the congressional primary and is thus making excessive and
prohibited in-kind contibutions of S5.000 or more to his opponent for his partys
nomination. Duane Hughes Specificall%. Mr Garstecki alleges that materials that he
provided to be displayed at the Sonomad Count\ Fatr %%tre rejected by the Sonoma County
Republican Central Committee tISCRCCi Hec alleges that his campaign has not been
given advance notice of an% Republican e'ents and that mailing lists. invitations to
important events. lists of Republican clubs. etc are routinely denied to his campaign. H-e
also alleges that SCRCC officers Sharon Hughes. wife of opponent Duane Hughes. and
Barbara Stidhamn have used their influence w~ithin and without the SCRCC to attempt to
destro% his chances of winning the pnmar\ election He further alleges that on at least
se'en occasions his committee has attempted without success to secure the mailing list of
the SCRCC %,-hich allegedl% has been prov ided to Mr Hughes He concludes that these
activisties amount to a massive in-kind contribution to the Duane Hughes for Congres
Campaign He allcees that thewe in-kind contributions include, but are not limited to. use
of facilities as a %ehicle for 'c'ters to meet Duane Hughes. the use of the talents of Sharon
Hughes. advertising services. membership lists, and mailing lists Mr, Garstecki lost the
primar' election %%ith 15'o of the %ote. Mr Hughes won with 8We support

C)

NO The Sonoma Count\ Republican Central Committee (*SCRCC'), the Hughes for
ConL'res% Committee (-the Hughes Committee**. and the individual respondents
-ubmitted s%%or responses. refutmne most of Mr Garstecki's factual allegations in detail.

4 The S(LR( caieL'oricallk denies, that it has made an% in-kind contributions to the Duane
I Iuvhes campas.n The responses state that the SCRCC does not give its mailing lists to
an-, candidate and has not gi,.en them to the Hughes Committee The SCRCC avers that

C' it%. roster-, and mectine notification lists are a% ailable to Mr Garstecki, just as they are
asailahie it, an~one eke The respondents. also assertc that an% personal services provi'ded
h-, %1.. Stidhjsm or Ms- I luihei' ',crc done so in their personal capacities. as volunteers.
%1. 1 luLehc' iae thai .he s'. a member of the SCRCC. but is not an officer and had no
acces'. it, mailint! lists Nis B~arbara Stidham states that does not have access to the
NsCRCV mailinL! lists and ha,, acted properl' in all regards in this matter The SCRCC
esplain'. that due to a misunderstanding. all candidate literature wa2s initially rejected at
the 1s(C(C txoth at Sonoma Count\ I-air, hut that the error %kas corrected and Mr.
U)ar teccj I, bieraiurc %%as uIhimaielk displa~ ed

In thi. matter therc is, no e% idenct: that the actii' it\ had significant impact on the
rroce'.> 1_his, matter is less significant relaiao.e to other matters pending before the
(..ommis'.ion



FEDERAL ELECTION CONMISStON

SEP 06 W6

William D. Cripps Tresurer
Sonoma County Republican
Central committee

2717 Cielo Coun
Santa Rosa. CA 93405

RE -MUR 4312

Dear Mr. Cnpps-

110On March 4,1996. the Federal Election Commission notified Rick Lawson, former
treasurer. of a complaint alleging certain violations of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
197 1. as amended. A copy of the complaint was enclosed with that notifiewion.

After considering the circumstances of this matter. the Commission has determined to
C) exercise its prosecutonal discretion and to take no action against Sonoma County Republica

Cernral Committee and you. as treasurer See attached narrative. Accrigy the
Commission closed its file in this matter on September."), 1996.

The confidential it% pro% isions of 2 U SC § 437 gta X 12) no longer apply and this matter
is no%% public In addition. although the complete file must be placed on the public record
%% thin 30 days. this could occuf at any time following certification of the Commission's vote.

C) If %ou %% sh to submit any factual or legal materials to appear on the public record, please do so
as swon as ". sihle While the file ma% he placed on the public record pro to receipt of your

'C additional materials. an% permissible submissions uill he added to the public record when
rece i %ed

l'%ou ha~e any questions, please contact Alva E Smith at (202) 219-3400.

Sirutrel% ~

Central Enforcement Docket

Attachment
Narrati ~.e



MUR 4312
SONOMA COUNTY REPUBLICANS

Dan Garstecki iled a complaint against the Sonoma County Republican Central
Committee ('SCRCC") and several of its ofYficers alleging that the SCRCC has not
remained neutral in the congressional primary and ts thus making excessive and
prohibited in-kind contributions of S5,000 or more to his opponent for his party~s
nomination. Duane Hughes Specificall%. Mr Garstecki alleges that materials that he
prov ided to be displayed at the Sonoma Count\ Fair wetre rejected by the Sonoma County
Republican Central Committee ("SCRCC") He alleges that his campaign has not been
gi~en advance notice of an% Republican e~ents, and that mailing lists. invitations to
important events. lists of Republican clubs. etc are routinely denied to his campaign. He
also alleces that SCRCC officers Sharon Hughes. viofe of opponent Duane Hughes. and
Barbara Stidham have used their influence w~ithin and viothout the SCRCC to attempt to
destro% his chances of wi1nning the pnmar\ election He further alleges that on at least
se~en occasions his committee has attempted without success to secure the mailing list of
the SCRCC which allegedl% has been pro% ided to Mr Hughes. He concludes that thee
acti\ ities amount to a massive in-kind contibution to the Duane Hughes for Congress
Campairn He alleges that these in-kind contibutions include. but are not limited to. use
of tacilities as a %chicle for voters to meet Duane Hughes. the use of the talents of Sharon
HuL'hes. ad'eriing ser\ ces. membership lists, and mailing lists Mr. Garstecki lost the
prima3r election %%ith IS'. of the ~oic Mr Hughes wonw~ith SM.support.

The Sonoma Count% Republican Central Committee ('-SCRCC"), the Hughes for
LonL'res, Committee i*the Huehes Committee" i. and the individual respondents

,.uthmittcd ,%orn respon-wes refuting most of Mir Garsteckits factual allegations in detail.
1 he SCRCC caiea.oricall% denies that ii has made an% in-kind contibutions to the Duane
I lu-_he, campaign The responses state that the SCRCC does not give its mailing lists to
i.n\ candidate and haw. not i\ ien them to the Huiehes Committee The SCRCC avers that
iw- roqer,- and nmectin., notification lists are a'ailable to Mr Garstecki just as they are
a'ailihic it, jnw ne Owe 1 he respondent%. also aswer that an\ personal services provided
h% M, *si Whim or 10% IluL.'hes %*crc done so in their personal capacities, as volunteers
\1, I lu--he, %tale-, that she is a member of the SCRCC. but is not an officer and had no
jttc'- to' mailint! lists Nis Barbara Stidham states that does not have access to the

SC(.C'( mailin. list,, and has. acted properl\ in all regards in this matter The SCRCC
e\Plain'. that due to a misunderstand in. all candidate literature w~as initialiv rejected at
th.. '(jRCj( b-ooth at Sonoma (.ount\ I air. hut that the error "~as corrected and Mr
ki3r,,iccki, literature %Aas ultimateIk displav-ed

Ir tni.. matter, there is no e\ idencc that the acti\ it\ had significant impact on the
P rocc'' 1hi-s matter is less, significant relati\,e to other matters pending before the
( ornmi-:oir,
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Sharwon Hughes
Sonoma County Republican

Central Committee
2717 Ciclo Court
Sant Rosa, CA 95405

RE: MUR 431?

Dear Ms. Hughes-

On March 4, 1996. the Federal Election Comnmission notified you of a comnplaint
alleging certain % iolation of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 197 1, as amrended. A copy
of the complaint was enclosed %'lth that notification.

CD After considering the circumstances of this matter. the Commission has desermined to
C) exercise its prosecutorial discretion and to take no action against you. SM aat~hed narrative.

Accordingly. the Commission closed its file in ibis matter on September 3. 1996.

The confidentiality pro% isiofoi2 U.S C- § 437g(aX 12) no longer apply and this matter
is no%% public In addition. although the complete file must be placed on the public record
within 30 days. this could occur at any timne following certification of the Commission's vote.
If you %'1sh to submit an%. factual or legal materials to appear on the public record, please: do so
as soon as possible While the file may be placed on the public record prior to receipt of your
additional materials. an% permissible submissions %%ill be added to the public record whien
recei% ed

If %ou ha% e any questions, please contact Alva E. Smith at (202) 219-3400.

oleT.Sealander,. Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket

Attachment
Narrati~e

I,:; k' I I \ \\ ! 7( iNji IRW( ) \
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MUR 4312
SONOMA COUNTV 'REPUBLICANS

Dan Garstecki filed a complaint against the Sonoma County Republican Central
Committee ('*SCRC C*) and several of its offcers alleging that the SCRCC has not
remained neutral in the congressional primary and is thus making excessive and
prohibited in-kind contibutions of S5.000 or more to his opponent for his partys
nomination. Duane Hughes Spec ificalkN. Mr Garstecki alleges that materials that he

poided to be displayed at the Sonomrl Count%> Fair were rejected by the Sonoma County
Republican Central Committee (-SCRCC) He alleges that his campaign has not been
gi~en advunce notice of an% Republican e~ents. and that mailing lists. invitations to
important events. lists ofRepublican clubs. etc are routinely denied to his campaign. He
also alleges that SCRCC officer' Sharon Hughes. %ife of opponent Duane Hughes. and
Barbara Stidham have used their influence within and wiothout the SCRCC to attempt to
destro' his chances of winning the pnmar% election He further alleges that on at least
seven occasions his committee ha~s attempted without success to secure the mailing list of
the SCRCC %,'hich allegedl>% has been provided to Mr Hughes. He concludes that these
acti' itites amount to a massive in-kind contibution to the Duane Hughes for Congress
Campatern lie alleges that thew. in-kind contributions include, but are not limited to. use
of facilities as a %ehicle for voters to meet Duane Huiches. the use of the talents of Sharon
Huehes. advertising services. membership lists. and mailing lists. Mr. Garstecki lost the
priman\ election w~th iMo of the 'ote Mir H~ughes %von with 85% support.

0
The Sonoma Count\ Republican Central Committee ("SCRCC"X) the Hughes for

Co~esCommittee (-the IuWehes Committee" i. and the individual respondents
submitted s\%om responses refuiting most of Mir Garsteckis factual allegations in detail.
TFhe SL*R(Ccaiqeoricall% denies that it his madc an\ in-kind contnibutions to the Duane
lHughe- eampawtn The responses state that the SCRCC does not give its mailing lists to
an\ candidate and has not Le'sen them to the Hughes Committee The SCRCC avers that
it%, rosters- and meeting~ notification lists are a% ailable to Mr Garstecki, just as they are
a~ailih~e io anw ne eke The respondents. also assert that an\ personal services provided
h\ %1, Si dhim, or Ms Iluehe% 'hrc done s41 in their personal capacities, as volunteers.

\l% lu~-. sates. that she i\ a membher of the SCRCC. but is not an officer and had no
acces, I0, mailinu lists Ms Barbara Stidhamn states that does not have access to the
SCRILV mailin-- listsk and ha-s acted properl\ in all regards in this matterThSCC
esplain, that due to a misunderstandinc. all candidate literature wkas initially rejected at
the S('C& booth at Sonoma LCount\ F-air. but that the error was corrected and Mr.

(,arickjs literature %-.as uhtimatelk displa'ed

In. this matitr there is no c\ idence: that the acii it\ had significant impact on the
proces, 1'his matter is less significant rclatiec to other matters pending before the
Commis'ior
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Reginald Howard Leighton, Treasurer
Hughes for Congress
tots E Street
San Rafael. CA 94901

RE: MUR 4312

Dear Mr. Leighton:-

On March 4, 1996, the Federal Election Commission notified you of a complaint
0 alleging certain violations of the Federal Elecion Campaign Act of 1971, as amended. A copy

of the complaint was enclosed with that notification.

After considering the circumstances of this matter, the Commission has determined to
exercise its prosecutorial discretion and to tale no action against Hughes for Congress and you,

C) as treasurer See attached narrative. Accordangl%-. the Commission closed its file in this matter
on Septemberi 3.1996.

The confidentialit%- provisions of 2 U.S.C. §437g(aX 12) nolonger apply and this matter
is nou public In addition. although the complete file must be placed on the public record
%%ithmn 30 days. this could occur at any time following certification of the Commnission's vote.
If % ou %%ish to submit an- factual or legal materials to appear on the public rcord, please do so
as soon as possible While the ile may be placed on the public record prior to receipt of your
additional materials, an% permissible submissions wil be added to the public record when
recei'ed

If %ou ha,.e any questions. please contact Alva E. Smith at (20?) 219-3400.

Colleen T. Sealander, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket

Attachmeni
Narrati', e



MUR 4312
SONOMIA COUNTY REPUBLICANS

Dan Garstecki filed a complaint against the Sonoma County Republican Centnd
Committee ("SCRICC") and sevral of its officers, alleging that wae SCRCC has not
remained neutral in the congressional primar'- and is thus making excessive and
prohibited in-kind contrbutions of S5.000 or more to his opponent for his partyss
nomination. Duane Hughes Specificall'.. Mr Garstecki alleges that materials that he
provided to be displayed at the Sonoma CountN Fair wevre rejected bv the Sonoma Countv
Republican Central Committee ('SCRCC- He alleges that his campaign has not been
given advance notice of an% Republican e~ents and that mailing lists. invitations to
important evients. lists of Republican clubs. etc are routinely denied to his campaign. He
also alleg'es that SCRCC officers Sharon I ughes. %%i e of opponent Duane Hughes, and
Barbara Stidham have used thei: influence %%ithin and without the SCRCC to Attempt to
destro% his chances of winning the pnmar% eliection He further alleges that on at least
se% en occasions his committee has attempted %%ithout success to secure the mailing list of
the SC7RCC %% hich allepedl% has been pro% ided to Mr Hughes He concludes that these
acti% itics amount to a massie in-kind contribut ion to the Duane Hughes for Congress
Campaigrn fie allees that these in-kind contributions include, but are not limited to. use
of facilities as a %chicle for 'oters to meet [)uane Hughes. the use of the talents of Shamo
I luches. ad% etising ser' ices. membe-rship lists, and mailing lists Mr. Garstecki lost the
primar% election ~iith lT0o of the %oic M-r Illughes %,.on with 85'.support.

0)
I he Sonoma Count% Republican Central Committee (SCRCC"). the Hughes for

(, ec~Committee (-the I luc.hes Committee' :. and the indi% idual respondents
N ur'mittcd s,%%om responses rel'uting most of Mir Garsteckis factual allegations in detail.
I h,.. %%CR'*t catev.oricall' denies that it has made an-% in-kind contributions to the Duane
lu,--e, carmpaizn The responses state thai the SCRCC does not give its mailing lists to

in%. Landidate: anJ ha-. not pi% en them to the Hughes Commit-tee The SCRCC aver that
c it% rotcr% and mextini! notification lis-ts are a' atlable to Mr Garstecki. just as they are

jilji hIc i .n % one c I Ih;: respoindent, a Iso assert thatI an% personal services provided
h% M,' St idhim or %i- I luiehc %%ere dvnc %41 in their personal capacities, as volunteers.

M-I u--h, ,late,~ that she i' a member of* the SCRCC. but is not an officer and had no
i~- Its mjillinc lists Nis Barbara Stidham states that does not have access to the
'WCR''k mjilhii lists and ha,. acted properi' in all regards in this matter The SCRCC
;:\ptln thai due It, a misunder'standing. all candidate literature w~as initially rejected at
trilL 'sCK Nxioth a' Sonoma Count' [-air. but that the error \P-as corrected and Mr-
jirtd.i literature %%a,, ultimaielk displa~cd

Ir. thi, matte:. thcre. is no e% idenci: that the acti' it\ had significant impact on the
ProkCe' hill matter if- less significant relti~c to other matters pending before the

o nr rnioo-
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