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To: Legal Office Http:/netdex.com/pr/garsteck
Federal Election Commission
999 E. Street N.W.
Washington, DC 20463

Dear Ethics/Finance Investigators,

The following pages detail a lengthy list of ethical and finencial items concerning the Duane Hughes for Congress
\gommittee, Sharon Hughes snd Barbara Stidham. This office has compiled a list of over seventy incidents of Election
Fraud and Ethics Violations, but after very careful and thoughtfisl screening, decided t0 present anly these eight occurrences
~Yor which we have definitive proofs.

ONE:
CAbuse of power. Barbara Stidham, in her position as ane of the Cheirpersons on the Sonoma County Republican Central
__Commitiec. Flas lied to both the committee membership and the general public. Persons calling the Republicen Party
%Mﬂmwmmuaﬂdmmm
a. "We don't know who Dan Garstecki is. "
b. "Duane Hughes is the only candidate for U.S. Congress.”
c. "Dan Garstecki is not a candidate.”
d "Central Commintee members cannot make contributions to Dan Garstecd.”
e. "Central Commiftiee members may only make contributions t0 other Central Committee members.”
— f "Dan Garstecki refuses to meet with/join the central committee.”
: g. "Dan Garstecki is not a Republican
Thsoﬂiceholdsam(hvmndwmnaesbbunmWcmalaopmaunupedmummmm
= Stidham left the answering machine on, and was provided to us by a Republican H.Q. Volunteer.

TWO:

Abuse of power. Prior to the event, this office provided the SCRCC with campaign material to be displayed at the Sonoma
County Fair. Owr materials were rejected, and we were told that it would be illegal to have them displayed. Well into the
fair, this office was inforrned by Bill Gass that the information was "confused” 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 15
running, and he's going to win this ime.” Our material was nowhere to be seen.

Upon hearing this, Dan Garsteck: confronted the Republican campaign workers, and the material was removed
from the trash bin and placed back onto the display table. Barbara Stidham later called Dan Garstecki on the telephone and
accused him of being "heavy handed™. This campaign has contacted one of the volumteers who was working the SCRCC
booth that day. The volunteer is prepared to testify that Barbara Shdham coerced many of the volunteers into sabotaging the
Garsteck: campaign in an aftempt 10 aid Duane Hughes, a long time friend of Mrs. Stidham.

THREE:
Denial of information/access. On at least seven separate occasions. This committee has attempted to secure the mailing list
Dan Garstecia for Congress 96
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Barbara Stidham or Sharon Hughes, the wife of Duane Hughes. Both women are officers of the Somoma County Republi-
can Central Committee. To date, the only list which has been provided to this campsign is an out of date ligt provided
covertly by an SCRCC volunteer. Mailing lists, invitations to important events, lists of Republican Clubs, etc., are routinely
denied to this campaign, while Duane Hughes has free access through his wife and Barbara Stidham.

FOUR.

Falsified endorsements:

Duane Hughes cannot produce current and/or written endorsements which correspond to the people whom he names ag
endorsing his campaign. This is fraud. Many of his "endorsements” are from past campeigns, or are contributrs, or apper-
ently do not exist. In fact some of the persons whom he claims as endorsements are, m fact, duplicates of our own endorse-
ments.

FIVE:

Conflict of interests:

As may be expected, Sharon Hughes is 8 high ranking member of the Duane Hughes for Congress committee. This is
clearly in violation of ethics when she also serves as an officer on the SCRCC, a supposedly neutral body. This is also in
direct violation of ethics laws regarding the activities of Central Committee members, and the SCRCC charter.

SIX:

\mep.lCm'hniom:

_We have written evidence which indicates that the SCRCC, through the actions of Sharon Hughes and Barbera Stidham,
has made in-kind contributions to the Duane Hughes for Congress campaign in excess of $2,100.

EVEN:

Miegal Contributions:
“We have affidavits and witnesses who will testify that Duane Hughes committed fraud by soliciting contributions under the
__provision and understanding that be was the only Republican Candidate. and then accepiing those contributions.

EIGHT:
_Illegal Contributions:
We have written evidence which indicates that Sharon Hughes has made in-kind contributions to the Duane Hughes for
~ Congress campaign in excess of $3,500.

Please besy in mind that there are many other items for which we have inadequate proof, but which we will make available
in the event that it aids this investigation. Also, bear in mind that the Duane Hughes campaign has implied that Dan
Garstecki may be guilty of similar ethics charges, particularly item number four, to that end we will make available to the
FEC imnvestigation any paperwork/proofs necessary to disprove such claims should they continue.

I swear and affirm that the sbove mentioned items are true and correct.

SHWM,QI for D‘W QKST&ZK' Felt (C*’f!h‘_‘is éz&hxsé?iday of, Fﬁﬁeuﬂk\!




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

February 13, 1996
Daniel W. Garstecki

Congressional Candidate ‘96

6th District, California

P.O. Box 15058

Santa Rosa, CA 95402

Dear Mr. Garstecki:

This is to acknowledge receipt on February 5, 1996, of your facsimile dated February 5,
1996. The Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act™) and Commission
Regulations require that the contents of a complaint meet certain specific requirements. One of
these requirements is that a complaint be {0 and signed in the presence of a notary public
and notarized. Your letter did not contain a notarization on your signature and was not
properly sworn to. Also, please note that a facsimile can not be accepted as proper complaints.

In order to file a legally sufficient complaint, you must swear before a notary that the
contents of your complaint are true to the best of your knowledge and the notary must represent
as part of the jurat that such 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 him/her also will 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. See 2U.S.C. § 437g.

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

Please note that this matter will 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
dav period. the respondents will be so informed and provided a copy of the corrected complaint.
I'he 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 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

Please note that this matter will 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.

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

3410.
Sincerely,
(itha for
Retha Dixon
Docket Chief
Enclosure
cc:Hughes for Congress

Sonoma County Republican Central Committee
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P O.Box 15058, Santa Rosa, Ca. 95402 "%
Campaign Headquarters
2937 Santa Rosa Ave. Santa Rosa

Email:
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or

CHECK OUT OUR WEB PAGE!

To: Retha Dixon, Docket Chief Hdpupsidcs conu iAo
Federal Election Commission

C omplamtant:

Dan Garstecki

Dan Garsteck: for Congress 96
PO Box 15058

Santa Rosa, CA 95402

Respondents:
- Barbara Stidham. Sharon Hughes. Sonoma County Republican Central Committee

Complants as follows:
Prior to the event. this office provided the SCRCC with campaign matenal to be displayed at the Sonoma County Fair. Qur

—- matenals 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 "confused” 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 vohunteers working the
booth and asked if anyone would be ninning for Congress. she was told that "Only Duane Hughes is runming, and he's
going to win this time.” Our matenal was nowhere to be seen.

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

This 1s merely an one example of an ongoing and typical problem. The Dan Garstecki for Congress '96 committee
never had the advance notice. to any Republican event. enjoyed by Duane Hughes. When Garstecki literature is placed on
Repubhican display tables. 1t often disappears. Republican events tend to have the appearance of a Duane Hughes campaign
rally. largely because of the influence of Sharon Hughes and Barbara Stidham

We have mountains of evidence which will indicate that the Sonoma County Republican Central Commuittee has
actively used 11s immense influence in an attempt to destrov Dan Garstecki's chances of winning the primary election

W itmesses to this example

Dan Garstecks. Bill Gass, Villarreal Investugations

~
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Yamel Garstecks

| >wagr |lm the ahwrelycnuon;d facts are true and correct 1o the best ot my knowledge

i.
j -
subsenbed and swom betore me on this
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To: Retha Dixon, Docket Chief e

Federal Election Commission

(' omplaintant.

Dan Garsteck

Dan Garstecki for Congress '96
PO Box 15058

santa Rosa. CA 95402

Respondents

Barbara Stidham

Sharon Hughes

Sonoma County Republican Central Commuttee

Complaint as follows:

(n at least seven separate occasions. This committee has attempted to secure the mailing list of the SCRCC. The hst. and
it's updates. have been provided to Duane Hughes in a regular and timely manner. either by Barbara Stidham or Sharon
Hughes. the wife of Duane Hughes. Both women are officers of the Sonoma County Republican Central Committee.
Although many promises have been made. the only list which has been provided to this campaign is an out of date list
provided covertly by an SCRCC volunteer. Mailing lists. invitations to important events. lists of Republican Clubs, etc.. are
routinely demied to this campaign. while Duane Hughes has free access through his wife and Barbara Stidham. This direct
assistance by the SCRCC to Duane Hughes 1s not limited to mailing lists, but to_all information gathered by the Sonoma
("ounty Republican Central Commuittee. which has acted as an arm of the Duane Hughes for Congress Campaign. This
amounts to a massive in-kind contnbution

There are several instances where confidential information. provided to the Sonoma County Republican Central Commuttee
in eood faith, has made its way into the hands of Duane Hugnes. In fact. Barbara Stidham has repeatedly attempted to
discuss campaign strategy with Dan Garstecki and Al Tumer. chief advisor to Dan Garstecki. At one point this campaign
was even told that such meetngs were required

| swgag that the atorementioned facts are true and correct to the best of my know ledge

l' [/} l_ .‘. <
VRG] o '8, il

Damiel Garsteckd

stubscrbed and swom before me onthas — davot LU L 1u
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Daniel W. Garst& ‘0, 1996
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Congressional Candidate '96 P.O. Box 15058
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P.O Box 15058, Santa Rosa, Ca. 95402
Campaign Headquarters
2937 Santa Rosa Ave. Santa Rosa
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america@netdex.com

or

CHECK OUT OUR WEB PAGE!
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To: Retha Dixon, Docket Chief
Federal Election Commission

C omplaintant:

Dan Crarstecki

Dan Carsteck for Congress '96
P O Box 15058

Santa Rosa, CA 95402

Respondents:
Barbara Stidham
Sonoma County Republican Central Commuittee

» Complaint as follows:

Barbara Stidham. in her position as one of the Chairpersons on the Sonoma County Republican Central Committee. Has

" lied to both the committee membership and the general public. Persons calling the Republican Party Headquarters. and

reaching Barbara Stidham. have been told. on various occasions:

a. "We don't know who Dan Garstecka 1s.”

b. "Duane Hughes is the only candidate for L .S. Congress.”

¢. "Dan Garstecki is not a candidate.”

d “Central Committee members cannot make contnbutions to Dan Garstecki."

¢ "Central Committee members inay only make contributions to other Central Committee members.”
f "Dan Garstecki refuses 10 meet with join the central committee.”

¢ "Dan Garstecki is not a Republican ”
W ¢ can produce undeniable proof of this complaint. At the very least. this amounts to free advernsing and promotion by
the SC RCC on behalf of Duane Hughes. These actions have cause a great deal of damage.

W IMesses
Dan Garstecki. Carolyn Daniels. 1da Kerchot. and others

] sW ;.u_l\mt tln aforementioned facts are true and correct to the best of mv know ledge

L2 ORI A==

[Dan d Grarsteck

subsenbed and swom beforeme onthis _— — dav ot 001 1Y s e e s

Dxan Garsteck: tor Coperess Yo
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Congressional Candidate '96

6th District, California  fes &8
P O.Box 15058, Santa Rosa, Ca. 95402 o

Campaign Headquarters 1
2037 Santa Rosa Ave. Santa Rosa ;:nerica@ Sexm

CHECK OUT OUR WER PAGE!?
To: Retha Dixon, Docket Chief SIISIgen coRs i garsteck

Federal Election Commission

C omplaintant )
Dan Garstecki 29 "
™ - e ~o = -
Dan Garstecki for Congress '96 o s m
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Santa Rosa. CA 95402 SoEFo
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Sonoma County Republican Central Committee

T Complaint as follows:
Fvidence 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 $3.100. 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 Sharon Hughes. advertising services.
membership lists. and mailing lists.

that the aforementroned facts are true and correct to the best of my knowledge.

[hnul (:aNc'LI\) E} & 74

Subscribed and swom before me on this < ©_ day of O 19 1k
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Dan Crarstecki

Dan Garstecki for Congress 96
P O Box 15058

Santa Rosa. CA 95402
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Respondents:
Barbara Stidham
sonoma County Republican Central Committee

C omplaint as follows:
Fvidence 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
tfacilines as a vehicle for voters to meet Duane Hughes. the use of the talents of Barbara Stidham, advertising services.
inside information. membership lists. and mailing lists.

We further have evidence which indicates that Barbara Stidham actively led voters to believe that Duane Hughes was
running unopposed. then referred those voters to The Duane Hughes campaign.

* | swear that the aioremennoncd faw- are true and correct to the best of my knowledge.

L k=

Hnu.l Ciarstecki

suhscribed and swom before me on this <~
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

Washington, DC 20463
March 4, 1996
Daniel Garstecki
PO Box 15058
Santa Rosa, CA 95402
RE: MUR 4312

Dear Mr. Garstecki:

This letter acknowledges receipt on February 23, 1996, of your complaint alleging
possible violations of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act”).
The respondent(s) will be notified of this complaint within five days.

You will be notified as soon as the Federal Election Commission takes final action on
your complaint. Should you receive any additional information in this matier, please forward it
1o the Office of the General Counsel. Such information must be swom to in the same manner
as the original complaint. We have numbered this matter MUR 4312. Please refer to this
number in all future communications. For your information, we have attached a brief
description of the Commission’s procedures for handling complaints.

Sincerely,

‘\\(xu\ L \—(&m@@

Mary L. Taksar, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket

Enclosure
Procedures




\ FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
; Washington, DC 20463

March 4, 1998

Barbara Stidham, Chairperson
Sonoma County Republican
Central Committee

2717 Cielo Court

Santa Rosa, CA 95495

RE: MUR 4312

Dear Ms. Stidham:

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

number in all future correspondence.

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

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(4)B) and
§ 437g(a) i2XA) uniess you notify the Commission in wnting that you wish the matter (o 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 {0 receive any notifications and other
communications from the Commission.
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If you have any questions, please contact Alva E. Smith at (202) 219-3400. For your
information, we have enclosed a brief description of the Commission's procedures for handling

complaints.
Sincerely,
Mary L. Taksar, Atiorney
Central Enforcement Docket
Enclosures
1. Complaint
2. Procedures
N 3. Designation of Counsel Statement
3



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

":(Q “ A

Sharon Hughes

Sonoma County Republican
Central Committee

2717 Cielo Count

Santa Rosa, CA 95405

March 4, 1996

MUR 4312

Dear Ms. Hughes:

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

have violated the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act”). A copy of
the complaint is enclosed. We have numbered this matter MUR 4312. Please refer to this

number in all future correspondence.

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

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with 2 U.S.C. § 437g(aN4XB) and
\' 437¢(a)} 121 A) unless vou notify the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be
made public. If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter, please advise the
Commission by completing the enclosed form stating the name. address and telephone number
of such counsel, and authorizing such counsel to receive any notifications and other
communications from the Commission.
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If you have any questions, please contact Alva E. Smith at (202) 219-3400. For your
information, we have enclosed a brief description of the Commission's procedures for handling

complaints.

Sincerely,
O LTV aS0A

Mary L. Taksar, Attomney
Central Enforcement Docket

()

Enclosures

1. Complaint

2. Procedures

3. Designation of Counsel Statement




March 4, 1996

Rick Lawson, Treasurer
Sonoma County Republican
Central Committee

2717 Cielo Court

Santa Rosa, CA 95405

MUR 4312

Dear Mr. Lawson:

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 numbered this matter MUR 4312. Please refer to this number
in all future correspondence.

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

['his matter will remain confidential in accordance with 2 US.C. § 437g(a)(4B) and
§ 4372(a) 12X 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. piease advise the
Commission by completing the enclosed form stating the name, address and telephone number
of such counsel, and authorizing such counsel to receive any notifications and other
communications from the Commission.




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

Sincerely,

MUB L.L’T@Qm(ﬁ%

Mary L. Taksar, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket

Enclosures

1. Complaint

2. Procedures

3. Designation of Counsel Statement




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

(‘ ‘\; Washington, DC 20483

4, 1 ‘
March 4, 1996
Reginald Howard Leighton, Treasurer
Hughes for Congress
1018 E Street
San Rafael, CA 94901

RE: MUR 4312

Dear Mr. Leighton:

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

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

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

N St .' s
I




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

Sincerely,
\N\DUJS\_ Hc&@:/@bm

Mary L. Taksar, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket

Enclosures

1. Complaint

2. Procedures

3. Designation of Counsel Statement

cc: Duane Charles Hughes
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Office of General Counsel: Federal Elections Commission 3 00 m ox
999 “E” Street Northwest; Washington, D C. 20463
Telephone 202-219-3690;, TELEFAX 202-219-3923 19 March 1996

Ms. Alva Smith

Nae 25

Dear Ms Smith,

This letter and notarized attachments constitute the response of Sharon Hughes and the
(Duane) 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 Matter Under Review (MUR) 4312 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 response.
Barbara Stidham. a member of the Sonoma County Republican Central Committee (SCRCC) and
the SCRCC, itself, were also named in the MUR 4312 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 Bylaws Co-Chair) and Bill Cripps (SCRCC Treasurer).
Because both this response and the SCRCC response were required by a single non-mentorious
set of complaints, we have unapologetically 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 nght to do so at any time, should we deem it necessary for any
reason If we do, we will notify the Comnussion of such Counsel’s name, address, telephone
number and authorization to receive notifications and other communications from the
Comnussion At the present time, we do not wish to waive our night 10 keep this matter
confidential, but we also reserve the right to do so in the future and 1o make it public

Summary Response and Request to Take No Further Action
The gist of the complaints appears 1o be that certain individuals, who are members of the
SCRCC, were acting on behalf of the SCRCC. and were either denying the Complainant (Mr
Garstecki) some matenial or services or were providing 10 the Hughes campaign matenial and

services that were demed 1o his campaig

° First. as the responses reflec .

e Second, to our knowledge, i the verv tew times that such denial or provision of services
or matenals was involved, the individual SCRCC members were, at times relevant to the
complaints, acting in thewr personal capacites, not i othicial \'(‘Rt C roles  Their actions
were their own, and not those of or on behalt of the SCRCC, utself. The complaint reflect
great tusion on these points, and they attempt 10 characterize acts as those of the
SCROA i SCRCK 1 !
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19 March 1996; Page 2

® Third, none of these individuals are paid staff. All are volunteers, and in working for the
SCRCC of for individual candidates, they were providing “volunteer personal services"”,
which are exempt from the definition of contribution under 11 CFR section 100.7(b)(3).

. Finally, where the Complainant alleges he was pot 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

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 bringing this action in order to discourage him from causing us, the Commission
or anyone else the neediess 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 anses In fact. we acknowledge with apology to the reader
that this theme will get a bit repetitious, but the repetition was recessary because the error was
repeated so often and 1s the essence of the complaints

Detailed Responses
Our substantive detailed response follows, responding in order directly to each of the five
quoted Garstecki complaint letters attached to the 4 March 1996 notice to us RE: MUR 4312

First Complaint: “On at least seven separate occasions [sic] This committee has

attempted to secure the mahing bist ot the SCRCC  The hist, and it's [sic] updates, have
been provided to Duane Hughes i a regular and nmely manner, either by Barbara Stidham
or Sharon Hughes. the wite of Duane Hughes  Both women are ofticers of the [SCRCC)
Although many promises have been made. the onlv hist which has been provided to this
campaign is an out ot date hst provided covertly by and SCRCC volunteer  Mailing lists,
invitations to important events, lists ot Republican Clubs ete | are routinely denied to this
campaign, while Duane Hughes has free access through his wite and Barbara 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.

“There are several instances where confidential information, provided to the [SCRCC] 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 Tumer,
chief advisor to Dan Garstecki At one point this campaign was even told such meetings
were required ”

haron Hughes is a member o y 'C, but is not an officer of it, she had no

0 mailing lists, etc., and sh s acted properly in all regards in thi
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 11 CFR section 100 7(a)(1)(i11)(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
tasks were divided among two successors As Secretary, she kept the minutes and did the usual
secretarial work of typing agendas, etc., but she was not involved with rosters, mailing lists,
reservations or sign-in sheets -- which were Mrs Russo’s responsibilities (Mrs Hughes 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 Mrs Hughes has had no opportunity to provide the mailing
list or its updates to the Duane Hughes campaign and she has not done so

Further, she has no responsibility for “{m]ailing lists, invitations [on behalf of the SCRCC]
to important events, [SCRCC] lists of Republican Clubs, etc ", nor for any nor “all 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 right 1o receive it, and she has not
acted improperly in any manner in these regards, either We understand that Mrs. Russo’s
investigations 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
Hughes campaign lists do not include significant sets of names on SCRCC rosters, meeting
information and mailing lists

2) No SCRCC mailing lists or updates have been provided to or received by Duane
Hughes by anyone, und Mr. Hughes hus had no special access through anyone to any of the
named material; anything made available to or received by Duane Hughes has also been, we
understand, available on the same terms to Mr. Garstecki. The SCRCC has not functioned as
an arm of the Hughes campaign, there has been no direct assistance to the Hughes campaign
by the SCRCC or anyone acting in any official capacity related to the SCRCC , and there have
been no reportable in-kind contributions from the SCRCC or from anyone acting in any
official capacity related to the SCRCC. Finally, Duane Hughes has not sought or received




ign. It is not at
all clear that any of these points would state a complaint against Mr. Hughes or his Committee
which is cognizable under Federal election law, even if one were to (incorrectly) assume their
truth. But we nced not reach that question here, because each of these claims is simply false. See
also the responses below to other items

to investi

Second Complaint: “Prior 1o the event, this office provided the SCRCC with campaign
matenal to be displayed at the Sonoma County Fair. Our materials were rejected, and we
were told that it would be illegal 1o have 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 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 nowhere to be seen.

“Upon hearing this, Dan Garstecki confronted the Republican campaign workers,
and the matenal 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 friend, Duane Hughes.
This incident alone amounts to a large unreported in-kind contribution from the SCRCC

“This ts merely one example of an ongoing and typical problem The Dan
Garstecki for Congress "9¢ committee never had the advance notice, 10 any Republican
event, [sic] enjoyed by Duane Hughes When Garstecki literature 1s placed on Republican
display tables, it often disappears Republican events tend 1o have the appearance of a
Duane Hughes campaign rallv, largely because of the influence of Sharon Hughes and
Barbara Stidham

“We have mountains of evidence which will indicate that the [SCRCC] has actively

used s immense mtluence in an attempt to destroy Dan Garstecki’s chances of winning
the pnimary election

“Witnesses to this example
“Dan Garsteckr. Bill Gass, Villarreal nvestigations

Response to the Second Complaint:

1) None of these charges are true to the extent they implicate Mrs. or Mr. Hughes or
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)

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 Vice-Chair, were in charge of the Fair booth, and thus if
misinformation was generated on this matter, it did not come from Mrs Hughes, Mr. Hughes, 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 proximaiely
cause such actions To our knowledge, if any misinformation was 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 was their responsibility to assure that all volunteers had
and disseminated the correct information. and thus any failure in this regard 1s not due to us,
SCRCC Respondents or the Hughes campaign Likewise, we have no reason 1o believe that any
failure of volunteers to display or give out Garstecki materials was intentional, nor was it a
proximate result of any official act of the SCRCC 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 1s. like the others, so misieading in wording and essence as
to be merely burdensome, frivolous and vexatious It wastes our time and the Commission’s.

To our knowledge and belief, Barbara Stidham did not “engineer” anything in this regard,
she in no way acted in violation of federal election law (or of SCRCC Bylaws, eic ), and she was
quite nght to call Mr Garstecki on his rude behavior, which may itself be actionable under
Federal election law Further, concerning her, too, Mr Garstecki again engages in unduly
burdensome, frivolous and vexatious complaint, and in this item he even recogr.zes his failure to
carry his burden of proof 1o state a cogmzable complaint by hiding the ball with the vague claim,
“We can produce a campaign worker who will state 7, instead of producing an affidavit that
swears to such an allegation

2) The only “ongoing and typical problem” here is Mr. Garstecki’s proclivity to whine.
His vagueness again fails 10 specify who did what in violation of what, etc., but two things are
clear: 1) we did not do anything in vielation of Federal ¢lection law or of SCRCC Bylaws, and
we further believe the SCRCC Respondents did not do so; and 2) his third paragraph in this
complaint also does not state a complaint (as opposed to a whine) under Federal election law.

The complaint dees not specity what advance notice the Duane Hughes campaign allegedly got,
b_- whom it was alles gediy provi ded. or why such alleged acr constitutes a violation of Federal
election faw  In the next sentence (assuming Mr Garsteckr 1s not bragging that the public picks
up his iterature as fast as he can put it cut), who did what, when, etc | and of what provision of
federal election law is 1t a violation”? On the appearance of Republican events, etc | at least we
know who 18 accused, but what acts translated the alleged influence into such effect, and in what
way did it violate Federal election law” In sum, these generahities, even if they were true in their
import, as thev are not, do not state 2 cogmzable complaimt under Federal election law, instead,




. Dsan Hghn ) nEres -
996; Pag

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 knowledge, 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 a volunteer for that campaign, and clearly not as an officer or
representative of the SCRCC, and not with any imphcation ot otficial SCRCC position other than
strict neutrality

3) The final paragraph sums up Mer. (mnre( ‘ki's errors more than it does W

- it is completely vague (and now . and thus burdensom

vexatious; it fails to state a claim; and it admits that Mr. Garstecki has the burden of proof on
these matters and has failed to carry 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, Mr 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 Garsrecki has ne such mountains of evidence because the charge
justisn’t true SCRCC Respondents have gone out of their way to be officially neutral as SCRCC
officers and representatives and as the SCRCC, if anvone has done anything -- and they have
pointedly done almost nothing to avoid conveving any appearance of tavorntism -- it has been
done as a personal and volunteer matter and not otherwise

Third Complaint: “Barbara Stidham. 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 calhng the Republican Party Headquarters. and reaching Barbara Stidham, have
been told, on various occasions

We don't know who Dan Garsteck) s

b Duane Hughes is the only candidate tor U S Congress
¢ “Dan Garsteckr 1s not a candidate
Central Commuttee members cannot make contnbutions to Dan Garstecki.”

¢ “Central Committee members may only make contnbutions to other Central

Commuttee members

t "Dan Garstecks refuses to meet withjomn the central committee

g ‘Dan Garsteckr is not a Republican
We can produce undemable proof of this complaint - At the verv least, this amounts to
free advertizing and pron [ ¢ SCRC( ¢ Duane Hughes  These actions
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these statements at all, and e do believe it. 'We understand that Mrs. Stidham, who is Second
Vice-Chair (never a Chairperson) of the SCRCC, states in her response as one the SCRCC
Respondents that 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.

t j ices
once again he directly side-steps 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.

ofi ' th ‘RCC on behalf o a hes” and there has
Mr. Garstecki’s campaign. 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
ot. 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
promotion and no damage

urth Complaint: “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 $3.100 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 Sharon
Hughes, advertizing senices, membership lists, and mailing lists ™

Response to Fourth Complaint:

1) Neither Mrs. nor Mr. Hughes; nor any individual SCRCC R(’\mmdem as an
'C officer or representative; nor the SCRCC has ever authori
lum! by Sharon Hughes or anyone else on behalf of the SCRCC to the Hughes campaign.
Further, no such in-kind contributions have been made by Mrs. Hughes on behalf of the
SCRCC and she hays in no way represented anything to the effect that she has been authorized
to make or has made such official contributions. Mr Hughes and the Hughes Committee
gratefully acknowledge that Mrs Hughes. as his wite and a personal supporter and volunteer for
him. has been nearly invaluabie to his campaign To our knowledge. no individual SCRCC
Respondent has ever n their roles as ofticers or representatives of the SCRCC, authorized
contnbutions of any kind by Mrs Hughes or anvone else to any gu:‘w\l-'d campaign, nor has the
SCRCC done soin this race  Further, Mrs Hughes states that she has made no such in-kind
contributions on behalt of the SCRCC or in her role previously as an otYicer or representative of




/ 6 0

(]

EECMUR 4312: Response of Sharon Hughes & (Duane) Hughes for Congress Committee:
19 March 1996; Page 8

the SCRCC, and she has in no way represented that she did so or was authorized to do so by
anyone.

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 ever been made available to or
received by 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 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 previously to file a complaint, which
was attached to some copies of the complaint package forwarded to some 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, when he was required to swear to his complaint the amount
dropped to $3,100

2) On this item, too, Mr. Garstecki recognizes his burden of proof and side-steps it,
further raising issues of burdensome, frivolous and vexatious pleading; on it, too, he could
not carry such a burden, because the factual allegation 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 even attempt to carny 1t 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

As discussed above, Mr Garstecki’s modus operandi is to launch vague charges and then
claim that his mudball attack nself saddies those charged with the burden to prove a negative --
i e, to prove that all possible interpretations of his vague allegations «in 't so. As also discussed
above. this unethical and logically incompetent approach 1s unfairly burdensome to Respondents
and the Commussion, and is by its nature frivolous and vexauous  In this complaint, he seems to

think that shucking his burden of proot with "Evidence indicates that 7 also cleanses the defects
of vagueness and resulting burdensome. mivolous and vexatous pleading  Well, it isn’t so, this is
only further abuse ot the process, not a remedy of the previous detects, and his reliance on such

gambits for almost the whole of hus set of complaints mernits sanctions from the Commission for

such abuse and waste of the time and resources of the Commussion and Respondents

Fifth Complaint: ~Eyvidence indicates that the SCRCC, through the actions of Barbara
Stidham has made in-kind coninbutions to the Duane Hughes for Congress 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 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 ™

Response to Fifth Complaint:

[) Neither any individual Respondent, as an . ] :
SCRCC has ever authorized contributions of any kind by Barbara Stidham or jﬂmﬂﬂl&ﬂﬂ

behalf of the SCRCC to the Hughes campaign. Further, Mrs. Smlham hm not_ma _‘Mﬂ.d.lht
Hughes campaign has not received contributions on behalf o

way represented anything to the effect that she has been authorized to make or has made such
official contributions. \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 unreported contributions Thus, our priman response to this item is the same as
to that one No individual Respondent has ever, in their roles as officers or representatives of the
SCRCC, authorized contributions of any kind by Mrs Stidham or anyone else to any contested
campaign, nor has the SCRCC done so in this race Further, we understand that Mrs. Stidham
states that she has made 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 way represented that she did so or
was authorized to do so by anvone, we have also recenved no such contributions and thus the
allegation is simply false

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 (1 ¢ . addressing the "but not imited 107 clause) have ever been made available 1o or
received by the Hughes campaign on any basis that they were not also available 1o the Garstecki
campaign, and no advertizing services have been pr wided o the Hughes campaign  Finally, since
any work that Mrs Sudham may have done for the Hughes campaign was done as a personal, not
SCRCC-official matter. and as a volunteer, we understand such help 1s not reportable under
Federal election law  regardless \\“"\ value  Thus there have been no contributions related in any
way 10 the SCRCC or the individual Respondents in therr official capacities as a result of any

N

action or statement by \1« \".:u.lt.-."'. let alone anything “well in excess of $2

2)( ln Iiu's e, too, Mr. (:'ur\h'c'ld recognizes s }‘wnh’n u_[ prurj and sid c-\‘!ugs it,

on m\nlc mturumrmn '); o rlm tent, too, ) he umhl Hol carry sie h 7 hunh 'n ht{”“\(’ the

factial ulh’gunun is fulse. “Evidence indicates that be beaims  Again he recognizes at least
imphcitly that he has the burden of proot, and again he completely fails to even attempt to carry it
As L..\hl\\;_f apove, he could not meet i1, because the 3 antive anggalions are \iH‘-Ph false,

vhether because he musunderstands matters concerming in-Xind contributions, the distinctions
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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 was 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 information 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 ain't so  As also discussed above,
this unethical and logically incompetent approach is unfairly burdensome to Respondents and the
Commission, and is by 1ts 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 evidence " line. First, we
understand that in her response, 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 1t does do is give ultimate insight to what Mr Garsteck:’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 wants someone to blame and wants revenge What Mr. Garstecki
clearly 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 will 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 will not come close to
rescuing his hopeless campaign In any event, what he really wants to achieve is to cause the
SCRCC and Hughes campaign the costs, headaches, ume. energy. adverse publicity (at least later)
and other resources of protracted battle before the Commussion It this were not true and if he
really had any “evidence™ (which he does not. because all of his charges are false), we submit that
he would present i1, instead of using the “we have evidence” dodge He should have realized the

need to present the evidence because the Comnmussion sent him a copy of 1ts brochure, “Filing a
Complaint™ when it rejected tus first version of these complamts in February  Clearly, then these
complaints are willful abuse of the process, mvolous, unduly burdensome and vexatous to the

Respondents. and deserving ot the maximum possible sancuon the Commission has the power to
administer tor such actions
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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 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 matenal, 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, frivolous
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 discourage him from causing us, the Commission
or anyone else the needless expense, time, effort and trouble of responding to their likes

Respecttully submitted (with signatures on the attached affidavits),
Sharon (Mrs Duane) Hughes

Duane Hughes, Candidate. CA 6th Congressional
District Republican Priman

Attachments Aftidavits of the Two Signatornes




AFFIDAVIT
STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
) s§
COUNTY OF SONOMA )

Sharon Hughes, being first duly sworn upon oath, deposes and says that: 1 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 malf;rs relating to me, they are true and correct.

Sharon Hughes, former Secretary
Sonoma County Republican Central Committee

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to before me this 19th day of March 199

blic in and for the State of Califormia

.\l;'commissmn expires ?_/’l /C?'?




STATE OF CALIFORNIA

COUNTY OF SONOMA

Duane Hughes, being first duly sworn upon oath, deposes and says that: 1 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

L ey
Duane Hughes, Candidate, 6th District
California Congressional Republican Primary

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN 1o before me this 19th day of March 1996

\
\
—\-.": i —/-,J—- /l ;’_’_.r 1'4¢A‘\/r '

Notary Pubtic in and for the State of C alifomia\f
- 7:/,_ . ._'/h x -

My commission expires -
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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

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 ruies by the undersigned (Barbara Stidham, Bill Gass,
Bill Cripps and Kay Russo), who have each executed affidavits, attached, attesting to the accuracy
and truthfulness of this response, Sharon Hughes. a member of the SCRCC, was also named in
the MUR 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
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 ume, 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 authonzation to receive notifications and other communications from the
Commission. At the present time, we do not wish to waive our right to keep this matter
confidential, but we also reserve the right to do so in the future and to make it public

Summary Response and Request 1o Take No Further Action
The gist of the complaints appears to be that certain individuals, who are members of the
SCRCC, were acting on behalf of the SCRCC. and were either denving the Complainant (Mr
Garstecki) some material or services or were providing to his opponent’s campaign material and
services that were denied to his campaign

L First, as the responses reflect, most of the allegatons are simply not true

® Second. in the very few times that such demal or provision of services or materials was
involved, the individual SCRCC members were, at times relevant to the complaints, acting
in their personal capacities, not in othicial SCRCC roles  Thewr actions were their own,
and not those of or on behalf of the SCRCC, nselt’ The complaint reflect great confusion
on these points, and they attempt to characterize acts as those of the SCRCC or of
SCRCC officers and representatives when they were n

® Third, none of these individuals are paid statt Al dare volunteers, and in working for 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 11 CFR section 100.7(b)(3).

° Finally, where the Complainant alleges he was not 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

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
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 will get a bit repetitious; but the repetition was necessary because the
error was repeated so often and is the essence of the complaints

Detailed Responses
Our substantive detailed response follows, responding in order directly to each of the five

quoted Garstecki complaint letters attached to the 4 March 1996 notice to us RE: MUR 4312.

First Complaint: “On at least seven separate occasions [sic] This committee has
attempted to secure the mailing list of the SCRCC  The hist, and it’s [sic) updates, have
been provided to Duane Hughes in a regular and timelyv manner, either by Barbara Stidham
or Sharon Hughes, the wite of Duane Hughes  Both women are ofticers of the [SCRCC]
Although many promises have been made, the only List which has been provided to this
campaign is an out of date list provided covertly by and SCRCC volunteer Mailing lists,
invitations to important events, lists of Republican Clubs, etc, are routinely denied to this
campaign, while Duane Hughes has free access through his wite and Barbara Stidham
This direct assistance by the SCRCC to Duane Hughes 1s not imited 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
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“There are several instances where confidential information, provided to the [SCRCC] 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.”

se to st Complair

gva:lablg to Mr. ﬁars JI, msr as rhev are to anyone else. No promises in this OLW
regard to this complaint have been made by Respondents. Instead, all materials available to
or provided to anyone have been and remain likewise available to the Garstecki campaign.
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 |1 CFR section 100 7(a)( 1)(in}A). Inthe
summer of 1994, the SCRCC Executive Committee decided, in a meeting limited to this one
subject and for which 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 was taken in response 1o a request from a candidate who won the 6th
Congressional seat primary, the nomination which Mr_ Garstecki now seeks In keeping with that
decision, this mailing hst has not been provided to Mr Hughes or anvone else Indeed, we are
unaware of any particular materials or information allegedly provided by the SCRCC or any of its
officers to the Duane Hughes campaign and we believe that none has been provided which is
covered even by the over-broad description in the complaint. but anv materials or information that
may have been provided or available 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 will be denied to the Garstecki campaign

Once during this campaign, Mr Garstecki asked Kay Russo, SCRCC Roster Chair and
Bylaws Commuttee Co-Chair until late 1995, for the SCRCC roster and mailing list.  She told him
that she could supply only the roster and meeting notification lists, not other mailing lists (per the
1994 decision). without permission from the SCRCC Executive Commuttee  She also explained
to him that, due to problems of getting alternate information from members. she had not gotten

the roster up to date. and she asked him to re-contact her when it was updated  She also
indicated that the Sonoma County Registrar of Voters had the then most up-to-date information
available. which the SCRCC 15 required to repont to the voter registrar - Hence, the information
that 1s available to anvone could have been gotten by lum by contactuing the Registrar of Voters,
or he could have re-contacted Mrs Russo atter the hist was updated  Apparently, he did not
exercise reasonable selt-help and do the former, and Mrs Russo recalls that he certainly did not
o the latter  Had he done so. the roster and meeting nottication hists in their then-current form
would have been provided 1o him, just as they would be made available to anvone else. Finally,

ne eise, has made any promises relevant to this complaim
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matter, 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
“[m]ailing lists, invitations [on behalf of the SCRCC] to important events, [SCRCC] lists of
Republican Clubs, etc.”, nor for any nor “all 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 right to receive it, and we believe she has not acted improperly in any
manner in these regards, either Mrs Russo’s investigations 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 Hughes campaign lists do not include significant sets of
names on SCRCC rosters, meeting information and mailing lists

ara Stidha ot provided th iling list, “it’s [si =
& invitations to important events lists of Republican Clu 2
nor “all information gathered by the [SCRCC]" to the Duane Hughes campaign or to anyone;
h not have access to mailing lists, etc., and she has acted pro, ) j
is matter — and she has never sought to discuss campaign strategy wit ]

Turner. She is Vice-Chair of the SCRCC, but Mrs 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 anvone, and no opportunity to deny any of the named
matenal to anyone who had a right 1o receive it, she has not done so, and she has acted properly
in all regards in this matter In fact, for much of the time apparently covered by this complaint,
Mrs Stidham was greatly incapacitated by a shoulder injury and not present in the SCRCC offices
or involved in any of these matters

Mrs Stidham has never sought to discuss campaign strategy with Messrs Garstecki or
Turner, moreover, even if she had sought to discuss such matters with them. such action would in
no way be a violation of anvthing  The complaint 15 vague tor using the passive voice in its final
sentence. as well as using an abstract concept as its subject. but i1t purports that Mrs Stidham or
anyone else from the SCRCC ever indicated in any way “that such meetings were required”, that
is simply false (as well as also not being a cognizable Federal elections complaint) Ultimately,
this pant of the complaint, like most of the rest of it, illustrates the pomnt that Mr Garstecki feels
free merely to shing accusations. based on the assumption that it he merely makes any vague and
ridiculous accusation. then it becomes the burden of the accused to prove that it 1sn’t so or that it
wouldn’t matter even it it were  These accusanons are only one example of many which show
that these complamts are unduly burdensome and wholly frivolous and vexatious, and that Mr
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also the responses to complaints 2-5 below Again, Mr Garsteckl 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,
frivolous 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.

laim that

_C_Q_:cﬂ.LLﬂ:Qm_ﬂa_bQB.C_CMEMQt suggests al Ieau that someone has violated SCRCC

r misappro, I

may Qg in. v[alagag o{ Eg({q elecrwn or orher laws. We suggest tfmr the anly possible reason

would be to investiga 1

Second 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 displaved 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 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 tme © Qur matenal was nowhere 1o be seen

“Upon hearing this, Dan Garstecki contronted the Republican campaign workers,
and the material was removed from the trash bin and placcd 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 1o aid her long ume tnend. Duane Hughes
This incident alone amounts to a large unreported in-kind contnibution from the SCRCC

"This 1s merely one example of an ongoing and tvpical problem  The Dan

Garsteck: for Congress “96 commutiee never had the advance notice, 1o any Republican
event, [sic] enjoved by Duane Hughes When Garstecki literature is placed on Republican
dl:\p‘.‘i_\ tables. 1t otien dl\.'.; pears. Republican events tend to have the appearance of a
Duane Hughes campaign rally, largely because of the mfluence of Sharon Hughes and

Barbara Stidham



We have mountains of evidence which will indicate that the [SCRCC] has actively
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”

Response to the Second Complaini:
1) Neither the SCRCC as a body nor any of the individuals making this Response

rejected meGanrecA'i mareriuls. nor did any of them tell anyone that it would be illegal 1o
have them displayed; i Y aine Woitke anc iza, SCRCC First Vice-Chair, were
m_chgmm_gnd thus if misinformation was generated on this matter, it did
not come from the Respondents or the Hughes campaign. The stilted use of the abstract “this
office” and the passive voice without naming the agent doing the action (*“Our matenals were
rejected, and we were told 7 after “this office provided the SCRCC with campaign matenal to be
displaved™) seem calculated by Mr Garstecki to conjure up culpability on the part of Respondents
where none exists by misrepresenting known facts If Mr Garstecki actually had names of
persons who allegedly “rejected” the matenial (When” In what manner?) or “told” him whatever,
he could have stated them. and those persons could directly answer, instead. he again seems to
think that if he merely makes vague accusations, it then becomes incumbent upon either the
Commuission or Respondents to do the impossible and prove the negative on a very vaguely
worded charge To be clear, SCRCC Respondents Bill Gass (Chairman), Barbara Stidham (Vice-
Chair), Kay Russo (former Roster Chair and former Byvlaws 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
was anvone authorized to so represent  Also, these Respondents understand that Sharon Hughes
will state in her joint response with the Hughes campaign that she also did not do this, and these
Respondents have no reason to doubt her statement Hence, Respondents simply didn’t do it
Obviously, some notion of rejection got atoot, apparently because Voter Registration
Committee members were reluctant to put out anv candidate matenals. including Duane Hughes's
hterature, for fear of thereby appearing to endorse a candidate, as Mrs Russo discovered when
she went to the Fair  Prompted by a cail trom Mrs Russo, Bill Gass found 1t necessary to correct
that information (with respect to all candidates, not just Mr Garstecki), which the complaint
admits he did, and which led to a remedy by the SCRCC, of its own volition. in real time. None
of the aforementioned Respondents was responsible for this mistaken notion, nor was any action

of the SCRCC, mstead. 11 was the .’g‘\_:‘-f":\f".: ty of Laraine Woitke and John Giza, who were in

charge of the Fair booth, or someone working under their direcion While the SCRCC and these
Respondents regret that this misunderstanding occurred, despite their best etfforts 1o run the
SCRCC in a manner tar to all candidares (including Mr Garstecki), we trust that the Commission
il recognize hat such propiems oddas ally arise, especialty when reiving on volunteer hClp (as
the SCRCC must) Such errors, by their nature and especially when thev are promptly rectified,
simply do not state a complaint or other cause of action that menits even the Commission’s brief

attentton.  For all concerned. such ttems are unduly burdensome, involous and vexatious




not intentional, was certainly not a proximate result of any official act of the SCRCC or of
any act by the Respondents. First, neither any of the Respondents, individually, nor the SCRCC

as a whole, was responsible for any such problems that might 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 knowiedge 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, regardiess of how hard one tries to avoid them, and they are more frequent with
volunteer efforts -- and for all these reasons, campaign law and rules do not inculpate such human
error  The Respondents understand that in her response, Sharon Hughes will also state that she
also did not give out misinformation or fail to provide equal availability and display of Garstecki
matenials, and she did not proximately cause such actions, we have no reason to doubt her
statement

Second, since Ms Woitke and Mr Giza were 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 authority That 1s. they, not any of the Respondents,
were responsible for providing correct information and all matenials to the public on a fair basis,
which is the stated goal of the SCRCC and the duty each Respondent recognizes and practices in
his/her official role as an SCRCC officer and representative  In particular, at all times that each of
the individual Respondents involved in this response was present, correct information was given,
material from both campaigns was equally displaved and made equally available to the public (in
Mrs Russo’s case, after a call to Mr Gass to direct 1), and correct procedure was followed in all
regards, because thev insisted on it

This complaint, 100, lacks enough specificity 1o state a complaint under federal election
laws In fact, it also lacks such specificity and is. like the others, so misleading in wording and
essence as to be merely burdensome, frivolous and vexatious It wastes our time and that of the
Commission and its statt

J) Barbara Stidham did not “engineer” anything in this regard, she in no way acted in
violation of federal election law (or of SCRCC Bylaws, ctc.), and she was quite right to call
Mr. Garstechi on his rude behavior, which may itself be actionable under Federal election
law. Further, Mr. Garstecki again engages in unduly burdensome, frivolous and vexatious
complaint, and in this item he even recognizes his failure to carry his burden of proof to state
a cognizable complaint b] hiding the ball with the vague claim, “We can produce a campaign
worker who will state.. nnulwf_c_ipru !mmu an qﬂm’m:t that sywwears to such an allegation.
During the Fair, Mrs Stidham was home-bound with a shoulde d thus she was 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 Hughes
is a long-time friend of hers, in her role as Vice-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 Hughes. Ultimately, Mrs. Stidham 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. 1f 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 workers at all, but were in fact volunteers from
various Republican clubs and the SCRCC, as well as other individuals. His use of the term
“campaign workers™ appears calculated to suggest that somehow the SCRCC is conducting a
campaign opposed to his, whichitis not The term also 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 10 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 summarily rejected

4) The only “ongoing and typical problem” here is Mr. Garstecki’s proclivity to whine.
His vagueness again fails to specify who did what in violation of what, etc., but two things are
clear: 1) Respondents did not do anything in violation of Federal e¢lection law or of SCRCC
Bylaws; and 2) his third paragraph in this complaint also does not state a complaint (as
opposed to g whine) under Federal election law. The complaint does not specify what advance
notice the Duane Hughes campaign allegedly got. by whom 1t was allegedly provided, or why
such alleged act constitutes a violation of Federal election law  In the next sentence (assuming
Mr Garstecki 1s not bragzing that the public picks up his hterature as fast as he can put it out),
who did what. when, etc . and of what provision of tederal election law 1s it a violation? On the
appearance of Republican events, etc . at least we know who 15 accused, but what acts translated
the alleged influence into such effect. and in what way did it violate Federal election law? In sum,

these generalities, even it they were true m their import, as they are not. do not state a cognizable
complaint under Federal election law, instead, they are merely burdensome, frivolous and
vexatious, seenung agamn to try to require us or the Commission 1o prove the negative of very

vague charges Further, neither the individual 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. 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 with any implication of official SCRCC position other than strict neutrality.

these matters and luu failed to carry it. The vagueness and grandiosity are apparent on its face,

and we will not further labor these pomts, 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, Mr 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 way 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 1o avoid conveying any appearance of favoritism -- it has been done as a
personal and volunteer matter and not otherwise

Third Complaint: “Barbara Stidham, 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 U S Congress

¢ "Dan Garstecki 1s not a candidate

d ‘Central Committee members cannot make contributions to Dan Garstecki.’

¢ “Central Committee members may only make contnibutions to other Central

Committee members

' *Dan Garstecki refuses to meet with join the central committee

g "Dan Garstecki 1s not a Republican
We can produce undeniable proof of this complaint At the very least, this amounts to
free advertizing and promotion by the SCRCC on behalf of Duane Hughes These actions

ve caused a great deal of damage ™

“Withesses

“Dan Garstecki. Carolvn Danels, 1da Kerchot

Response to Third Complaint;

1) Barbara Stidham, who has never been a Chairperson of the SCRCC, has not made
these statements at all, and thus she certainly has not made them on the telephone from
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MMAMMJMMMMLISEBCQJ Mrs. Sudham 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 refuse 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 tantamount 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).

tecki izes tha uces r
once again he directly side-steps it. Moreover, since the allegations are simply untrue in their
particulars and import, he cannot prove 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 Moreover, it is completely untrue:
Mr Garstecki cannot do any such thing, because as discussed above, Mrs. Stidham never made
any of the statements; hence, he cannot produce any proof, because the complaint is false.

2 Smgg the essential facts of the charge are false, there has been no “free advertizing

If of Du hes” and there has
Mr. Garstecki's campaign. 1t 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
ot. 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
promotion and no damage

Fourth Complaint: “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 $3,100 These in-kind contributions include, but are not limited 10, use of
facilities as a vehicle for voters to meet Duane Hughes, the use ot the talents of Sharon
Hughes, advertizing services, membership lists, and mailing hsts

Response to Fourth Complaint:

1) Neither any individual Respondent, as an SCRCC officer or representative, nor the
SCRCC has ever authorized contributions of any kind by Sharon Hughes or anyone else on

behalf of the SCRCC to the Hughes campaign. Further, none of the Respondents is aware of

any such in-kind contributions purpair!milr_;ﬂdu by Mrs. Flughes on behalf of the SCRCC,

and none of them has any reason to doubt her statement that she has not made contributions
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behalf of the SCRCC and that she has i ! hi he effect that sh
has been authorized to make or has made such official 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 10” clause) have ever 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
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 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, when he was required to swear to his complaint before a Notary it dropped to $3,100.

2) On this item, too, Mr. Garstecki recognizes his burden of proof and side-steps it,
further raising issues of burdensome, frivolous and vexatious pleading; on it, too, he could
not carry such a burden, because the factual allegation is false. “Evidence indicates that...”, he
begins Again he recognizes at least imphcitly that he has the burden of proof, and again he
completely fails to even attempt to carmv 1t 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

As discussed above, Mr Garstecki’s modus operandi is to launch vague charges and then
claim that his mudball attack itself saddles those charged with the burden to prove a negative --
1 e, to prove that all possible mterpretations ot s vague allegations am 't s As also discussed

above, this unethical and logically incompetent approach s untairly burdensome to Respondents
and the Comnmussion, and 1s by its nature frivolous and vexatious  In this complaint, he seems to
think that shucking his burder of proot 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.

FEifth Complaint: *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 ™

ons i omplaint:

1mmatenal exceptions and a name chanizc the first paragraph of this chargc IS thc same as thc 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 Stidham or anyone else 10 any contested campaign, nor has the SCRCC done so
in this race Further, Mrs Stidham: states that she has made 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 way represented that she did so or was authorized to do sc by anvone, the allegation is
simply false

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 ever 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 Stidham may have done tor the Hughes campaign was done as a personal, not SCRCC-
official matter. and as a volunteer, we understand such help 1s not reportable under Federal
election law, regardless of s value  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 Sudham, let alone anvthing “well in excess of $2,100 7

2) On this item, too, Mr. Garstechi recognizes his burden of proof and side-steps it,
further raising issues of burdensome, frivolous and vexatious pleading (as does the vagueness




en “inside information”); on this item, too, he could not carry such a burden, because the
Jactual allegation 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 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 finng 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 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 1s 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 w1150 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 50, 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 tnes out the “We have further evidence " line First, Mrs.
Stidham states unequivocally that this claim is categoncally 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 Mr 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 wants
someone to blame and wants revenge What Mr Garstecki clearly hopes is that by claiming that
he has “evidence™” he can con the Commussion into opening a full investigation, even though he
has not attempted at all to carry his burden of proof Perhaps he hopes this will 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 will not come close 10 rescuing his hopeless campaign. In
any event, what he really wants to achieve is to cause the SCRCC and Hughes campaign the
costs, headaches, time, energy, adverse publicity (at least later) and other resources of protracted
battle before the Commission 1f this were not true and it he really had any “evidence™ (which he
does not, because all of his charges are false). we submit that he would present it, instead of using
the “we have evidence” dodue He should have realized the need to present the evidence because
the Commission sent him a copy of its brochure, "Filing a Complaint™ when 1t rejected his first
version of these complamts in Februany  Clearly, then these complaints are willtul abuse of the
process, frivolous, unduly burdensome and vexatious 1o the Respondents, and deserving of the
maximum possitble sanction the Comnussion has the power 1o administer for such actions




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 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 matenal, 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, frivolous
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 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 on attached affidavits),

Barbara Stidham, SCRCC Second Vice-Chair

Bill Gass, SCRCC Chairman

Kayv Russo, formerly SCRCC Roster Chair
& formerly SCRCC Bylaws Co-Chair

Bill Cripps, SCRCC Treasurer

Attachments Aftidavits of Each of the Four Signatories
Minutes of SCRCC Executive Board. 6 September 1994
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MINUTES OF THE EXECUTIVE BOARD, SFECIAL MEBTING
SONOMA COUNTY REPUBLICAN CENTRAL COMMITTEE
FLAMINGO HOTEL
SEPTEMBER 6, 1994

A brief magting of the Exccutive comuiites was held at 9:30 pa immedintely fillowing the magnair mesting of the

committee. AR mershary of the cxecutive commities were prateat.
1. Del Starwt mads a motion that the lists of sames that the committes provides 0 condidates be confined

1 the mambers of the commitie and thase en cur esting netificaties list. The metion was sscondid snd

vassisendy carsied.
1. & was the coascases of (he Soard that 2 propossl frem Mike Zebulon (o assist with fund raising be
donind.

Thaye wes 20 further business and the mesting was adjourned at 9-30pm.

Appraved Kay D. Russo, Assistant Secretary




AFFIDAYIT
STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
) S
COUNTY OF SONOMA )

Barbara Stidham, being first duly sworn upon oath, deposes and seys that: [ am the
Respondent named herein to a complaint before the Federal Elections Commission; I am Second
Vice-Chair of the Sonoma County Republican Central Committee; 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.

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

ublic inand for the State of California

/ y
= g
My commission expires. 7%“/??"




STATE OF CALIFORNIA

COUNTY OF SONOMA

Kay Russo. being first duly sworn upon oath, deposes and says that: | am the
Respondent named herem to a complaint before the Federal Elections Commission; m
1995. I was an Ex-officio Alternate of the Sonoma County Republican Central Commuttee
and served as the Roster Chair and as Co-Chair of the Byvlaws Commuittee until December
of 1995: I have read the foregoing response: all statements contamned therein are true and
correct to the best of my knowledge. information and behef: and m particular. as to
matters relating to me. they are true and correct

. former Roster Chair and
air of the Bylaws Committee,
Sonoma County Republican Central Committee

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

NS

LISA DAVIS 1c 1 1 ; :
. “oae O Notapa Public in and for the State of Califorma

SONOMA COUNTY 25 2/1 /t??\
My Comm. Exp. July 11, 1997 P - |
i o My commuission expires | / ¢
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA

COUNTY OF SONOMA

William (Bill) Cripps, being first duly sworn upon oath, dcposcs and says that: 1 am the
Respondent named herein to a complaint before the Federal Elections Comnmission, 1 am
Treasurer of the Sonoma County Republican Central Committee; 1 have read the foregoing
Response, all statements contained therein are true and correct to the best of my knowiodge,

information and belief, and in particular, as (o mattcrs rclating to me, they are true and correct.

s ‘K-(—((f—-'—-ﬁ- (a v P
William (Bill) Cripps, TrefSurer
Sonoma County Republican Central Commitiee

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

—— <
—— —— s

Nolary Public in and ftjﬁfw State of Cl&';u

{

. . Q
My commission expires. _ o0 X 993
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION- ¢ . 7

fug I4 4 5o il '
In the Matter of )
) Enforcement Priority

SERSITIE

GENERAL COUNSEL'S REPORT

L INTRODUCTION

In accordance with the objectives 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 stale or that, in
comparison to other pending matters. do not appear to warrant the use of the
Commission’s limited resources. This General Counsel’s Report recommends the

Commission not pursue 43 cases that fall within these categones.

Il. MMEN N

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

A ¢ntical component of the Prionity Svstem is identifying those pending cases that
do not warrant the turther expenditure of Commuission resources. Each incoming matter
1s v aluated using Commussion-approved cntena and cases that. based on their rating. do
not warrant pursuit relative to other pending cases are placed in this category. By closing
such cases. the Commuission is able to use its himited resources to focus on more

important cases
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Having evaluated incoming matters, this Office has identified 24 cases which do
not warrant further pursuit relative 10 other pending matters.' A short description of each
case and the factors leading to assignment of a relatively low priority and consequent
recommendation not to pursue each case is attached to this Report. Attachments 1-24.
As the Commission has previously requested. we have also attached responses and
referral materials where that information has not heen circulated previously to the
Commission. Attachment 25.

B. Stale Cases

Investigations are severely impeded and require relatively greater resources when
the activity. and the evidence of the activity. are old. Accordingly, the Office of the
General Counsel recommends that the Commission focus its efforts on cases involving
more recent activity. Such efforts will also generate more impact on the current electoral
process and are a more cfficient allocation of our limited resources. To this end, this
Office has identified 19 cases that
this Office believes are

now too old 1 warrant the use of the Commussion’s resources

These matters are. MUR 4227 (Wellstone for Senate) (Attachment 1); MUR 4273 (Jesse Winebermry)
{ Attachment 2). MUR 4290 (Lincoin Club of Riverside County) (Antachment 3); MUR 4292
{Congressman Ron Pachard) (Attachment 4). MUR 4293 (Willie Colon for Congress) (Attachment 5);
MUR 4294 (Alan Keves for President 96) (Attachment 6): MUR 4299 (UAW-V-CAP) (Attachment 7);
AMLUR 4312 (Sonoma County Republicans) (Anachment 8). MUR 4316 (Ross Perot) (Attachment 9); MUR
4318 (Patrick Combs for Congress) (Attachment 10). MUR 4324 (Buchanan for President) (Attachment
11). MUR 4325 (Dan Garstechi for Congress 96) (Anachment |2). MUR 4329 (Golden Door)
{Attachment 13). MUR 4330 (Trice Harvey) (Anachment 14). MUR 4333 (WSB-TV) (Antachment 15);
MUK 4334 {Cox Communications) (Attachment 16);: MUR 4336 (WSB-TV) (Attachment 17); MUR 4339
(WSB-TV)iAnachment 18). MUR 4348 (Soghn for Congress) (Anachment 19); MUR 4359 (Francis
Thompson for Congress) (Anachment 20). MUR 4360 (Weygand Committee) (Aftachment 21); MUR
4363 (WSB-TV)(Antachment 22). MUR 436« (Friends of Jimmy Blake) (Attachment 23) and Pre-MUR
328 (Depaniment of the Intenor) (Attachment 24)




Because our recommendation not to

pursue these cases is based on their staleness, this Office has not prepared separate

narratives for these cases. we have attached

responses and referral materials in those instances where the information was not

previously circulated. Attachments 26-45.

This Office recommends the Commission exercise its prosecutorial discretion and
no longer pursue the cases listed below cffective September 3, 1996. By closing the
cascs effective that day. CED and the Legal Review Team each will have the necessary

time 10 prepare closing letters and case files for the public record.



1. RECOMMENDATIONS

A. Decline to open 8 MUR, close the file effective September 3, 1996, and
approve the appropriate letters in the following matters:

1) Pre-MUR 293

2) Pre-MUR 311

3) Pre-MUR 328

4) RAD Referral 95L-03
S) RAD Referral 95L-11
6) RAD Referral 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 matiers:

1) MUR 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
107 MUR 4201
11y MUR 4227
12y MUR 4232
13y MURJ4273
14) MUR 4290
153) MUR 4292
16) MUR 4293
17) MUR 4294
18) MUR 4299
19) MUR 4312
200 MUR 4316
21) MUR 4318
22y MUR 4324
23) MUR 4325
24) MUR 4329
25) MLUR 4330
26) MUR 4333
27) MUR 4334
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28) MUR 4336
29) MUR 4339
30) MUR 4348
31) MUR 4359
32) MUR 4360
33) MUR 4363
34) MUR 4364

C. Take no further action, close the file effective September 3, 1996, and approve
the appropriate letters in MUR 3826.

¢

7

A




BEFORE THE PEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of )

Enforcement Priority. )

CERTIFICATION

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, Secretary of the Federal Election
Commiseion, do hereby certify that on August 21, 1996, the

Commigsion took the following actions on the General Counsel's

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

o
: Decided v -0:
A. Decline to open a MUR, close the file
o effective September 3, 1956, and approve
o the appropriate letters in each of the
g focllowing matters:
o
1) Pre-MUR 2953
™~ 2) Pre-MUR 311
3) Pre-MUR 328
4) RAD Referral 95L-03
o 5) RAD Referral 95L-11
6) RAD Referral 95L-16
c 7) RAD Referral 95L-22
8) RAD Referral 95NF-21
O
B. Take no action, close the file effective

September 3, 1996, and approve the
appropriate letters in each of the
following matters:

1) MUR 4062
2) MUR 4074
37 MCR 4101
4) MUR 414¢€
S) MUR 4151
6) MUR 4175
7) MUR 418C
8) MJR 4184
$) MUR 4198

(continued)




Pederal Election Commission

Certification for Enforcement
Priority

August 23, 1996

10) 4227
11) 4232
12) 4273
13) 4250
14) 42592
15) 4293
16) 4254
17) 42959
18) 4312
19) 4316
20) 4318
Z1) 4324
22) 4325
23) 4329
24) 4330
25) 4333
26) 4334
27) 4336
28) 4339
29) 4348
30) 4355
31} 4360
32) 4363
33) 4364

Commiesioners Aikens, Elliott, McDonald,

McGarry, and Thomas voted affirmatively with
respect o each of the above-noted matters.

Attest:

8-2¢-7¢ Z(/W

Date rjorie W. Emmons
tary of the Commission

Received :n retariat: .. Aug. 14, 1986 4:56 p.m.
Circulacze h ] : i., Aug. 16, 19%6 12:00 p.m.
Deadline - .., Aug. 21, 1996 4:00 p.m.

byr




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON DO 206

St 0 b 1996

P O. Box 15058
Santa Rosa, CA 95402

RE: MUR 4312

Dear Mr. Garstecki:

On February 23, 1996, the Federal Election Commussion received your complaint
alleging cenain violations of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended (“the
Act™)

Afier considenng the circumstances of this matier, the Commission has determined to
exercise its prosecutonal discretion and 10 take no action against the respondents. See attached
narratine. Accordingly, the Commission closed its file in this matter on September 3, 1996.
This matter will become pan of the public record within 30 days.

The Act allows a complanant to sech judicial review of the Commission's dismissal of
thisaction See 2 USC §4572an8)

olleen T. Sealander, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket

Anachment
Narrative

s S Anen s
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MUR 4312
SONOMA COUNTY REPUBLICANS

Dan Garsteck: filed a complaint against the Sonoma County Republican Central
Commuttee ("SCRCC™) and several of 1ts ofTicers alleging that the SCRCC has not
remained neutral in the congressional pnman and 1s thus making excessive and
prohibited in-kind contnbunions of $£.000 or more 10 his opponent for his party’s
nomination. Duane Hughes Specificaliv. Mr Garsteck alleges that matenals that he
provided to be displaved at the Sonoma Counn Fair were rejected by the Sonoma County
Republican Central Comminee ("SCRCC™) He alleges that his campaign has not been
gnen advance notice of any Republican events and that mailing hists, invitations to
impontant events, lists of Republican clubs. etc are routinelv denied to his campaign He
also alleges that SCRCC officers Sharon Hughes. wife of opponent Duane Hughes. and
Barbara Sudham have used their influence within and without the SCRCC to attempt to
destron his chances of winming the pnman election  He further alleges that on at least
seven occasions his commttee has artempted without success to secure the mailing list of
the SCRCC which allegedis has been provided to Mr Hughes He concludes that these
activities amount 1o a massive in-hind contnbution to the Duane Hughes for Congress
Campaign  He alleges that these in-hind contnibutions include. but are not himited 10. use
o1 tacibiies as a vehicle for voters to meet Duane Hughes. the use of the talents of Sharon
Hughes. adverising services. membership hsis. and maihing hists  Mr Garstecki lost the
priman clection with 15% of the vote. Mr Hughes won with 85%, support

The Sonoma Counn Republican Central Commutiee (“SCRCC™), the Hughes for
Congress Commitiee “the Hughes Comminiee™ ). and the individual respondents
submiticd swom responses retuting most of Mr Garstechi's factual allegations in detail.
I he SCROC caregoncally denes thar i has made amy in-hind coninbutions to the Duane
Hughes campaign . The responses state that the SCRCC does not give its mailing lists to
anv candidate and has not gnen them 1o the Hughes Committee The SCRCC avers that
s rosters and mecting notification hists are asailable 10 Mr Garstecki, just as they are
Sarighic e amvong else The respondents also assen that any personal services provided
AL Stidham or My Hughes were done o in their personal capacities, as volunieers.
A Hugnes states that she s a member of the SCRCC. but 1s not an officer and had no
aceess to mabing hsts Ms Barbara Sundham staies that does not have access to the
SURGC e mahing haas and has acted properhy in all repards in this matier The SCRCC
eapiains that due 10 2 misunderstanding. all candidate hiterature was imtially rejected at
1he SCRC U booth 2t Sonoma Counny Fair but that the error was correcied and Mr
Cedrstech s« hierature was ultimately displaved

Ir this matter. there is no evidence that the activin had significant impact on the
process  This matter is less sigmificant relative 1o other matters pending before the
Commission



" FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON DC. 20464

SeP 0 6 193¢

Barbara Stidham, Chairperson

Sonoma County Republican
Central Committee

2717 Cielo Coun

Santa Rosa, CA 95495

RE: MUR 4312
Dear Ms. Stidham

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

Afier considening the circumstances of this matier. the Commission has determined to
exercise 1ts prosecutonal discretion and to take no action against you. See attached narrative.
Accordingly. the Commission closed 1ts file 1n this matter on September 3, 1996

The confidentiahity provisions of 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a) 12) no longer apply and this matter
is now public In addition. although the complete file must be placed on the public record
within 30 days. this could occur at any iime following centification of the Commission's vote.

If vou wish to submit amy factual or legal matenals to appear on the public record, please do so
as soon as possible  While the file mayv be placed on the public record prior to receipt of your
addiional matenals. any permissible submussions will be added to the public record when
recened

If vou have any questions. please contact Alva E Smith at (202) 219-3400.

Sincerely .-~

olleen T. Sealander, Attomey
Central Enforcement Docket

Attachment
Narrative

§ edesksatamiy shie 0 g srrsmtissn < U Arevinersan
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MUR 4312
SONOMA COUNTY REPUBLICANS

Dan Garsteck: filed a complaint against the Sonoma County Republican Central
Committee ("SCRCC™) and several of 1ts officers alleging that the SCRCC has not
remained neutral in the congressional pnman and 1s thus making excessive and
prolbited in-kind contnbunions of $£.000 or more 10 his opponent for his party’s
nomination. Duane Hughes Specifically. Mr Garstecki alleges that matenals that he
provided to be displaved at the Sonoma Counn Fair were rejected by the Sonoma County
Republican Central Commitiee {"SCRCC™) He alleges that his campaign has not been
given advance notice of any Republican events and that mailing hists, invitations to
impornant events. lists of Republican clubs. eic are routinelv denied to his campaign. He
also alleges that SCRCC ofTicers Sharon Hughes. wife of opponent Duane Hughes, and
Barbara Stidham have used their influence within and without the SCRCC to attempt to
destron his chances of winning the pnman election  He further alleges that on at least
seven occasions his comminee has anempted without success to secure the mailing list of
the SCRCC which allegedi has been provided 1o Mr Hughes He concludes that these
activities amount to a massive in-kind contnbution to the Duane Hughes for Congress
Campaign He alleges that these in-kind contributions include. but are not limited to. use
of facihiies as a vehicle for voters to meet Duane Hughes, the use of the talents of Sharon
Hughes. adveruising services. membership hists. and mailing lists  Mr. Garstecki lost the
priman ¢lection with 15% of the voite. Mr Hughes won with 85% suppon.

The Sonoma Countx Repubhican Central Commitiee (“SCRCC™), the Hughes for
Congress Committee (“the Hughes Commitiee ). and the individual respondents
submitted sworn responses refuting most of Mr Garstecki’'s factual allegations in detail.
The SCRCOC caregoncally demies that it has made any in-kind contnbutions to the Duane
Hughes campaign  The responses state that the SCRCC does not give its mailing lists to
an candidate and has not given them to the Hughes Commitiee The SCRCC avers that
ns rosiers and mecting notification hists are available 10 Mr Garsteck, just as they are
available 1o amvone else The respondents alvo assen that any personal services provided
by Ms Stidham or My Hughes were done so in their personal capacities, as volunieers.
My Hughes siates that she i a member of the SCRCC. but 1s not an officer and had no
accuess to maiing hists Ms Barbara Sudham suates that does not have access to the
SCRCC maihing hsts and has acted properiy in all regards in this manter The SCRCC
explains that due to a misunderstanding. all candidate Inerature was ininially rejected at
the SCRCC booth at Sonoma County Fair. but that the error was corrected and Mr
Garstechs ~ hierature was ultimatels displased

In this matter there 1s no evidence that the activin had sigmificant impact on the
process  This matter s less significant relative 1o other matters pending before the
Commission



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON DO it

SEP 06 199

William D. Cnpps, Treasurer

Sonoma County Republican
Central Committee

2717 Cielo Coun

Santa Rosa. CA 95405

RE: MUR 4312
Dear Mr. Cripps:

On March 4, 1996, the Federal Election Commission notified Rick Lawson, former
treasurer. of a complaint alleging cenain violauons of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971. as amended. A copy of the complaint was enclosed with that notification.

Afier considenng the circumstances of this matter. the Commission has determined 10
exercise its prosecutonal discretion and to take no action against Sonoma County Republican
Central Commitiee and vou. as treasurer  Sce attached narrative. Accordingly, the
Commussion closed ints file in this matter on September 3, 1996

The confidentiahity promisions of 2 U S C § 437g(a) 12) no longer apply and this matier
1s nows public In additson. although the complete file must be placed on the public record
within 30 davs. this could occur at anv time following centification of the Commission's vote.

If vou wish to submut any factual or legal matenals to appear on the public record, please do so
as soon as possible While the file mas be placed on the public record pnor to receipt of vour
addiional matenals. any permissible submissions will be added to the public record when
recened

It vou have anv questions. please contact Alva E Smith at (202) 219-3400.

Sinterely

olleen T. Seala ., Attomey
Central Enforcement Docket

Atntachment
Narrative
v A g
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MUR 4312
SONOMA COUNTY REPUBLICANS

Dan Garstecki filed a complaint against the Sonoma County Republican Central
Commuttee ("SCRCC™) and several of its ofTicers alleging that the SCRCC has not
remained neutral in the congressional pnman and 1s thus making excessive and
prohibited in-kind contnbutions of $5.000 or more 1o his opponent for his party’'s
nomination, Duane Hughes Specifically. Mr Garstecki alleges that matenals that he
provided to be displaved at the Sonoma Counn Fair were rejected by the Sonoma County
Republican Central Comminee (“SCRCC™) He alleges that his campaign has not been
given advance notice of anv Republican events and that maihing hists, invitations to
imporiant events, lists of Republican clubs. etc are routinely denied to his campaign. He
also alleges that SCRCC officers Sharon Hughes. wife of opponent Duane Hughes. and
Barbara Stidham have used their influence within and without the SCRCC to attempt to
destror his chances of winning the pnman. election  He funther alleges that on at least
seven occasions his commitiee has anempted wathout success to secure the mailing list of
the SCRCC which allegedlv has been provided to Mr Hughes He concludes that these
actinvines amount 1o a massive in-kind contnbution to the Duane Hughes for Congress
Campaign  He allepes that these in-hind contnbutions include. but are not limited to, use
of facihuies as a vehicle for voters 10 meet Duane Hughes, the use of the talents of Sharon
Hughes. adveruising senices. membership hists. and mailing hsts  Mr. Garstecki lost the
priman clection with 15% of the vote Mr Hughes won wath 85%6 suppont

The Sonoma Counn Republican Central Commuittee (“SCRCC™), the Hughes for
C ongress Committee (“the Hughes Commitiee ™). and the individual respondents
submitied swomn responses refuting most of Mr Garstecki's factual allegations in detail.
The SCRCC categoncalls demes that it has made amy in-kind contnbutions 10 the Duane
Hughes campaign The responses state that the SCRCC does not give its mailing lists to
am candidaie and has< not ginven them 1o the Hughes Commitiee The SCRCC avers that
1is rosters and meeting notification hisis are available 1o Mr Garstecki, just as they are
available to amvone else The respondents alvo assen that any personal services provided
by M Sudham or Ms Hughes were done so in their personal capacities, as volunteers
A Hugzhes states that she s a member of the SCRCC. but 15 not an officer and had no
access to maihing hsts - Ms Barbara Sudham siates that does not have access to the
SCRUC maihing hists and has acted properiy in all regards in this maner The SCRCC
caplains that due 10 2 misunderstanding. all candidate literature was imtially rejected at
the SCRCC beoth at Sonoma County Fair: but that the error was corrected and Mr
Garstechkr ~ lerature was ulimatehh displaved

In this matier. there is no evidence that the actvan had significant impact on the
process  This matter s less sigmificant relative 1o other matters pending before the
Commission
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON DC 2040

SEP 0 6 9%
Sharon Hughes
Sonoma County Republican
Central Committee
2717 Cielo Count
Santa Rosa, CA 95405
RE: MUR 4312

Dear Ms. Hughes

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 was enclosed with that notification

Afier considenng the circumstances of this matier. the Commussion has determined to
exercise its prosecutonal discretion and to take no action against you. See attached narmative.
Accordingly. the Commussion closed 1ts file n this matter on September 3, 1996.

The confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S C § 437g(a) 12) no longer apply and this matter
1s now public In addition. although the complete file must be placed on the public record
within 30 davs. this could occur at any time following certification of the Commission's vote.

If vou wish to submit any factual or legal matenals 10 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
addinonal matenials. any permissible submissions will be added 10 the public record when
recened

If vou have any questions, please contact Alva E. Smith at (202) 219-3400.

Sricare |y

—

olleen T. Sealander, Attormey
Central Enforcement Docket

Attachment
Narrative
B AN el
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MUR 4312
SONOMA COUNTY REPUBLICANS

Dan Garstecki filed a complaint against the Sonoma County Republican Central
Commuttee (“SCRCC™) and several of us ofTicers alleging that the SCRCC has not
remained neutral 1n the congressional pnmary and 1s thus making excessive and
prohibited 1n-kind contnbutions of $5.000 or more 10 his opponent for his party’s
nomination. Duane Hughes  Specifically . Mr Garstecki alleges that matenals that he
provided to be displaved at the Sonoma Counn Fair were rejected by the Sonoma County
Republican Central Commutiee (“SCRCC™) He alleges that his campaign has not been
given advance nouice of any Republican events and that maihing hists. invitations to
important events. hists of Republican clubs. etc are routinely denied to his campaign. He
also alleges that SCRCC officers Sharon Hughes. wife of opponent Duane Hughes. and
Barbara Stidham have used their influence within and without the SCRCC 1o attempt to
destror his chances of winning the pnman election He further alleges that on at least
seven occasions his commitiee has attempted without success 1o secure the mailing hist of
the SCRCC which allegedlv has been provided to Mr Hughes. He concludes that these
activities amount 1o a massive in-kind contnbution to the Duane Hughes for Congress
Campairn  He alleges that these in-hind contnbutions include. but are not himited to, use
of tacilines as a vehicle for voters 1o meet Duane Hughes, the use of the talents of Sharon
Hughes. adverusing services. membership hists. and mailing lists.  Mr. Garstecki lost the
priman clection with 15% of the vote. Mr Hughes won with 85% suppont

The Sonoma County Repubhican Central Commitiee (“SCRCC™), the Hughes for
Congress Committee (“the Hughes Commitiee™). and the individual respondents
submitted swomn responses refuting most of Mr Garstecki's factual allegations in detail.
The SCRUC caeyoncalls demes that it has made any in-kind contnbunions 10 the Duane
Hughes campargn The responses state that the SCRCC does not give its mailing lists to
am candidate and has not gnven them to the Hughes Commitiee The SCRCC avers that
1ts rosters and meeting notification hists are available 1o Mr Garstecka, just as they are
available o amvone else The respondents also assen that any personal services provided
by M Sndham or M Hughes were done soan their personal capacities, as volunteers.
\s Hughes states that she 1 a member of the SCRCC. but 1s not an officer and had no
access o marthing hsts Ms Barbara Sudham states that does not have access to the
SCRCC maihing hists and has acted properis in all regards 1in this matter The SCRCC
cyplains that due to a misunderstanding. all candidate hiterature was imually rejected at
the SCRUC hooth at Sonoma Counny Fair. but that the error was corrected and Mr
Garstechr « hterature was ulumateh displaved

In this matier there s no evidence that the activ iy had significant impact on the
process  This matter s less siemificant relative 1o other matiers pending before the
Commission



" FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON DC 2046

Reginald Howard Leighton, Treasurer
Hughes for Congress

1018 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
alleging cenain violations of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended. A copy
of the complaint was enclosed with that noufication.

Afier considering the circumstances of this marer, the Commission has determined to
exercise its prosecutonal discretion and to 1ake no action against Hughes for Congress and you,
as treasurer  See atiached narrative  Accordingly. the Commission closed its file in this matter
on September 3. 1996.

The confidentiahity provisions of 2 U S.C. § 437g(a) 12) no longer apply and this matter
1s now public In addison. although the complete file must be placed on the public record
within 30 davs. this could occur at anv time following certification of the Commission's vote.

If vou wish 10 submit anv factual or legal matenals 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
additronal matenals, any permissible submissions will be added to the public record when
recened

If vou have anv questions, please contact Alva E Smith at (202) 219-3400.

Colleen T Sealander, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket

Attachment
Narrative
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MUR 4312
SONOMA COUNTY REPUBLICANS

Dan Garstecki filed a complaint against the Sonoma County Republican Central
Commitiee (“SCRCC™) and several of its ofTicers alleging that tne SCRCC has not
remained neutral in the congressional pnmary and 15 thus making excessive and
prohibited in-kind contnibutions of $5.000 or more to his opponent for his party's
nominauon. Duane Hughes  Specifically. Mr Garstecki alleges that matenals that he
provided to be displaved at the Sonoma Counn Fair were rejected by the Sonoma County
Republican Central Commitiee ("SCRCC™) He alleges that his campaign has not been
gnen advance notice of any Republican events and that mailing hists, invitations 1o
important events, hists of Republican clubs. etc are routinely demied to his campaign. He
also alleges that SCRCC officers Sharon Hughes. wife of opponent Duane Hughes, and
Barbara Sudham have used their influence within and without the SCRCC to attempt to
destror his chances of winning the priman election  He further alleges that on at least
seven occasions his committee has anempted without success 1o secure the mailing list of
the SCRCC which allegedly has been provided 10 Mr Hughes He concludes that these
activities amount to a massive in-hind contnbution to the Duane Hughes for Congress
Campaign  He alleges that these in-hind contributions include. but are not imited to, use
ot facilities as a vehicle for voters to meet Duane Hughes. the use of the talents of Sharon
Hughes. adverusing senvices. membership hists. and mailing hists  Mr. Garstecki lost the
priman clection with 15%c of the voie Mr Hughes won wath 85% support

The Sonoma County Republican Central Commuttee ("SCRCC™), the Hughes for
C ongress Commutiee (“the Hughes Commitiee™ 1. and the individual respondents
supmitied sworn responses refuting most of Mr Garstecki’s factual allegations in detail.
Fhe SCROC categoncally denres that it has made any in-kind contnbutions to the Duane
Hluzhes campaign - The responses state that the SCRCC does not give its mailing lists to
am candidate and has not ginven them to the Hughes Committee The SCRCC avers that
its rosters and mecting notification lists are avairlable to Mr Garsteck, just as they are
avarlable 1o ameone che The respondents also assent that any personal services provided
Py A Sndham or Ms Hlughes were done soin their personal capacities, as volunteers.
N Hughes sates that she is a member of the SCRCC. but 1s not an officer and had no
access o mathing hists Ms Harbara Sudham states that does not have access to the
SCRCC marhing hisis and has acted properiy in all regards in this matter The SCRCC
caplans that due 10 a misunderstanding. all candidate hiterature was imtially rejected at
tne SURCU booth at Sonoma Counny Fair: but that the error was corrected and Mr
Guarsteck: © berature was ulimaiehy displasved

Ir this matter there s no evidence that the activan had significant impact on the
process  [his matter s less significant refatise 1o other matters pending before the
Commission
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