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Dave Cudﬂ .u TEh

1900 Stanford Drive, Anchorage, Alaska 99508 Phone (907)278-0941

July 21, 1996

Office of the General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463
Dear Sir:

| am enclosing three copies of a complaint that | am herewith
filing with you.

Sincerely,

DAY

David W. Cuddy
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In the Matter of . muun\ﬁj
ST SENSITIVE

COMMITTEE,

DAVID CUDDY, whose legal residence is 1900 Stanford Drive,
Anchorage, Alaska 99508, being duly sworn, for his complaint
against Senator Ted Stevens and his campaign committee, the
Stevens for Senate Committee, avers:

1. This complaint is based entirely on the reports of
Senator Ted Stevens’ campaign committee, the Stevens for Senate
Committee, that were filed with this Commission and with the
Secretary of the Senate. I believe that information to be true
and accurate.

2. Federal law, 2 U.S.C. Section 439%9a, provides that no
“amounts received by a candidate as contributions . . . may be
converted by any person to any personal use . . . .” This
Commission has defined “personal use” as

“any use of funds in a campaign account of a present or
former candidate to fulfill a commitment, obligation or
expense of any person that would exist irrespective of
the candidate’s campaign or duties as a Federal
officeholder” (11 C.F.R. Section 113.1(g)).

3. Similarly, Rule XXXVIII, clause 2 of the Standing Rules
of the Senate provides that “No contribution . . . shall be
converted to the personal use of any Member . . . .”

4. Examination of the reports filed with this Commission
and with the Secretary of the Senate by the Stevens for Senate
Committee leads me to believe that Senator Ted Stevens and the




Stevens for Senate Committee may have violated those provisions
of law and Senate rules on numerous occasions involving tens of
thousands of dollars. I cite in this complaint only a few
examples of those apparent violations. A lengthier list of
possible viclations is attached as Appendix A.

5. Example 1: Purchase of a Lincoln Town Car

a. This Commission’s requlations state that “Personal
includes use of campaign funds for “Vehicle expenses, unless
are a de minimis amount,” and that,

“If a [campaign] committee uses campaign funds to pay
expenses associated with a vehicle that is used for
both personal activities beyond a de minimis amount and
campaign or officeholder related activities, the
portion of the vehicle expenses associated with the
personal activities is personal use, unless the
person(s) using the vehicle for personal activities
reimburse(s) the campaign account within thirty days
for the expenses associated with the personal
activities” (11 C.F.R. | Section 1131 (g) {1)(311) (D)} <

b. The Stevens for Senate Committee reported that it
paid Seekins Ford-Lincoln-Mercury $31,981.10 on June 5, 1991 for
“transportation.” That was separate and apart from the $20,400
it reported paying Michael Joy Corporation of Washington, D.C.
for “purchase of campaign vehicle” on December 26, 1991. It is
my belief that the $31,981.10 was used to purchase the Lincoln
Town Car that Senator Stevens and his family use for personal
activities.

c. The Stevens for Senate Committee has not reported
any reimbursements by Senator Stevens or his family for expenses
associated with their personal use of that automobile.

6. Example 2: Vehicle Rentals in Washington, D.C. and
Arlington, Virginia

a. Apart from the campaign vehicle, and apart from the
Lincoln Town Car, the Stevens for Senate Committee reported
spending substantial amounts of money to pay Avis Rent-A-Car and
Thrifty Car Rental of Washington, D.C. or Arlington, Virginia for
“van rentals” or “transportation,” as follows:

Payment Date Amount of Payment

Sept. 4, 1991 $ 1,724.24

July 2, 1993 1,986.11




Payment Date Amount of Payment

July 19, 1993 $ 2,115.69
July 19, 1993 2,115.69
Aug. 30, 1994 4,660.15
Sept. 12, 1995 1,872.72
Oct. 19, 1995 1 B2 72

b. Each of those payments was made during or near the
Senate’s summer recess.

c. The Stevens for Senate Committee has not reported
any reimbursements by Senator Stevens or his family associated
with personal use of those rental vehicles.

7. Example 3: Vehicle Rental in Garden City, New York

a. The Stevens for Senate Committee reported that it
paid Avis Rent-A-Car of Garden City, New York $1,262.66 for “car
travel” on August 10, 1992.

b. Garden City is on Long Island, a popular summer
vacation spot. August 10, 1992 was just before the start of the
Senate’s 1992 summer recess.

c. The Stevens for Senate Committee has not reported
any reimbursements by Senator Stevens or his family associated
with personal use of that rental vehicle.

8. Example 4: Household Food Items

a. This Commission’s regulations are clear that the
use of campaign funds for “Household food items or supplies” is
an “inherently” unlawful personal use of those funds unless they
were purchased for use in fundraising activities (Federal
Register, Feb. 9, 1995, page 7864).

b. In the period from January 1, 1991 through March
31, 1996 the Stevens for Senate Committee reported paying more
than $7,000 for “meals” or “food” to Safeway Stores (a
supermarket) and Sutton Place Gourmet (an expensive specialty
food market) in Washington, D.C., in amounts ranging from $6.63
to $631.53. It appears that at least some of those payments were
not for use in fundraising activities. In 1992, for example, a
year when his total campaign fundraising was $5,048.31, the




Stevens for Senate Committee paid Safeway and Sutton Flace
Gourmet $2,308.07 for “meals” or “food.”

9. Example 5: Meals

a. This Commission has stated that sums paid for meals
“not inveolving face to face fundraising” can be unlawful personal
use expenditures (id. at 7868).

b. In the periocd from January 1, 1991 through March
31, 1996 the Stevens for Senate Committee reported paying various
restaurants thousands of dollars for meals and entertainment. It
appears that at least some of those payments did not involve face
to face fundraising. For example, the Stevens for Senate
Committee reported paying Hy’s Steak House in Honolulu $284.56
for a meal on January 15, 1992; it did not report a single
itemized contribution from anyone or any organization in Hawaii
in the second half of 1991, the first half of 1992 or the second
half of 1992.

10. Example 6: 1991 Travel

a. This Commission’s regulations state that it will
evaluate a campaign’s travel expenses on a case by case basis to
determine whether those expenses “fulfill a commitment,
obligation or expense that would exist irrespective of the
candidate’s campaign or duties as a Federal officeholder, and
therefore are personal use” (11 C.F.R. Section 113.1(qg) (1) (ii)).
Those requlations also provide that,

“If a committee uses campaign funds to pay expenses associated
with travel that involves both personal activities and campaign
or officeholder related activities, the incremental expenses that
result from the perscnal activities are personal use, unless the
person(s) benefiting from this use reimburse(s) the campaign
account within thirty days for the amount of the incidental
expenses . . .” (ibid.).

b. 1In 1991 alone the Stevens for Senate Committee paid
for travel, presumably by Stevens, to Honolulu, San Francisco and
Key Largo, Florida. It appears that none of that travel was
campaign related, as the Stevens for Senate Committee did not
report a single Hawaii, California or Florida contributor that
year.

c. The Stevens for Senate Committee has not reported
any reimbursements by Senator Stevens or his family associated
with personal use on any of those trips.




: 11.;-!io;lbovn are simply examples. A detailed Ii%tiﬁq of
possible personal use expenditures by the Stevens for Senate
Committee is attached as Appendix A.

12. 1 respectfully request that this Commission

(a) immediately and expeditiously investigate all the
expenditures listed on Appendix A;

(b) determine the exact dollar amount of any personal
use expenditures by the Stevens for Senate Committee;

{c) order Senator Ted Stevens to reimburse the Stevens
for Senate Committee for campaign funds he or his family
converted to personal use, with interest and appropriate
penalties; and

(d) inasmuch as campaign funds converted to personal
use are taxable income to Senator Ted Stevens,' report the amount

-~ of campaign funds he or his family converted to personal use to
the Internal Revenue Service.

<

™ . -

. David Cuddy

~
Signed ang sworn to before me

= this QQY""day of July 1996

M

< 24 K C)

5 Notary Publi

~

O

Rev. Proc. 68-19, 1968-1C.B. 810; Rev. Rul. 74-23, 1974-1C.B 17.
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APPENDIX A
SENATOR TED STEVENS' QUESTIONABLE CAMPAIGN EXPENDITURES

Payee Purpose Dates

Antique Ltd. Gifts 1/16/91
Anchorage 4/9/91

Kingsmill Resort Fundraising 5/8/91
Williamsburg, VA

Courtyard Inns Lodging 2/19/91
Phoenix 2/19/91

Delta Airlines Travel 1/16/91 1,908,00 -

-

Lindos #27 Restaurant Entertainment 1/16/91 314.03"”‘;}
Phoenix :

Silverbow Inn Entertainment 5/8/91 931.05 ‘éﬁg
Juneau R

Capt. Cook Hotel Lodging 2/19/91 852.00 &
Anchorage :

Budget Rent-A-Car Car rental 5/9/91 228.11
Honolulu

Delta Airlines Travel 1/16/91 901.82

Hilton Hotels Lodging 5/9/91 1,487.23 ¢ %
Honolulu e

Holiday Inn Lodging 5/9/91 200.47
San Francisco i




Payee

Purpose

Dates

Hyatt Regency Washington
Washington

USTravel Systems
Anchorage

Chevron USA

First Virginia Bank

Ritz Carlton Washington
Washington

Ocean Reef Club
Key Largo, FL

Pisces
Washington

Scott Sutherland
Arlington, VA

Seekins Ford-Lincoln-Mercury
Fairbanks

Westmark Juneau

Lodging

Travel

Auto expense

Meals

Meals

Fundraising expense

Fundraising expense

Gifts

Transportation

Reception cost

1/16/91

2/19/91

2/19/91
4/21/91
5/8/91

5/16/91
6/19/91

1/3/91
4/2/91

4/11/91

4/17/91

3/12/91

6/5/91

4/15/91

31,981.10

2,191.27

v




Payee

Purpose

Dates

U.S5. Senate Restaurant
Washington

Timothy A. McKeever
Anchorage

Michael Joy Corporation
Washington

116 Club, Inc.
Washington

Listranni's Italian Gourmet
Washington

D's Florist
Anchorage

Avis Rent-A-Car
Washington

MarkAir, Inc.
Anchorage

Sutton Place Gourmet
Washington

Meals, entertainment

Motor vehicle transfer
1988 Plymouth
Purchase of campaign vehicle

Meals

Meals

Flowers

Transportation

Transportation

Food

4/4/91
5/8/91
4/28/91
6/19/91
2/20/91

4/28/91

11, 000,00

.

20,400.00

12/26/91

7/18/91
9/11/91
11/6/91

83.80
80.60
47.10

7/17/91 41.15

9/4/91 108.00.
9/4/91 1,724.24
9/4/91

9/4/91




Payee
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Purpose

Dates

Sutton Place Gourmet
Washington

Alaska Wildberry Products
Anchorage

Carral Travel
Washington

Cactus Cantina
Washington

Chevron USA

Kingsmill Resort
Williamsburg, VA

NANA/Marriott
Anchorage

Pisces
Washington

Safeway Stores
Washington

Food

Gifts

Travel

Food

Transportation expense

Lodging

Reception

Dinner expenses

Food

12/11/91

12/11/91

9/19/91

12/27/91

7/9/91
9/4/91
9/19/91
10/24/91
11/7/91
12/23/91

10/21/91

12/23/91

11/7/91

7/19/91
11/4/91

203,63+

196.26
162.09
310.69
286,58
228,79

220.35

129.77 NSy

216.50 .
458.72

267.77
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Payee Purpose Dates Amount'_Q
U.S. Senate Restaurant Meals 8/2/91 789,38,
Washington 9/4/91 549,97
9/19/91 218.00
10/4/91 713.98
9/26/91 200.00
11/13/91 450.50
12/11/91 706.:
White House Historical Assn. Gifts 12/9/91 1101‘£‘~
Washington 12/10/91 110.00
10th & M Seafoods Seafood/storage 1/15/92 210.00-5
Anchorage 5/20/92 120.00
116 [Club], Inc. Meals 2/18/92 82:18
Washington 3/2/92 48.10
5/17/92 62.75
6/25/92 291,45
Galileo Restaurant Meal 3/18/92 237.73
Washington cahed
e
Hy's Steak House Meal 1/15/92 284.56 =
Honolulu i
Sutton Place Gourmet Food 3/4/92 631.53
Washington 6/2/92 59,12
1/27/92 122.61
3/17/92 57.97
6/3/92 152.62"
2/25/92 198.1
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Payee Purpose Dates

United Airlines Travel/refund 1/6/92
3/10/92
4/16/92

United Airlines 4/23/92
6/10/92

Westfield's Int'l Conf.

Center Conference 3/16/92
Chantilly, VA

Westmark Hotel Lodging 4/25/92
Fairbanks

Captain Cook Hotel Reception 2/10/92
Anchorage

Safeway Stores Food for reception 1/24/92 178.08
Washington 1/26/92 41.09

U.S. Senate Restaurant Meals 2/3/92 300.00
Washington 2/14/92 611.20 -
3/9/92 176.08 .
4/3/92 177 .20
6/3/92 977.83"
University Hilton Conference 6/12/92 300.60?; ;T
Houston Bt
Westmark Hotel Reception 3/4/92 794.1&:;‘§5

Juneau

5
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= e
Payee Purpose Dates
Westmark Hotel Lodging/reception 1/16/92
Fairbanks I
Safeway Food 8/10/92 280,25 8
Washington 9/14/92 298.63
Thrifty Rent-A-Car Travel 7/16/92 441.66
Arlington, VA
Sutton Place Gourmet Meals 7/16/92 152.62
Washington 9/14/92 135. 43"
Sheraton Hotel Meals 12/15/92 65.48
Anchorage i
Listrani's Italian Gourmet Meals 12/15/92 47.42 B
Washington ¥ iy
Stems, Inc. -- Florist Flowers 12/15/92 68.95°
Anchorage :
American Plant Food Reception expense 7/16/92 87.09”ff' :
Bethesda, MD 7/16/92 121.12
Delta Air Travel/refund 8/10/92 250.00
Atlanta 8/10/92 250.2&; 3
8/10/92 250,00 ¢
9/16/92 -225.00
10/15/92 1,378.00
Avis Rent-A-Car Car travel 8/10/92 1,262.66 ;

Garden City, NY
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Payee Purpose Dates
University Hilton Lodging/meals 9/14/92
Houston 9/14/92
9/14/92
Alaska Candle Factory Gifts 12/3/92
Girdwood
United Airlines Travel 7/16/92
Chicago iy
Katmailand Lodging 7/24/92 486,00
Anchorage <&
U.S. Senate Restaurant Meals 7/6/92 997.17
Washington 9/16/92 394,02
10/26/92 275.88
10th & M Seafoods Gifts 4/28/93 120,00
Anchorage 6/24/93 279.00 .
116 [Club], Inc. Meals 1/12/93 245,38 s 4
Washington 4/16/93 103.50
6/1/93 213.80 " ==
6/24/93 60.15 '
Historic Inn of Annapolis Lodging/meals 4/16/93 172;5§J€a§
Annapolis, MD 4/16/93 117.9¢ -
5/18/93 -172. 8%
Safeway Food 4/16/93 119.82
Washington 5/18/93 287.68 =
6/9/93 245.585

I
e ﬁ“‘



Payee

Purpose

Dates

Unipark
Silver Spring, MD

U.S. Senate Restaurant
Washington

United Airlines
Chicago

10th & M Seafoods
Anchorage

116 [Club], Inc.
Washington

Captain Cook Hotel
Anchorage

The China Rose
Arlington, VA

Delta Air
Atlanta

Parking

Meals

Air travel

Gifts

Meals

Lodging

Food

Air travel

6/21/93

1/12/93
2/18/93
2/18/93
3/18/93
4/16/93
4/16/93
5/21/93
6/1/93

6/24/93

4/27/93
5/14/93

10/8/93
7/22/93
9/13/93

7/9/93
9/11/93

12/16/93
11717793

12/18/93
12/18/93

321,
1,301
181,
100.0_
321,
483, 46
25,13
264,11 -
263.59

288.00
351,00 .

90.30
105.65 -

151 o‘o 5
267.75

94.60° 8

768.00
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Payee Purpose Dates

Hotel DuPont Entertainment 12/30/93
Wilmington, DE

Edie Opinsky Gifts 12/30/93
Anchorage

S.E. Rykoff & Co. Gifts 9/20/93
Anchorage

Safeway Food 7/9/93

Washington 7/9/93
7/9/93
7/9/93
8/18/93
8/18/93
9/11/93
9/11/93
9/11/93
9/11/93
9/11/93

Senate Gift Shop 7/2/93

Washington 7/15/93
7/20/93
8/10/93
12/16/93

Sutton Place Gourmet Catering 1/9/93
Washington 8/18/93
8/18/93
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Payee Purpocse Dates

The Congressional Club Catering 12/3/93
Washington

Thrifty Rent-a-car Van rental 1/2/93
Washington 7/19/93

Tuttle & Tuttle Cards 12/30/94
Alexandria, VA

U.S. Senate Restaurant Meals 8/19/93 AN
Washington 11/17/93 203.40

10/27/93 768.05

7/26/93 1,819.40
Thrifty Rent-a-car Van rental 7/19/93 2,115.69
Washington .
American Plant Food Meals 6/15/94 48.18
Bethesda, MD 4/13/94 238.70
Amtrak Union Station Travel 5/16/94 292,
Washington

Hotel Captain Cook Meals 4/11/94 506;05:
Anchorage b

Tortilla Coast Meals 4/13/94
Washington



Payee
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Purpose

Dates

U.S. Senate Restaurant
Washington

Westmark Baranof
Juneau

Allison Range
Arlington, VA

Double Musky
Girdwood

American Plant Food
Bethesda, MD

The Alfalfa Club
Washington

Grizzly's Gifts
Anchorage

Safeway
Washington

Senate Gift Shop
Washington

Catering

Catering

Meals

Meals

Catering

Gifts

Catering

Gifts

1/28/94
2/23/94
3/8/94
3/9/94
4/13/94

5/12/94

6/24/94

4/13/94

6/15/94

12/1/94

11/18/94

B/15/94

9/20/94

7/28/94
11/15/94

2,834.58
1,014,59

315.81

259,00

238.70

420,00 =
300.00 §

135.2§ 24

67.40 -
300.00° -
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Payee Purpose Dates

Sutton Place Gourmet Catering 7/13/94
Washington 7/14/94
7/18/94

TravelMasters International Travel 10/3/94
Washington

United Air Travel 9/20/94
Washington 10/12/94 70.00

U.S. Senate Restaurant Meals 7/22/94 454.65

Washington 8/31/94 1,100.30
9/21/94 96,29
10/20/94 378.07
11/30/94 146,00
12/27/94 1,408,725
12/29/94 251.00

Thrifty Car Rental Transportation 8/30/94 4,660.1&f"f
Arlington, VA 4

The Captain Cook Hotel Meals 1/20/95 351.45 3§
Anchorage 5/18/95 115.00

Eastern Shore Tea Co. Gifts 5/19/95 500.00 .
location not stated :

U.5. Senate Restaurant Meals 3/14/95 1,263.70

Washington 4/19/95 592.49
5/25/95 239,32
6/15/95 504.15
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Payee Purpose Dates

Americanair Travel 4/10/95
Washington 5/9/95

5/9/95
Hertz Rent-A-Car Car rental 5/9/95
FL
The Ritz Carlton Hotel Lodging/reception? 5/9/95
location not stated
Americanair Travel 3/16/95
Washington
Second Course Juneau Gifts 3/16/95
Juneau
Baranof Hotel Juneau Westmark Meals 3/16/95
Juneau
Hertz Rent-A-Car Car rental 2/6/95
FL
10th and M Lockers Packing charges 7/1/95
Anchorage Seafood 9/12/95
Sutton Place Gourmet Meals 9/20/95
Washington
The Congressional Club Meals 11/7/95
Eastern Shore Tea Co. Artwork 8/24/95
Church Hill, MD Gifts and shipping 11/14/95




Payee
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Purpose

Dates

U.S.T. [U.S. Tobacco]
Greenwich, CT

U.S. Senate Restaurant
Washington

K.N.O.M.
Nome

United Air
Washington

Sutton Place Gourmet
Washington

Safeway
Thrifty Car Rental
Washington

Safeway
Washington

Senate Gift Shop
Washington

Mugs

Travel

Meals

Food

Van rental

Food

Gifts

12/13/95

7/18/95
8/30/95
9/27/95
10/18/95
11/22/95
12/1/95

7/18/95

10/20/95

7/1/95

8/9/95

8/9/95

9/12/95

9/12/95

9/12/95

529.75




- 16 -

Purpose

Dates

United Air
Washington

Delta Airlines
Washington

Thrifty Car Rental
Washington

United Air
Arlington, VA

Delta Airlines
Atlanta

Senate Gift Shop
Washington

Delta Airlines
Washington

Delta Airlines
Atlanta

Senate Gift Shop
Washington

American Airlines
Dallas

Travel

Van rental

Travel

Travel

Gifts

Travel

Travel

Gifts

Travel

9/12/95
9/12/95
9/12/95
9/12/95

10/19/95

10/19/95

10/19/95
10/19/95

10/19/95
10/19/95

10/19/95
11/22/95
11/22/95
11/22/95

11/22/95

12/17/95

3 A

1,872,972

859,00
4500

580,00
580,00

160.50
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Purpose

Dates

United Air
Washington

Safeway
Washington

Sutton Place Gourmet
Washington

U.S. Senate Restaurant
Washington

Dennis Wheeler
Coeur d'Alene, ID

Senate Steering Committee
Washington

The Great Alaskan Bowl Co.

Fairbanks

Willard Inter-Continental
Hotel
Washington

Susan Gage Catering
Washington

Arni Thompson
Blaine, WA

Silver medallions

Meals

Gifts

Meals

Catering services

Seafood

12/17/95
12/17/95
10/19/95

10/19/95

1/19/96
2/26/96
3/27/96
3/8/96

1/30/96

1/19/96

1/10/96

2/8/96

2/16/96

500.00

2,000.00

2,256.47

3,448.70

710,80
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Payee Purpose Dates

Eastern Shore Tea Co. Gifts 1/3/96
Church Hill, MD 2/26/96

2/28/96

3/5/96
Mark Kandianis Seafood and freight 2/15/96
Kodiak _
The Phoenician Travel 2/16/96 200,00
Scottsdale, AZ 2/16/96 647.84
Hertz Rent-A-Car Travel 2/16/96 235.5Q .
Florida '";
TWA Airline Travel 2/16/96 891.00 &
Washington -8
Shared Tech Phone Rent Travel 2/16/96 288.94
West Palm Beach, FL i
Erol's Service Travel 2/16/96 264.25
Springfield, VA
United Air Travel 3/10/96 543.50
Washington =
Delta Airlines Travel 3/10/96 84.551;
Washington 3/10/96 893.00
Hilton Hotels Travel 3/10/96 649."?2_;

St. Louis
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TOTAL CONTRIBUTIONS

Period Amount
1/1 - 6/30/91 $ 7,069.10
7/1 - 12/31/91 7,470.40
1/1 - 6/30/92 2,380.90
7/1 - 12/31/92 2,667.41
1/1 - 6/30/93 76,900.00
7/1 - 12/31/93 46,028.00
1/1 - 6/30/94 5,500.00
7/1 - 12/31/94 102,740.74
1/1 - 6/30/95 403,275.66
7/1 =-12/31/95 621,059.09




July 26, 1996

Dave Cuddy
1900 Stanford Drive

Anchorage, Alaska 99508

Dear Mr. Cuddy:

This letter acknowledges receipt on July 24, 1996, of your compiaint 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.

The respondents will be notified as soon as the Federal Election Commission takes final

action on your complaint. Should you receive any additional information in this matter, please
forward it to 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 4415. 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.

ly
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July 26, 1996

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 4415. 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(a)(4)(B) and
§ 437g(a)(12)(A) unless you notify the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be
made public. If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter, please advise the
Commission by completing the enclosed form stating the name, address and telephone number
of such counsel, and authorizing such counsel to receive any notifications and other
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July 26, 1996

The Honorable Theodore F. Stevens
522 Hart Senate Office Building

Washington, DC 20510

Dear Senator Stevens:

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 4415. 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(a)(4)(B) and
§ 437g(a)(12)(A) uniess 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.




at (202) 219-3400. For your information, we have enclosed a brief description of the
Commission's procedures for handling complaints.

Sinoenly,




July 26, 1996

Timothy A. McKeever, Treasurer
Stevens for Senate Committee
P.O. Box 100879

Anchorage, Alaska 99510

Dear Mr. McKeever:

The Federal Election Commission received a complaint which indicates that the Stevens
for Senate 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 4415. Please refer 10 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
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)(12)A) unless you notify the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be
made public. If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter, please advise the
Commission by completing the enclosed form stating the name, address and telephone number
of such counsel, and authorizing such counsel 1o receive any notifications and other
communications from the Commission.
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at (202) 219-3400. For your information, we have enclosed & brief description of the
Commission’s procedures for handling complaints.

Sincerely,

Colleen T. Sealander, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket

1. Complaint
2. Procedures
3. Designation of Counsel Statement
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Dear Ms. Sealander,

This letter is in response to the complaint filed against
Senator Ted Stevens, the Stevens for Senate Committee, the

principal campaign committee for Senator Stevens (The Committee)

and me as its treasurer by David Cuddy who is a republican opponent
of Senator Stevens in the August 27th Alaska primary election.

Senator Stevens served as a Member of the Senate Select
Committee on Ethics and was its Chairman from 1983 to January 1985.
He has served for a number of years as a member of the Senate Rules
Committee which has jurisdictional responsibilities over federal
election law matters and served as Chairman of that Committee from
January 1995 until the spring of 1996. He takes all ethical
matters extremely seriously. His reputation in the State and in
the Senate is without blemish. And he has always insisted that his

campaign follow the same high standards.

The Commission should be aware that Mr Cuddy also filed two
complaints with the Senate Ethics Committee at the same time--one
is identical to the complaint filed with the Commission, the other
alleges improper use of Senate staff.! On August 9, 1996 the Ethics

! This MUR involves only the alleged improper use of campaign
funds. It is my understanding that the Commission will not review
or consider the allegations of the second complaint filed with the
Ethics Committee. Please advise me at once if this assumption is

not correct.
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Federal Election Commission
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Committee determined there was no basis for Mr. Cuddy’s charges.
A copy of that determination is attached as Exhibit A.2

Based upon the circumstances surrounding the filing of these
complaints by Mr. Cuddy, it is apparent that these charges were
politically motivated and are 1little more than an effort to
generate media attention for Mr. Cuddy'’'s campaign in the up-coming
Republican primary in Alaska. Nevertheless, we ask for a prompt
but careful review of the Stevens for Senate Committee’'s actions
which you will find to be fully and completely in compliance with
federal law.

It is also important for the Commission to know that most of
the information outlined in these complaints has been taken from
the public record, almost exclusively from reports of the Stevensg
for Senate Committee which were filed with the Commission. The
information which Mr. Cuddy relies upon is contained in public
documents that have been available to him and to agencies of the
federal government, the media, and to Senate auditors for almost
six years. Yet, until now, no concerns were ever raised by
Mr. Cuddy, or anyone else for that matter.

The fact that Mr. Cuddy has waited to file these complaints
until five weeks before the 1996 Alaska Republican primary, even
though the allegations refer to activities which occurred as long
ago as 1990, should suggest to the Commission that there is a
political motivation underlying Mr. Cuddy’s decision to file these
complaints at this time.?

Press accounts in Alaska which have reported on the filing of
these complaints have also included the fact that Mr. Cuddy,
probably through his campaign committee, hired a well-known
opposition researcher specializing in negative campaigns to draft
these complaints. Mr. Cuddy has now admitted upon inquiry by the
Alaska press that some of the information contained in the

! The exhibits to this letter and the attached Detailed
Response are sequential to avoid confusion.

' This conclusion is bolstered by the fact that Mr. Cuddy held
a press conference to announce the complaints and at that press
conference Mr. Cuddy admitted that this information was known to
him in May of 1996. Yet he chose to delay filing the complaint
until late July -- less than five weeks before the August primary
election.
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complaint was, in fact, inaccurate. (See Associated Press article
dated July 25, 1996.) Exhibit B. He has also written to the
Commission and noted his error. Exhibit C.

The Commission plays a legitimate and appropriate role in
investigating election law violations. However, the Commission
should not allow itself to be used to generate headlines for
political gain. I am enclosing various materials from Mr. Cuddy’s
campaign so that you can see how he is using these complaints in
his campaign. Exhibit D. He has also conducted a media blitz on
radio talk shows and held campaign meetings to discuss these
complaints further. ]JId. These charges are also featured in his
electronic media. The Commission must judge for itself whether
Mr. Cuddy really seeks the truth or whether his motivations are
otherwise.

We will show item by item that Mr. Cuddy’s complaint is based
cn conjecture and fantasy. His opposition researcher reviewed
information that was disclosed to the Federal Election Commission
and then fabricated explanations that are nothing more than myth.

For example, Mr. Cuddy implies that Senator Stevens used
campaign funds to go on a personal vacation in Garden City, New
York, indicating that it is "a popular summer vacation spot." 1In
reality, Garden City is an industrial city, not a resort community,
and it just also happens to be Avis Rent-A-Car headquarters.
That’s the address on a credit card voucher used to pay for a van
rental in Washington, D.C. for Senator Stevens’ high school interns
from Alaska.

Attached is a detailed response to Mr. Cuddy’s groundless
complaints. If you have any further questions, please feel free
to contact me directly at (907) 274-0666.

Timothy A. McKeever

Treasurer
Stevens for Senate Committee
Enclosure




In the Matter of

SENATOR TED STEVENS
the STEVENS FOR SENATE
COMNITTEE,

Respondents

2 Background on the Prohibition agaiast Campaign Contribdution
Conversions:

Senate Rules and Federal Laws: In 1979 Congress adopted a
series of amendments to the Federal Election Campaign Act
(FECA), one of which sought to prohibit the use of campaign
funds for any personal use, other than by an individual serving

as a Member of Congress on January 8, 1980. 2 U.8.C. §439(a).
In 1989, Congress enacted the Ethics Reform Act which in part
(Sec. 504) limited "personal use" by Members of Congress who
were serving on January 8, 1980 to the uncbligated balance in
the campaign accounts as of November 30, 1989. This statute
also completely prohibited the use of campaign funds by any
person who served in the 103rd Congress which convened on
January 3, 1993. According to the Federal Election Commission
( The Commission), "[T]hus, any grandfathered Members who
returned to Congress in January 1993 gave up the right to
convert campaign funds to personal use." 60 Fed. Reg. 7862
(1995)

The Commission has historically given broad discretion to
a campaign committee to determine whether an "expenditure® from
a campaign account was appropriate. The Commission had held
that "candidates and their campaign committees can make their
own determinations as to types of expenditures that will most
effectively influence their nomination or elections." Sge
Advisory Opinion 1985-42 and opinions cited therein.

In May of 1992 the Senate acted to modify Senate Rule 38 to
further insure that campaign funds could not be used by Senators
either for personal use or to reimburse official Senate office
expenses. While Rule 38 now bars the use of campaign funds to
defray a Senator’s official office expenses, the rule clearly




permits a Member of the Senate to pay "expenses incurred in
connection with his official duties™ with campaign funds.

Over the years prior to May, 1992, the Ethics Committee had
addressed the permissibility of utilizing campaign funds to
defray the "expenses of holding public office." I would refer
you to Interpretative Rulings No. 226 (January 30, 1979), Neo.
350 (October 5, 1980), No. 400 (August 2, 1985) and No. 431
(October 10, 1987) for a further explanation of the Committee’s
thinking on this general issue.

In February 1995, the Commission adopted regqulations
governing personal use of campaign funds. 60 Fed. Reg 7862
(1995) The regulations generally retain the broad discretion
given to candidates and campaigns to determine whether an
expenditure has political benefits but provide more detailed
guidelines than existed previously. The Commission adopted a
standard that a prohibited "personal use™ would occur if
campaign funds were used "to fulfill a commitment, obligation or
expense of any person that would exist irrespective of the
candidate’s campaign or responsibilities as a federal
officeholder."! 11 C.R.R. 113.1. Specific types of
expenditures were determined by the FEC not to be sufficiently
related to a campaign purpose and thus not appropriate for
reimbursement from a campaign account. Generally however, the
FEC permits the use of campaign funds for political and campaign
purposes and for the reimbursement of expenses which exist
because of a candidate’s role as a federal officeholder.
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Commission Procedure and the Burden of Proof: At the
outset, it is important for the Commission to keep in mind that
the filing of a complaint does not, in and of itself, shift the
burden of proof to the Respondents in such a complaint. The
presumption of innocence applies to the Respondents and the
burden of proving that the allegation has even some minimal
basis in fact continues to rest on the complaining party.

/
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As a preliminary matter the General Counsel is empowered to
review complaints and the responses thereto and if there is no
reason to believe that a violation of federal election law has
been committed, is empowered to dismiss a complaint. 11 CPFR
111.7(b) Indeed the General Counsel may do so prior to the
receipt of the response. ]Id.

97 0 4

1 Mr. cuddy, in his complaint, improperly asserts that the
1995 rules applied to conduct which occurred before the effective
date of those rules. While this is largely irrelevant here because
there was no personal use of campaign funds, he seeks to apply
standards that were not in effect.
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In this instance, Nr. Cuddy’s "research® of material taken
from the public record is so shoddy and his offer of proof to
support his allegations is so demonstrably lacking that it
suggests that his intent was to throw accusations at the
Commission and hope that the Commission would produce the
evidence to support his allegations. As the Senate Ethics
Committee found, this complaint is based on little more than
speculation, without any basis in fact. Likewise the complaint
should immmediately dismissed by the General Counsel.

Mr. Cuddy has personally attested that the information
contained in this complaint is "true and accurate." The
Committee will show that it is neither true nor accurate.

We will respond in detail to the specific allegations
highlighted in his complaint and will address the remaining
charges in a general fashion. At the outset however I would
note that Mr. Cuddy’s complaint does not appear to even meet the
fundamental requirements of a valid complaint. 11 CFR 111.3(c¢)
requires that the complaint differentiate between statements
based on personal knowledge and statements based on information
and belief. 11 CFR 111.3(d) requires a statement as to the
source of information which gives rise to the complainant’s
belief in the truth of the statements which are not based on
personal knowledge. Mr Cuddy’' s complaint neither differentiates
between statements based on personal knowledge and information
and belief and nor does it include any statement as to why he
believes the facts of which he has no personal knowledge are
true. The complaint could be rejected on this basis alone.

Example 1: Campaign Car

In June, 1991, the Stevens for Senate Committee utilized
excess campaign funds from the 1990 campaign to purchase a car
from a dealer in Alaska for campaign use and for officially
connected events. The Commission has repeatedly determined that
a campaign may purchase a vehicle to be used for travel relating
to campaign and officially connected duties by the candidate and
the Committee. §See Advisory Opinion 1987-2 and the opinions
cited therein. The Commission has also found that campaign
funds can be used to pay the ordinary and necessary expenses
incurred in connection with a member of Congress's duties as a
holder of federal office. Id. See also 2 U.S.C. § 439a. The
Commission concluded in 1987 that even personal use of a
campaign car was not prohibited by a member of Congress who
served on January 8, 1980. See Advisory Opinion 1987-2.

At all times, the car owned by the Stevens for Senate
Committee was used in accord with the ethical guidance later set
forth by the Ethics Committee in Interpretative Ruling No. 442,
which states that:




Laan . o o i e . B oo - .

Campaign cars may be used without reimbursement for
campaign or officially connected use. Automobiles
provided for a Senator’s use by a campaign committee
may be used for official business (Rule 38.1(b)) or
personal use (Rule 38.2) if the Senator personally
reimburses the campaign for such use, or if such use
is de minimis or incidental to the campaign use . . .

Senator Stevens and his staff used the car in Washington,
D.C. to drive to political events as well as officially
connected meetings. Like most senators, on an average evening,
Senator Stevens attends several political events, including
fundraisers for himself or other candidates, receptions or
moetings sponsored by the Republican Party and the like. He
also used this vehicle to travel to meetings with other
government officials at their offices and to transport him to
the airport so he could return to Alaska. The car was also
used to transport visiting Alaskans around Washington, 1like
members of the Alaska Legislature or Iditarod musher Susan
Butcher and her lead dog, Granite, who were invited to the White
House. In short, the car was used for political and officially
connected purposes.

Mr. Cuddy mistakenly asserted, as a fact, that the car the
campaign bought from Seekins Ford-Lincoln-Mercury “was separate
and apart from the $20,400 it reported paying Michael Joy
Corporation of Washington, D.C. for ‘purchase of campaign
vehicleg’ on December 26, 1991" (emphasis added). As the
Commission can see from the report of the Committee filed with
the Commission, the Committee did pot "PAY" the Michael Joy
Corporation to “PURCHASE" an additional campaign vehicle. In
fact, the Stevens for Senate Committee SOLD the car we already
had. It is clear from the report that the transaction with the
Michael Joy Corporation was a receipt by the Committee.? Mr.
Cuddy has now acknowledged to the Commission that his accusation
in this regard is an error. See Exhibit C.
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Mr. Cuddy alsc alleged that "[t]he Stevens for Senate
Committee has not reported any reimbursements by Senator Stevens
or his family for expenses associated with their personal use of
that automobile" (emphasis added). However, a more thorough
review of the FEC reports than Mr. Cuddy apparently made shows
that on January 6, 1992, Senator Stevens did reimburse the
campaign $1,487.18 for the use of the car for six months from

2 Nr. Cuddy’s researcher has apparently acknowledged this
error, but Cuddy has not retracted this charge.

4




June 1991 until the car was sold.? gSeg Exhibit E. fSge
Affidavit of Timothy A. McKeever, Exhibit X at ¢ 5.

Further, Mr. Cuddy fails to inform the Committee that
during this six-month period when the ocampaign had a ocar,
Senator Stevens and his wife, Catherine, personally owned two
cars. In addition, Mrs. Stevens had access to a company car at
her job during work hours.

Example 2: Vehicle Rentals

Mr. Cuddy notes that from 1991 to 1995, the Committee
campaign rented vehicles in Washington, D.C. "during or near the
Senate’s summer recess” implying that Senator Stevens or his
family used them for personal vacations.

In reality, the Committee rented the vans to transport high
school interns from Alaska to and from work and around
Washington. After one of Senator Stevens’' Alaska interns was
held up at gunpoint, another robbed and a third threatened with
a knife, he, in consultation with the Committee concluded thls
to ensure their safety, the interns should travel together.
The only way to accomplish that end was to rent a van large
enough to transport them in one vehicle. Rather than use
taxpayer funds, the Committee rented the vans using campaign
funds.

Attached are affidavits and other statements from several
interns confirming that they have been transported in the intern
van and that Senator Stevens and the members of his family have
never so much as ridden in the van, let alone used it for
personal use as Mr. Cuddy alleges in his complaints. Exhibits
G, H, I.

3  The July, 1992 Federal Election Commission Report of
"Itemized Receipts®™ shows that Senator Stevens wrote a personal
check to the Stevens for Senate Committee on January 6, 1992 for
$1,487.18 for "reimbursement/transportation.” This reimbursement
included not only payment for any personal use of the car, but also
interest on that payment. §See Exhibit F.

4 senator Stevens intern program is unusual in that his
interns are all young people who have graduated from high school in
Alaska the spring before they come to Washington. In many cases
the trip to Washington is their first travel outside Alaska. 1In
most cases it is their first time on their own in a large city.
(The largest city in Alaska, Anchorage, has a population of about
280,000. Many interns come from small communities including some
as small as native villages with only 100 residents.) For all
these reasons concern about the personal safety of the interns
exists.
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Example 3: Vaehicle Rental in Garden City, New York

Mr. Cuddy implies that Senator Stevens or his family made
personal use of campaign funds to go on a vacation in Garden
City, New York, which Mr. Cuddy states is "“a popular summer
vacation spot." 1In reality, Garden City is an industrial city
on the outskirts of New York City, not a resort community. 1In
fact it is not possible to rent a car from Avis there because
Avis does not even operate a rental facility in Garden City.
(See attached letter from Andrew Halcro, Exhibit J)

However, Garden City is the site of Avis Rent-A-Car’ s world
headquarters, and all cars rented from corporate-owned locations
of Avis Rent-A-Car, no matter where the location is, are
processed by the credit card company with a Garden City, New
York address. In fact, in the summer of 1992 the Committee
rented a van in the Washington, D.C. area for Senator Stevens’
high school interns from Alaska. Senator Stevens did not use
that van for personal use and did not travel to or vacation in
New York. During the August recess period of 1992 he wvas
traveling in Alaska.

Again Mr. Cuddy’'s charges rest on speculation and
conjecture. Not only does he offer no evidence or proof to
support the charges, they are demonstrably false.

Example 4: Food Items

Mr. Cuddy implies that the campaign purchased food at a
Safeway and other grocery stores with the intent of feeding
Senator Stevens' family because, as he states, “"at least some of
those payments were not for use in fundraising activities." He
again offers no proof as to the charges he makes and indeed he
has no knowledge of the use that was made of the food purchased

by the campaign.

Senator Stevens often holds officially connected
conferences and events in his offices, both in Alaska and
Washington, as well as in his homes in both locations. On such
occasions, to save money, the Committee has purchased coffee,
donuts, cookies and sandwich makings at a local Safewvay or other
food stores for the groups attending these events. For example,
Senator Stevens served refreshments at a drug abuse/law
enforcement summit held in Alaska in August of 1990 which was
attended by Secretary of Health and Human Services Lson
Sullivan.

In addition, the Committee tries to have soft drinks or hot
coffee on hand for visiting Alaskans who meet with the Senator
or his staff while touring the nation’s capital. The Committee
believes that such expenditures are appropriate use of campaign

6




funds because of the political and other benefits which may
result.

The Federal Election Commission regulations published
February 9, 1995 note that the statutory prohibition against the
conversion of a campaign contribution to personal use "would not
prohibit the purchase of food or supplies for use in
fundraising, even if the fundraising activities take place in
the candidate’s home.®> Further, "refreshments for a campaign
meeting are permissible."®

Senator Stevens is frugal’ when it comes to campaign
funds. In an effort to save money, the Committee has held
fundraisers at the candidate’s home at which his wife,
Catherine, and the Senator prepare the food. Senator and Mrs.
Stevens typically serve Alaska seafood which Stevens prepares
himself. The side dishes -- bread, pasta, vegetables ~-- are
usually purchased at Safeway. However, if it is a large group,
occasionally part of the meal is catered. The Committee may buy
the beer, wine, and soft drinks for fundraising events from a
local liquor store or more recently, from Costco. Our actions
are completely consistent with FEC regulatory guidelines.

,\‘-3

Example 5;: MNeals

Mr. Cuddy implies that campaign funds used to pay for
restaurant meals and that this was somehow an improper use of
campaign funds. He specifically cites a meal the Committee paid
for at Hy’s Steak House in Honolulu on January 15, 1992.
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The January, 1992 meal which is the subject of Mr. Cuddy’s
complaint involved Senator Daniel Inouye (D-Hawaii), then
Chairman of the Defense Appropriations Committee, Richard
Collins, the staff director of the Subcommittee, an
Appropriations Committee assistant, Steve Cortese, and two Air
Force officers who accompanied them on an official inspection
tour of defense facilities in the Pacific to determine their
budget needs for the upcoming year.

97 0 43

5 60 Fed. Reg. 7664 (1995).

¢ Id.

7 The campaign has spent an average of less than $112 per
month over the period covered in Mr. Cuddy’'s complaint for
refreshments and beverages for officially connected conferences and
meetings, and for food and beverages for fundraisers and other such
events.

8 gee Memorandum of Steve Cortese, Exhibit K.
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At the conclusion of this trip, the delegation flew through
Honolulu on its return to Washington and met with the Commander-
in-Chief of the Pacific Command. On January 15th, the
delegation met with CINCPAC General Larson to discuss the future
of Alaska’s military bases under his command, classified matters
concerning North and South Korea and the Philippines as well as
the 1993 Defense budget. The delegation also met with Ganeral
Adams and General Corns. That evening’s dinner, with other
federal officials, was clearly an "officially connected svent."
This expense was incurred in connection with Senator Stevens
duties as a federal office holder. And maintaining good rapport
with the commanders of the military bases in Alaska has
political benefits in a state vhere a large percentage of the
population is economically dependent on those bases.

Example 6: 7Travel

Mr. Cuddy alleges that the Committee paid for Senator
Stevens to make personal trips in 1991 to Honolulu, San
Francisco and Key Largo, Florida. However, because the FEC
disclosure reports, from wvhich Mr. Cuddy’s opposition researcher
drev his conclusions, do not detail actual travel destinations
or the persons travelling, his allegations are pure speculation
and indeed are not true.

He has no personal knowledge or factual evidence that
Senator Stevens wvas personally present in those locations. PFor
example, the Committee did not pay for Senator Stevens to travel
to Plorida, Hawail or Arizona in 1991 as Mr. Cuddy alleges.
The committee rewarded two campaign workers with tripes to to
Hawaii ang Arizona for outstanding performance on behalf of the

campaign.

II. General Response

Mr. Cuddy also attaches several pages of expenses wvhich he
alleges were personal in some fashion. Again he produces no
evidence of any personal use and mersly speculates as to the
personal use of which he complains. We will respond by category
to the allegations Nr. Cuddy made.

A. Meals and Food EXDenses

As noted above, we have used campaign funds for a number of
appropriate uses in Washington. Campaign funds are used to
provide refreshments for visitors to Senator Stevens’
offices. The government does not provide official funds

9 gsee Affidavit of Timothy A. McKeever.




for that purpose. These supplies are often purchased at
local food stores in wWashington.

Also from time to time Senator Stevens and his wife host
gatherings at their home. Those include, but are not
limited to, hosting groups of Alaskans who are visiting,
having office parties at the house, having the interns come
to the house and having other public officials, including
other members of the Senate to Senator Stevens' home.
Frequently they have Alaskans and government officials
present and use the informal nature of these events to
explain issues and problems which confront our state. The
campaign has paid for food and supplies necessary for those
events.

Sometimes Senator and Mrs. Stevens serve Alaskan salmon,
seafood, hot dogs or hamburgers, and sometimes they order
pizza. But the campaign does not buy household food for
the Stevens family. Further, the Stevens family does not
keep the leftovers from such events. If leftovers ex st,
they are taken to the office the next day for starr.l

Senator and Mrs. Stevens have also hosted campaign events
at their home, including fundraisers for his campaign and
the campaigns of other members of Congress. The campaign
has paid for the costs of such events and where other
campaigns have benefited, we have reported such "in-kind
contributions" to those campaigns and to the FEC.

In addition we have paid for food and refreshments at
various events in Alaska including receptions for members
of the press, issue oriented "mini-conferences" with groups
of constituents and similar events. Such expenditures are
appropriate use of campaign funds.

Senator Stevens also frequently hosts groups of Alaskans or
others involved in the work he does in the Senate at lunch
at the Senator’s dining room. When he does so amnd
officially connected business is conducted at such lunches
or political benefits may result, the campaign committee
pays for the meals. Occasionally Senator Stevens will host
a luncheon for members of the press or others. In late
July 1996, for example, the Senator hosted a lunch for
members of the press and served red salmon from Bristol Bay
as part of a state effort to promote the consumption of
that important Alaska product. The committee will often
help with the costs of such events because they are both
"officially connected" and of political benefit. However,

10 see Affidavit of Lisa J. Sutherland.
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vhen the Senator has lunch with his wife and daughter or
friends, he pays for those meals ocut of his personal funds.

B. Meals and Food While Traveling

A number of the claimed "personal uses" of campaign funds
occurred outside of Washington. For example every year
Senator Stevens speak to a joint session of the Alaska
State Legislature to advise the members of Alaska issues
pending in the Congress. In connection with that address,
Senator Stevens host a reception at a hotel or other
facility in Juneau, our state’s capital. Such events are
"officially connected” as that term is used in Interpretive
Ruling No. 442 and also provide some political benefit.

The Senator has also hosted dinners or other events with
campaign supporters. Such events give the Senator an
opportunity to express his thanks to such supporters and,
on occasion, encourage them to assist him in future
campaigns. A number of the events alleged by Mr. Cuddy to
have been improper were of this nature and have been
beneficial to Senator Stevens' campaign in the current
election cycle.

Additionally Senator Stevens has used campaign funds to
host dinners with other public officials as noted above.
Those events have either been “officially connected® or
specifically campaign related. For example, earlier this
month Senator Stevens hosted a dinner for the Members of
the Senate Appropriations Committee in honor of retiring
Chairman Mark O. Hatfield.

C. Travel for Spouse and Children

Federal funds cannot be used to pay for travel by members
of a Senator’s family. When the Senator’s wife and
children have traveled to and from Alaska to attend various
political or campaign events, or to participate in public
events and gatherings, the Committee has paid for such
travel. However, the Committee has never paid for travel
by his wife or children for vacations or personal use.

D. Benefits to Campaign Staff

As a recognition of their service (both volunteer and paid)
during the 1990 campaign, the Committee provided benefits
in the nature of bonuses to various people who worked on
the campaign. These bonuses were intended to recognize the
hard work and extra effort these individuals put into the

10




1990 campaign effort. The bonuses included travel benefits
and transfer of a used, damaged vehicle.

E. Expenses Incident to Fundraising

The Committee has been very actively raising funds to pay
for the 1996 campaign since the spring of 1993.1! we
have held fundraisers in various communities in Alaska and
other locations. In connection with such events we have
incurred travel, food, and lodging expenses. Those are
campaign related expenses and entirely proper.

F. Expenses for other political events.

For several years the Senate Republican Conference has held
annual retreats to discuss legislative strategy and
planning outside of Washington at 1locations 1like
Williamsburg and Chantilly, Virginia, and Annapolis,
Maryland. The Committee has paid for Senator Stevens’
expenses for such event, because Senator Stevens did not
believe it was appropriate for the taxpayers to bear such
costs. Such events are politically beneficial and Senator
Stevens would not have attended such events but for the
fact that he is a member of the Senate.

In addition, in 1992 the Committee paid for the costs
incurred to attend the Republican National Convention in
Houston, Texas. Again that is a fundamentally political
event, it was not proper for the Senate to pay the costs
for such a trip. Such expenses have been found by the
Commission to be appropriate use of campaign funds. See
Advisory Opinions 1996-19 and 1996-20.

G. Gifts/Flowers

As a member of the Senate, Senator Stevens is invited to
dozens of weddings, baptisms, and charitable events in
Alaska each year by former staff and interns, campaign
supporters, and others. Senator Stevens often sends a
small gift or item for auction. On occasion, the Committee
sends flowers to the funeral of a political leader or
longtime supporter. Senator Stevens does not, and the
Committee would not in any case, ask the Committee to pay

11 1t is worth noting that a review of your records will
reveal that Senator Stevens qualified as a candidate for the 1996
campaign as defined by the FECA in the spring of 199].
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for gifts to family members or for flowers at family
funerals.

Senator Stevens also distributes small gifts at Christmas
to his staff, to his close campaign supporters and to other
Senators. Those gifts have included, from time to time,
Capitol or White House Christmas ornaments, Alaska seafood,
and Alaska Wildberry Products.

In addition Senator Stevens hosts an annual women’s lunch
for several hundred women in several communities in his
home state. Each year he gives a small memento at such
events. The gifts have included specially blended tea,
candles made in Alaska, note pads and the like. The
Committee provides these small mementos and occasionally
helps subsidize the costs of the lunch. (The women who
attend pay the actual cost of the food served, but they are
not asked to pay for the gifts or incidental costs, such as
the cost of invitations and the like.)

H. Miscellaneous Other EXpenses.

In late 1990 a friend of Senator Stevens purchased 27
watches with the campaign logo on then. The Committee
distributed those to campaign supporters and reimbursed him
in 1991 for the cost of those “gifts." This is clearly a
campaign-related expense.

The Committee has purchased Alaska mugs and used them in
the Senate office to serve coffee to visitors. Senator
Stevens did not feel that federal funds should be used for

such an expense.

The Committee has provided parking at a fundraising event
and the campaign paid for that.

The Committee has paid for campaign workers to come to
Washington for Senator Stevens’ swearing-in ceremonies --
again this is in the nature of a reward for the hard work
they have put in.

In summary, Mr. Cuddy’s allegations of personal use of
campaign funds are completely unfounded. He has taken
information in the records of the Commission and twisted and
distorted that information. He offers not a single fact to
support his conjecture about what funds were used for -- his
complaint is based entirely on assumption and speculation.

Mr. Cuddy’s complaint is a thinly veiled and calculated
plan to generate press headlines at the expense of Senator
Stevens and others he has attacked. The Senator and the
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Committee are scrupulously careful to insure that no campaign
funds are put to his personal use. The Committee stands ready
to provide any additional information the Commission should
require.

Hovever we believe the foregoing information is adequate to
demonstrate to the Commission that Senator Stevens, the
Committee and I have been very careful to comply fully and
completely with the Rules of the Senate and the applicable laws.

Just as the Ethics Committee has done, The Commission
should review this matter and find that there is no factual
basis for the allegations raised by Mr. Cuddy. The Commission
should also send a strong message that its processes are not
available to be abused as a campaign tactic by acting promptly
to resolve this matter well before the Primary on August 27,
1996. The Commission cannot, by inaction or delay, permit these
groundless allegations to linger.

DATED this (& day of Augw. /

N
Timothy A. McKeever
Treasurer
Stevens for Senate Committee

G:\391\12451\corr\fecresp. pld




Mr. David W. Cuddy
1900 Stanford Drive
Anchorage, Alaska 95508

Dear Mr. Cuddy:

This will respond to your two sworn complaints, filed with
the Committee on July 21, 1956, and correspondence to the
Committee dated July 26, 1996 and July 31, 1996.

In your first complaint, you have alleged that Senator
Stevens used official funds for campaign purposes. Your second
complairt alleges that Senator Stevens ccnverted campaign funds
to his personal use. Your correspondence reiterates these
allegations.

Senate Resolution 338, Section 2(a) (1) vests in the
Commictee the authority to

receive complaints and investigate allegaticns of imp
conduct which may reflect upon the Senate, viclations of
law, violations of the Senate Code of Official Conduct and
viclations of rules and regulations of the Senate, relating
to the conduct of individuals in the performance cf their
duties as Members of tha Senate or as officers or employees
of the Senate, and to make appropriate findings of fact and
conclusions with reapect thereto.

In support of these allegations, you offer only information
which is as consistent with innocence as with a violation,
together with the suggestion and speculation that official
disbursements were for improper campaign purposes or that
campaign disbursements were for Senator Stevens’ personal use.
Sernator Stevens responded to your laints by providing
explanatory information and citing relevant Senate rules
governing his conduct (e.g. r diem moratorium and I.R. 442
standards) to refute each allegation in your complaints.

Having reviewed your complaints and the Senator'’'s
thereto, and the correspondence you subsegquently sent to the
Committee, you have not provided the Committee with any facts or
information to provide a reasonable basis for concluding that any




fiélltioﬁ or 1:1!0@.: conduct has cccurred. Moreover, the
Commitctee’'s review process is not triggered by mere speculatiom
that vioclations of llnl:- Rules may have occurred.

Under these circumstances, no further action is intended by
the Committee with respect to these matters. In addition, we
observe that the Committee looks with disfavor upon attempts to
abuse its complaint process, particularly those which may arise
in the course of a political campaign.

Sincerely,

Victor M. Baird

Staff Director
and Chief Counsel
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Dave Cuddx

REGISTERED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

The Honorable Mitch McConnell, Chairman
Select Committes on Ethics

United Statss Senate
SH-220 Hart Buiiding
Washington, D.C. 20510

Office of the General Counsel
. FPedsral Election Commission
Washington. D.C. 20463

Dear Senator and Sirs:

On July 24, 1996 1 filed separats but identical complsints with the Senats
Select Committee on Ethics and the Federal Election Commission charging
Senator Ted Stevens with diverting campaign funds to his persomal use.

One of the examples I used (pamgraph 3 of both complaiats)
a Lincoln Town Car the Stevems campaiga purchased on Jume §, 1991. The
complaints alleged:

) Example I: Purchase of a Lincola Town Car
"a. The Commission’s regulations state that Personal use' includes
use of campaign funds for 'vehicle expeases, uaniess they are
minimis emount, and thst,

"If a (campaign) committes uses campaign funds to pay expemses
associsted with a vehicle that is used for both persomal acti
ada minimis amoumt and campaign
the poriion of the vehicle expemses associated with
activities Is persomal use, the
personal activities reimburse(s) the campaiga account
days for the expenses associated with the persomal activities' (11 C.ER.
Section 113.1(gX1Xii)D)).
» The Stevens for Semate Committee reported that it paid Seekins
Ford-Lincoln-Mercury $31,981.10 on June §
That was separate and apart from
Joy Corporation of Washiagton, D.
on December 26, 1991. It is my
purchase the Lincoln Town Car that Semator Stevems and
for perscnal activities.
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"¢. The Stevens for Senats Committes has not reported any
reimbursements by Senator Stavens or his family for expemses
associated with thelr personal use of that automobile.”

I bave learned that my complaints erred in one respect in that

paragraph: Despite the fact that the Stevens campaign's FEC report deseribed
the purposs of the $20,400 as "Purchase of campaign vehicle,” the transastien
was & sale of the same Lincoin Town Car the Stevens campaign had purchesed

on June 3, 1991.

I apologlze for my error.

Nevertheless, 1 still contend that Senator Ted Stevens used the Lincela

Town Car for personal as opposed to campaign purposes. After all, what.
conceivable need could he have for s campsign car when his next electidn was
five or more years away and he raised less than $15,000 in all of 19917

And | still request that you investigate the uses 10 which that vehicle
was actually put besides transporting Scnator Steveas and his family.

Respectfully,

avid Cuddy

789 9 6




353 W. Narthern Lighss Blvd. #101
Ar 9503

(907) 277-3283
Fax: (907) 272-2010
E-mail: coddy @slaska.nat
Web Siw: http://www.davecuddy.com

Dear friends,

In a campaign, you have to tell the truth. And I have told the truth, as documented by Ted's
own campaign records filed with the Secretary of the Senate and the Federal Flections
Commission.

I could not, in good conscience, look the other way at what I discoversd about Ted Stevens.

In the days and weeks ahsad ws can expect to suffer some serious slings and arrows from
Ted Stevens’ camp. But our cause is just.

Myself, as well as my supporters, can expect © be called names and our reputations
impugned. The news media will attack and smear us and not aliow us to present our case
impertially. So beit. The truth has a way of rising to the surface. It may take a while,
probably long after this election is over, but I am confident the truth will get out about Ted
Stevens.

The minute [ pointed out Ted Stevens' record, he tried 1o divert attention from his appsrent
ing and called it mud-slinging and then tried to figure out how to bully me and
intimidate mes by threatsning to sue me.

I will not be intimidated And I will continme to tell the truth and state the facts, just
the facts - both here at hone i Alnska and in the U.S. Senate.

And ] share with you below the press release about my recent filing of ethics and FEC
complaints against him:
ETHICS, FEC COMPLAINTS FILED AGAINST SENATOR TED STEVENS

Dave Cuddy stated today that he has filed three complaints -- two with the Senate Select
Committee on Ethics and ome with the Federal Election Commission - charging Seaator
Ted Skevens (R-AK) with having violated federal laws and Senate rules.

Two of the complaints - identical complaint filed with the Senate Ethics Committee and
the Federal Election Commission because they share jurisdiction over Senators’

v00 ° I98d ONNOA NOd ¥Od4 SNMY WOMA 16:6 9S&8. A8
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It fwmcun“.vi election law _
converting campaign funds 1 Steveny’ pursonal use. An 18-page

munmdmwpmmmmn uw
perscaal benefit Examples cited in the complaints include the following:

In addition % purchasing a $20,400 "campeign vehicle,® ths campsiga bought a
$32,000 Lincoin Towan Car for Sicvens' personal use.

Around the times of the Senae's summer recesses in 1991, 1993, 1994 and 1998,
the campaign paid thousands of dollars to companies in Washingtos, D.C. and
Virginia to rent vehicles, including vans.

- Coincident with the Senate's 1992 summer recess, the campaign paid more than
$1,200 to a Long Island company to rent a car.

The campaign paid more than $7,000 to a supermarket and gourmet specialty food
store in Washington, D.C. for "meals® or *food."

And it financed Stevens' travel in 1991 to Honolulu, San Prancisco and Key Largo,
Florida.

The third complaint, ﬁladwimmeSemEdﬁuCunmimdmpMin 1990, when he
last faced re-election, Smm-ppromlmd tens of thousands of dollars
of official Senate funds - i.e., taxpay: mmnds-maderbpaytheuhnumdapeumof
more than 20 Senate staffers while they worked full-time on his campaign.

One Senats staffer, the complaint notes, received full-time salaries both from the Senate
lndfmmﬂnecnnpup.'l‘wentymmomerSeanenmpudme:rfulldmuby
the Senate and "professional services® fees by the campaign.

The first two complaints ask the Senate Ethics Commitiee and the FEC © investigate the
charges and if they determine that Sicvens did convert campaign funds o his personal use,
order Steveas to reimburse the campaign for those sums, with appropriate penalties and
interest

The third complaint asks the Ethics Commitiee 1o investigate and order Stcvens to

reimburse the Scnate for any official funds it finds hc misappropriated for his campaign,

aguin with appropriate penalties and interest.

Cuddy is an Anchorage banker and a candidale for the Republican nomination for the U.S.
Scoate. "Initially," he said, *I intended not 1o file these complaints, just cite the information

as additional reasons why the people of Alaska shouldn't re-elect Ted Stevens to the Senate.

*Two considerations changed my mind.

"The first was that [ don't believe sitting Senators should minimize the seriousness of

misconduct on the part of their colleagues. And if they shouldn't, then I, as a candidate for
the Senate, shouldn't either.
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- 43 V. Notam Bivd. #101
273 25 e
Fag: (907) 272-2010
E-mal cuddyétalanks.net
Wed Site: bp://www.davecuddy. com

Dear Friends.

Our Anc campaign oflice will be hosting a critical informational meeting o
Wednesday, July 31 at 5:30 ar 555 West Northern Lights.

X The opic will be the complaints I ve (ilcd against Sen. Ted Sicvens with the Scaste Fihics
Commitime and the Federal Flections Commission. Temry Cooper, our ressarcher from

C Washingtoa, D.C., will bs present to answer your questions and explain any of the

complaints o you in more detail.

This is your cheece 10 360 and hear [or vourself the truth. as reporsed by Ted's uwn
campaign records. Dua't allow the local media 1o trivialize this ssue for you. Think for
yourself. These complaints are scrious.

I realize thig is vcry short notics for many of vou ., but 1 hope that if you can aticnd this
meeting, that you will.

With sincere appreciation,

Dave
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Stevens for Senate Committee

(Summary Page)

P.O. Box 100879

ADDRESS (number ang slraet) ! '! Check ¢ diflerernt than previously repensd.

L FEC IDENTIFICATION NUMBER
'
C00028316

TYPE OR PRINT

CITY, STATE ano i CODE

Anchorage. AR 99510-0879

STATE/DISTRICT 3. IS THIG REPORT AN AMENDMENT?

Jves  Klwo

(7 Aomt 15 Quaneny Repen
[ty 15 Quartenty Repen

{'_: QOcober 15 Quanerly Regont

4. TYPE OF REPORT
[_] Twesih dey repont preceaing

(Type of Becten)

elockon on in the Siate of

Thirtisth day report followng the Generat Elecaon on

[ January 31 Year End Regen " ¥he Slake ot
X Juiv 31 Mid-Year Aepont (Non-steckon Year Ony) ~__ Termunason Regon
This repon contang = == Tk
acawey for iﬂmﬂm | Geners Eleceon | Soescsl Blecson "' Funsll Blesson
—— — I S —
SUMMARY

Cowvenng Penog 1/1/92 through

6/30/92

Net Contnbusons (other than loans)

(2) Totsl Conentamens her than ioans) (from Line 11(e)) 2.380.90
()  Tota Cortnisuen Retungs (hem Line 20(d)) 1,000.00 1,000,090 |
(€ Net Commoutions (other IR iaans) (subiract Line 6(b) from 6(a)) 1.380.90 1L.380.90

7 Net Operasng Expenaiures '
(@) Total Operssng Expenauses (irom Line 17). 40,203.17 40,203,317 |
(@) Total Oftsess 1 Opssaang Expenciures (wom Ling 14) - 4,261.95 4,261,953

et ————— |

() Net Operseng Expenditwes (subiract Line 7(b) trom 7(a)). 35.941.22 35,941,228

8.  Cash on Hand at Cleas of Rapareng Period (from Line 27) : ‘ 72 863.68 """"“'m

ffamodos o o

3. Debts ana Obliganens Owas 7O the Commtiee ‘ Fedural Eloction Commussion
(hemze all on Schetuts C antvor Schecule D) . s 0 990 E Stest. NW

10.  Debis and Chiigations Owed BY the Comnsise ' Washinginn, 0C She0
(hesmize of on Schaduils CandiorSchedde 0) . . . . . . . . . . 0 T"w

1‘ 1 Cortfy that | have examined this Flepor and 10 1he best of my knowiedge and bekel i is tTue. cormect i .

tﬂ%’m of




SUMMARY PAGE

of Receipts and Disbursements
(Page 2, FEC FORM 3)
Name ot Commmne tn fult) Repont Covenng the Penoa:
Stevens for Senate Committee From: 1/1/92 - 6/30/92
MA COLUMN
L. NECEPTS Total Thia Peribe Calender Year-To-Date
7. CONTHIBUTIONS (other whan toane) FROM:
(a) Indmaduaie/Persons Othar Than Poliical Commutiass
(i) hemzed (use Schedule A) .
(i) Unterzed . . .
(mrﬂummm
(b) Political Party Commmtess . . .
moe-rmummumnco
(O TheCancidee . . .
(o) TOTAL CONTRIBUTIONS (oh‘um ioans l(ﬂ “(Ilil. tbl- (C) l'ld (d))

12. TRANSFERS FROM OTHER AUTHORIZED COMMITTEES.

3 LOANS:
{a) Mace or Guararteed by the Cancidate .
(b} Al Other Loans . 3
(c) TOTAL LOANS (add 13(a) ana mn ‘

14. OFFSETS TO OPERATING EXPENDITURES (Reluncs. Rebates. eic.)

15. OTHER RECEIPTS (Divsdends. interest. eec.) .

16. TOTAL RECEIPTS (agd 11(e). 12. 13(c). 14 and 15) .

L DISBURSEMENTS

17. OPERATING EXPENDITURES

18. TRANSFERS TO OTHER AUTHORIZED COMMITTEES.

19. LOAN REPAYMENTS.
(2) Of Loans Made or Guaramesd by the Canchdme
BIOIAOherioens . . .
(c) TOTAL LOAN REPAYMENTS (au m-nnum e
mrernos of conmmumons 1o I
(a) inowcusie/Persens Other Than Politicai Comsmtioes . = . . . . .
(qmwmtm-mcu SR Ce e 1.000.00 1.000.00
amucmaerumstmmmmm)

21. OTHER DISBURSEMENTS .

22. TOTAL DISBURSEMENTS (sad 17. 18, 19(c}, 20(d) and 21).

23. CASH ON HAND AT BEGINNING OF REPORTING PERIOCD 110,278.42

24. TOTAL RECEIPTS THIS PERIOD (from Line 16) . 8.497.44

25. SUBTOTAL (aaa Line 23 and Line 24) . B8,775.86

27. CASH ON HAND AT CLOSE OF THE REPORTING PERICD (subiract Line 26 from 25).
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o each category of the
Datarled Summary Page

i 1 | 1
FOR LINE NUMBER

o

14

Ay fonnetion eapns from much RUPere and SIINMSNTE May 7ot 6o 0olll ©F VIsS BY SRV PETSER for e BUreess of toliciting sentributions er fer eenwnerse!
SUrpeNms. SWREr TheN USIAG the Reme and sddran of any politicsl committes W seilelt cenributions from sIsh ame iTese.

NAME OF COMMITTEE (in Full

Stevens for Senate Committee

"
-

A. Full Nawa, Maliing Addrems snd 21P Cods Name of Emplever n-unu-’n. ‘ n::..,m'...:“
Rollins Burdick Hunter Insurance Refund 2ﬂ2752 . 799.00
P.O. Box 107502 4/3/92 ' 113.00
Anchorage, AK  99510-7502 — ‘

Recwot For: B_[Prh-rv |_| Gonerss

] Other tesemitv): Aggrogase Yearae-Ose 8 912.00 :

8. Full Neme, Meiling Addrem and ZIP Code Neme of Emplever tholn'n | Amaum of
Howard W. Phillips & Co. Insurance Refund 4”/‘65 1017.00
2555 Pennsylvania Ave., NW : :

W i " F & -
ashington, D.C 20037 !
Recwot For: X [ Primary || Geners: !
T Other sosmrfvi: ' Aggregese Yeerto-Oste >~ $ 1017.00
C. Full Nome, Muiling Addrem and ZIP Code

Vernon Sales Promotion

Name of Emplover

s /555"

Ameurnt ot Each

l

QOecupsten

Rezmone Fov: uPrh-v |__| Generat
I | Other (speestv):

Aggregate Yesr<o-Oste - §

Resmwae this Period
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6921 Brayton Drive
Anchorage, AK 99507 L :
] Other (somestv): " Agoregees Year<o-Oswe -.$ 845.77 :

D. Full Neme, Maiting Addram and ZIP Cade 4“00&” D-knout'n. | Amewst ot Esch
oo e Reimbursement/ i | =
P.O. Box 100879 transportation 1/6/92 | 1487.18
Anchorage, AK 99510-0879 : T i
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F. Full Neme, Mailing Addrom ang Z1P Code

Recmot For:
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7] Other tspesty):

Aggregam Yesr-wOers - §

Q. Full Name, Mailing Addres ans ZIP Code
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davy, year)

Q
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Recemt For:
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] Other (speeitvi:
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UNITED STATTS SEMATR
SELECT COMMITTEE ON ETHICS

In tha Matter o1

SENATOR 1ED STEVENS and
the STEVINS FOR SINATE
COMNMITTEE,

Respondente

AIZIDAVIZ _QF CELINR OPINAKY
STATE OF ALASKN )
THIRD JUDICIAZ DISTRICT )

CELINE OPINSKY, being iirst duly sworn, upen oath,
deposes and statas as follows:

1) I am 0 former nmployee of Sanator Ted Stevens.
I worked for 1im Irom January 395 uatil July 199¢. In
additiocn, I served i3 a high schocl intern in his Weshington
D.C. office in the sumner c? 1991. I aaka this affidavit from
personal knowladge.

2) In the summar of 2993, wvhen I vas an intern, the
interns lived :in dJdormiteories at Amsrican UOniversity in
Washington D.Z. The interns were Alaskans who had graduated
froa high school ‘n the spring of that ysar. 1In addition, we
vers suparvised >y two collige intezns, wvhe wvera alse from
Alaska.

3) The college interns drove us to and from the Hare
Senate Orfice Building in rented passenger vans. The vans also
picked us up .:t‘ the airpeort vhen ve arrive and returned us to




74075

/

3

0 4

9 7

the airport at the end of ocur intern amperiance. Tha vams alse
wnu-umtmume-mmwmn.g,“
insluding the White House, Mount Vernon, Arlington Cemsvesy and
other sites. Occasienally vwe weuld go out to dinner ia the
vans, go shopping or <o other nimilar thinge. The vans teek us
to the Senator's houss for various events as well. The vang
alse took us to visit othar sites in tha Washington ares,

4) At no time during tha time I vas an intesnm did
Sshator Stevens or any menber of his fanily make any pexsonal
use of “he vans. The vana vars usad only by the interns and
only for ths purposas statand abova.

5) I also vorked ia Senator 3tevens office during
tha cummer of 1994, 1995 and 1996. fach of those years vansg
vers remtod far ianterns and were used Icr basically ths same
things. Again to ay knowledge Senator Stevens and his family
naver made use of the vans.

6) Juring the tima that I vas in VWashington as an
intern and as an employee Senster Ltavens nsver used the vans
for any personal use.

FURTHER YOUR AFFIANT SAYETH NAUGHT.
el

. O

SUBSCRISED AND SWORN TO before me this |3  day o

/\

Lt ol
ary Fu or
nycan.tuinu I:pi.r-a




In tha Matter of

SEXATOR TED STEVENS and
the STEVENS FOR SENATE
COMMITITEE,

Respondents

b2 STATE OF ALASKA )

¥ THXRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT |

£ MECHAN MCKIEVER, being first duly sworn, upen ocath,
X deposes and states as follows:

25 1) I served as a high school imtern in Samator
; Stavens' wWashington D.C. office in ths summer of 1998. I makae

this arfidavit from personal knowledge.

- 2) In ths summar of 199S, vhen I wvas an intern, tha
. interns lived ia dormitories at Amarican University in
A Washington 0.C. The interns were Alaskans who had graduated

from high school in the spring of that year. In addition, wva
vere supervised by twe college interns,
Alaska.

whe wvere alse frem

3) The college interns drove us to and from tha Hare

i Semats Office Building in a remted passenger van. The van also
picked us up at tha airport vhen we arrived and returned us to

A% the airport at the end of cur intern exXperience. The van also
toock us to see varicus sights :in the Washington D.C. area




,,,,,,,,

imeluding tha Whita House, Mount Vernen, Arlington Cemetary and
others. Oaccasiocnally ve weuld taks the van and go owt to
dinner, go shopping or do other similar things. The van toek us
to the Senator's houss for brsakfast on at least cne oesasion.

Aftar dffics hours ve also went to a basaball game in Baltimors
and ve want on other cutings.
4) At no time during the time I was an intern did

Senator Stavens or any umember of Lis family make any personal

use of the van. The van was used only by the intarns and only

for tha purposes stated above.

FURTHER YOUR AFFIANT SAYETH NAUGHT.

Wa&

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN TO before me this 3[SF day of
, 1996.
/

(M _

otary ‘
My Commission Expires: gazm
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UNITED STATIS SENATE
SELECT COMNITTEE ON ETHICS

In ths Mattar of

SENATOR TED STEVENS and
tha STEIVERS FOR SENATE
COMMITIER,

Respondants

"0 08 56 00 s4 a8 a8 o8 0% 82

AXFIDAYIZ OF IONYA MEEEAX
STATE OF ALASKA

)
: ss.
)

TEIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT

TONYA MEEHAN, baing firgst duly swern, upen oath,
deposes and states as follows:

1) I served as a high schocl intern in Semator
Stavens' Washington D.C. office in the cummer of 1998. I maks
thic affidavit from personal knowiadge.

2) In the susser of 1995, when - was an intern, the
interns lived in dormitories at American University in
Weshington D.C. The interns vers Alaskans who had gradusced
from high school in the spring of that year. In additiom, ve
vare supervisad by two college interns, vho were alsc frem
Alaska.

3) The college intearns draove us to and from the Kart
Sanate Office Building in rented passenger van. The van also
pickad us up at the airport vhen wa arrived and returned ug to
the airport at the end cf our Iintern experiancs. The van also
tock us to see various sights In the Washington D.C. area




insluding the White House, Mount Vernen, Arlingtan Camstery and
othars. Occasicnally we would go out to dinnar in the van, go

shopping or deo. other similar things. Tha van toek us te ths
Semator‘'s house for variocus svents as well. Aftaer office hours

Ve also vent to a baseball game in Baltimore and wva went on
othar cutings.

4) At no time during the time I was an intayn daiq
Senator staevens or any namber of his family make any persenal
use of the van. The van was used only by the intarns and only

for the purposes statod above.
FURTIHER YOUR AFFIANT SAYETH NAUGHT.

A

! E SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN TO bafore me this \3‘ day of
, 1996.

/ /
Colllte—

Notary ¢ S in-and

My Ccmmission Expires:9/,
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July 26, 1996

Dear Bditor:

I believe the voters of Alaska deserve tha truth
about a recent allagation made against Senator Ted
Stevens.

The allegation that Scnator Stavena used campaign
funds to rent a vehicle for personal use at the
“resort® town of Garden City, New York, is not only
inaccurate, but impossible.

Garden City is a small town on Long Island that is
twenty miles from the neareat airport. Baving
recently traveled there on business I can aasure
you that it is the farthest thing from a “"resort”
town, but more importantly AVI8 doesn't even operate
a rental location there.

What 1is in Garden City is the AVIS Worldwide
Headquarters. Thie is where all billings originate
from when AVIS vehicles are rented from Corporate
locations in the United States such as Washington,
DoCa

The fact is Saenator Stevens used campaign funda to
rent a van from AVIS§ in Washington, D.C., to help
trangport his summer interns, recent Alaskan high
school graduates from their dorms ¢to his office.
The subseguent billing was processed and sent out
from our Corporate Headquarters in Garden City, New
Yoxk.

So there it is, no illegal use of campaign funds,
no Senator renting a vehicle while relaxing in a
“resort® town, 3just a false accusation that could
have easily been avoided by taking the time to seek
the truth.

Sincerely,

CL s~

Andrew J. Halcro
Directer
AVIS RENT A CAR




Wednesday, July 24

To: Lisa

From: Stave

Subject: Senator Stavens January, 1992 Pacific/Hawaii Trip

You and Senator Inouye travelled from January 2-16 visiting
CINCPAC, AUSTRALIA, INDONESIA, HONG XONG and TAIWAN.

At the end of the trip, you spent two days in Hawati,
including meetings with Adm. Larson, CINCPAC; Gen. Tom Fields,
Deputy CINCPAC; and other military officials.

The dinner on January 15, at Hy's Steakhouse, lncluded myseltf,
Richard Collins, and the two Air Forxce Liaison officers--Col.
George Stringer and Lt. Col. Dennis Balkham.

Key isaues addressed during the meetings included: Funding
for new Elmendorf medical center, relocation of COPE THNUMDER

training to Eiclson AFB, (ollow-up on 1991 Base Closurc evaluation
of Alaska bases.




UNITED STATES SENATE
SELECT COMMITTEE ON ETHICS

In the Matcer of

SENATOR TED STEVENS and
tha STEVENS FOR SENATE
COMMITTEE,

Respondents

AFFIDAVIT CTF LISA J. SUTHERLAND

CISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

LISA SUTHER_AD. .eains Zuly sworm, .con cath, deposes and

staces as follows:

1} I have been a resident 3f Alaska since 1261 and hava worked

for Senator T24 Stcvens cince 1981.

2) In August. 1390 - 3erved i1s 2 Legislative Asaistant to

740

Senacor Stevens handling energy i3sues including oil and gas

/

deveiopment. President 3Sush was cevelcping a national aenergy

strategy in 1390 ana was considering -“ne rcle development of the

U 4 3

SiC Naticnal WilclliZe Refugs woull pliay. Senator Stevens urged

the Adminisctractisn :> hold aeazings o Alaska, specifically

Fairbanks,

Alaska.

3) I worked with zha Cepartment -Z Energy on the hearings, and

-

Zlew to Alaska t> assist than irn. Fairtanks. I also was present to

staff Senatcr Stevens wno was scheduled t> ceszily ac the hearings.

4) Secrs=tary cf Health and Humar Sarvices Sullivan agreed to

come to Alaska at Senatcr Stevens’ —sgquest to hcld meetings cn drug

and alcchol abuse iz our state and he_p us develcp ways to combat




it more effectively. : worked with Secrstary Sullivan’s gcags on
the conference and also helped wizh it in Alaska.

$) I volunteered to work for tha campaign while I was on
vacation in Ocean City, Maryland. I took ones week of annual leave,
and my hugband and I renced a house on a bay in Ocean C.ity. During
my vacation I prepared an analysis of Senator Stevens’ voting
racord to bs used during the campaign. I did not conduct this work
in Alaska or :ia the Senate office.

6) I currencly serve as Senator Stavens’ chief of scaff. The
profeassicnal s:-ari under mv supervision typically work 12 hours a
day or mores dapsnding on t=he Senate Schedule, and often werk
weekends. It 13 rot uncormon for scaff masmbers to spend the nighc
working in the office the day tefore a hearing or mark-up session
on legislaticn affecting Alaska and then work through the following
day.

7) Whan Senator 5Stevens holds Zunctions at his home for
visitiag Alaskans cr government =Zfic:als. he typically briangs ths
left-overs .2toc the cifice the Z:zllcwing day. We use the left-

overs fcr staff lunches and svening weals for scaff who wark late.

FURTHER YOUR AFFIANT sms'nianucm.
Q) X
S

Ll

SUBSCRI3ED AND SWORN T2 before
~996.

m 2 -3?
y commission expires:
My Commission
January 31, 1999




In the Matter of

SENATOR TED STEVENS
the STEVENS FOR SENATE
COMMITTEE,

Respondents

AIFIDAVIT OF TIMOTHY MCEKEEVER
STATE OF ALASKA

)
: ss.
)

THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT

TIMOTHY MCKEEVER, being first duly sworn, upon oath,
deposes and states as follows:

1) I am an attorney and have served as the Treasurer
of the Stevens for Senate Committee (the Committee) since 1981.

2) For several years the Committee has rented a van
or vans during June and July to be used by the summer interns in
the Senator’ s Washington office. The van is used to transport
the interns to and from work and on various other excursions and
trips. The Committee has rented the van to provide greater
security for the interns who are all recent graduates of high
schools around Alaska. The Committee rented such vans in the
summers of 1991, 1992, 1993, 1994, 1995 and 1996.

3) In the Summer of 1991 the Committee used campaign
funds which were surplus after the 1990 campaign to purchase a
car for use in Washington for officially connected and political




purposes. The Committee paid what we understood to be fair
market value for the car. That car was to be used to transport
the Senator to official meetings and to political events and
meetings. It was also used to transport Alaskans who visited
Washington DC.

4) In December of 1991 the Committee sold the car to
the Michael Joy Corporation for what we understood to be the
fair market value of the car as determined by reference to
classified ads and 1listings of used car values. These
transactions were reported on Federal Election Committee reports
and I have copies of all the relevant documents concerning these
transactions in the files of the committee.

5) Shortly thereafter, in January 1992 the
Committee received a check from Senator Stevens to reimburse the
Committee for the value of any personal use made by the Senator

or his family. The value of the personal use was determined by

obtaining six estimates of the commercial lease cost for such a

vehicle in Washington, averaging those and multiplying that
number by a generous estimate of the amount of use of the car
for “personal use.” The check from the Senator included
interest at an annual rate of 6% on the value of the "personal
use”. Again the Committee has documentation supporting this
transaction.

6) In addition, in early 1991 the campaign used
surplus funds to recognize various campaign staffers and

volunteers. One volunteer received a trip to Hawaii for herself




and her husband for the extraordinary effort she put in. A
campaign staff person received a trip to Arizona. These
expenses vere in the nature of bonuses or incentive awards for
extra work. The expenses they incurred are among those paid by
the Committee which Mr Cuddy complains were personal use by the
Senator. We have copies of the relevant receipts and other
documentation supporting these expenses.

7) I attended the press conference held by Mr. Cuddy
on July 24, 1996 when he made his charges. During that press
conference he admitted that he had been aware of the information

which formed the basis of his allegations in May of 1996.

FURTHER YOUR AFFIANT SAYW.

TIMOTHY MCKEEVER

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN TO before me this |2/ day of

&fuﬂ‘_ 1996.

Notary Public in and for Alaska
My CommissiOn Expireszggzzﬁ 2’32

ps G:\391\12451\PLD\TAM.802
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Dave Cuddy

1900 Stanford Drive, Anchorage, Alaska, 99508, Phone (907)278-0941

August 19, 1996

REGISTERED MAIL

17 1y

RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 3' 5
oD
Office of the General Counsel . ggi"-_fé
Federal Elecion Commission s ::23;-_'5
Washington, D.C. 290463 M Uﬂ ;! /[ 5 ; “E2a°
o
Dear Sirs: -« - =
b b

On July 24, 1996 I filed separate but identical complaints with the Senate
Select Committee on Ethics and this Commission charging Senator Ted Stevens
with diverting campaign funds to his personal use.

3

Senator Stevens responded to the Ethics Committee complaint and 1 have
seen and reviewed his response. Since it is likely that he has made or will
make a similar response to you, [ will review for you my analysis of his
response.

)

/7 40

1. 1991 Travel. In paragraph 10 of my complaint 1 challenged the
propriety of Senator Stevens charging his campaign for 1991 trips to San
Francisco and Key Largo, Florida.

!

Senator Stevens purported to discuss those trips in his response to the Senate
Ethics Committee as follows:

"l did wravel to Florida on April 1, 1991 and the cost of this trip was
paid for by my campaign committee. The purpose of this trip was to
make a speech to senior management of Pratt & Whitney as well as
United Technologies, two groups that had previously made contributions
to my campaign. Contrary to Mr. Cuddy's allegation that this was a
personal trip, the fact is that it was a campaign related trip.

"From Florida, I flew to San Francisco to Tuesday, April 2, 1991 to
make remarks to S0 major donors to Chevron's Political Action
Committee, another group that has made a contribution to my campaign,
contrary to Mr. Cuddy’s allegation. Chevron is a major oil company and
was involved in oil and gas development in Alaska, but headquartered in
San Francisco. later I met with Chevron's top executives including Will
Price, President of Chevron. [ did not charge the taxpayers for either
the Florida of the California legs of the trip; instead, my campaign paid
the cost.

"From San Francisco 1 flew on to Alaska to meet with the
Governor and to make my annual address to the Alaska State Legislature
in Juneau.”

97 U 43

s' own official records contradict that explanation.



Senator Stevens' financial disclosure for 1991 (copy attached) shows

(1) that the April 1-2 trip to which he referred wasn't to Key Largo,
Florida but t0 West Palm Beach (they're hundreds of miles apart);

(2) That following his April 2-3 trip to San Francisco he didn't go to
Alaska but returned to Washington D.C.;

(3) that United Technologies paid for Senator Stevens' airfare, lodging
and meals on his April 1-2 trip to West Palm Beach;

And that Chevron paid for his airfare, lodging and meals on his April 2-
3 trip from Florida to San Francisco and back to Washington, D.C.

In addition,
(S) His FEC reports for 1991 do not show that he, United Technologies of

Chevron reimbursed his campaign for the cost of any travel to Florida or
California.

9

Clearly, those trips require this Commission's close scrutiny.

2. Household Food Items. In paragraph 8 of my complaint I challenged
the propriety of Senator Stevens having his campaign pay for the more that
$7000 for "meals” or "food" purchased from Safeway Stores and Sutton Place
Gourmet.

7 40

In his response to the Senate Ethics Committee, Senator Stevens said he
has hosted some campaign events in his home, but he also admitted that some
of the food he charged to his campaign was used at "gatherings in our home:
such as "hosting groups of Alaskans who are visiting, having office parties at
the house, having the interns come to the house and having other public
official, including other members of the Senate to our home."

/

3

As | read the governing regulation (11 C.F.R Section 113.1(g)(1)(I)(A))
and this Commission's Explanation and Justificadon of it, the use of campaign
funds to buy food for household use at social gatherings -- no matter who was
being entertained -- is impermissible.

7 0 4

This Commission's Explanation and Justification flatly states that

"(T)he use of campaign funds for household food items and
supplies is personal use. This provision covers any food
purchased for day to day consumption in the home . . . . The need
for these items would exist irrespective of the candidate's
campaign of duties as a Federal officeholder. Therefore, the
Commission regards them as inherentlvy personal and subiject to
the personal use ban" (Federal Register, Feb. 9, 1995, page 7864;
emphasis added).



The only exception this Commission madefor food purchased for in-home
consumption was when the food was purchased "for use in fundraising
activities" for other related campaign activities:

“However, this provision would not prohibit the purchase of food or
supplies for use in fundraising activities, even if the fundraising activities
take place in the candidate's home. Items obtained for fundraising activities
are not household items within the meaning of this provision. Similarly,
refreshments for a campaign meeting would not be covered by this
paragraph” (jbid.).

When Senator Stevens stated that some of the food was purchased for
"hosting groups of Alaskans who are visiting, having office parties at the
house, having the interns come to the house and having other public officials,
including other members of the Senate to our home," | believe he admitted that
at least some of his household food charges to his campaign violated this
Commissions regulations.

3. Purchase of a Lincoln Town Car. In paragraph 5 of my complaint |
challenged the propriety of Senator Stevens having his campaign pay
$31,981.10 to buy a Lincoin town Car in April 1991.

In his response to the Senate Ethics Committee, Senator Stevens said his
campaign sold the Town Car for $20,400 in December 1991. He told the Ethics
Committee that he did make personal use of the Town Car but claims that he
reimbursed the campaign for that use by paving it $1,487.18 on January 6,
19921

You will note that Senator Stevens' reimbursement accounted for only
13 percent of what his campaign lost on the sale of the Town Car. Unless his
personal use of the Town car accounted for only 13 percent of its total use, |
believe there is a substantial question as to whether the amount of his
reimbursement was adequate.

There is also a substantial question as to whether the timing of the
reimbursement complied with this Commission's regulations, which require
that reimbursements be made within 30 days (11 C.F.R. Section 113.1
(g)(1)(ii)(D)).

4. Chevron USA Charges. In the list of "questionable campaign
expenditures” | attached as Appendix A to my complaint and asked this
Commission to investigate, I listed 1991 payments to Chevron USA totaling
$2,689,61 for "auto expense" and "transportation expense.”

Senator Stevens said nothing in his response to the Senate Ethics
Committee to justify those payvments. Nor do I see how they could be justified.
Even if one gives Senator Stevens the benefit of generous assumptions that he
paid $1.50 for every gallon of gas and that his car(s) got only 15 miles to the
gallon, one would still reach the conclusion that he traveled 26,896 miles on
campaign or official business -- presumably in and around Washington D.C.,
for he had no Alaska campaign staff in 1991 -- in just 11 months of a non-
election year. I believe that is on its face highly improbable.




Y

Much of Senator Stevens' response to the Senate Ethics Committee was a
totally conclusory and entirely unsupported assertion that he and his
campaign had complied with the law. [ believe that in this letter I have shown
that real holes exist in some of his explanaticns. I renew my request that this
Commission investigate all the questionable expenditures his campaign made
in 1991-96.

Respectfully,

David Cuddy
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August 26, 1996

RE: MUR 4415

Dear Mr. Cuddy

~

This letter acknowledges receipt on August 21, 1996, of the supplement to the complaint
you filed on July 25, 1996. The respondents will be sent copies of the supplement. You will be
notified as soon as the Federal Election Commission takes final action on your complaint.

O
~
N~

Sipcegely,

7

S

97 0 4
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20483

August 26, 1996

Timothy A. McKeever, Treasurer
Stevens for Senate Committee
550 W. 7th Ave., Suite 1000
Anchorage, AK 99501

RE: MUR 4415
Stevens for Senate Committee and
Timothy A. McKeever, Treasurer
The Honorable Theodore F. Stevens

Dear Mr. McKeever:

On July 26, 1996, Senator Ted Stevens and the Stevens for Senate Committee and you, as
treasurer, were notified that the Federal Election Commission received a complaint from Dave
Cuddy alleging violations of certain sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended. At that time Senator Stevens and you were given a copy of the complaint and
informed that a response to the complaint should be submitted within 15 days of receipt of the
notification.

On August 20, 1996, the Commission received additional information from the
complainant pertaining to the allegations in the complaint. Enclosed is a copy of this additional
inf :

If you have any questions, please contact Central Enforcement Docket at (202) 219-3400.

Si ly,

T. Sealander, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket




Dave Cuddy

1900 StunfordTDn've. Anchorage, Alaska 99508 Phone (907)278-0941

July 26, 1996

REGISTERED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

The Honorable Mitch McConnell, Chairman

Select Committee on Ethics

United States Senate

SH-220 Hart Building MUR 445
Washington, D.C. 20510

Office of the General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
Washington. D.C. 20463

Dear Senator and Sirs:

On July 24, 1996 I filed separate but identical complaints with the Senate
Select Committee on Ethics and the Federal Election Commission charging
Senator Ted Stevens with diverting campaign funds to his personal use.

One of the examples I used (paragraph 5 of both complaints) concerned
a Lincoln Town Car the Stevens campaign purchased on June 5, 1991. The
complaints alleged:

5. Example 1: Purchase of a Lincoln Town Car

AL The Commission's regulations state that 'Personal use' includes
use of campaign funds for 'vehicle expenses, unless they are a de
minimis amount,’ and that,

"If a (campaign) committee uses campaign funds to pay expenses
associated with a vehicle that is used for both personal activities beyond
a de minimis amount and campaign or officeholder related activities,
the portion of the vehicle expenses associated with the personal
activities is personal use, unless the person(s) using the vehicle for
personal activities reimburse(s) the campaign account within thirty
days for the expenses associated with the personal activities' (11 C.F.R.
Section 113.1(g)(1)(i1)(D)).

'b. The Stevens for Senate Committee reported that it paid Seekins
Ford-Lincoln-Mercury $31,981.10 on June S5, 1991 for ‘transportation.’
That was separate and apart from the $20,400 it reported paying Michael
Joy Corporation of Washington, D.C. for 'purchase of campaign vehicle'
on December 26, 1991. It is my belief that the $31,981.10 was used to
purchase the Lincoln Town Car that Senator Stevens and his family use
for personal activities.




c. The Stevens for Senate Committee has not reported any
reimbursements by Senator Stevens or his family for expenses
associated with their personal use of that automobile.”

I have learned that my complaints erred in one respect in that
paragraph: Despite the fact that the Stevens campaign's FEC report described
the purpose of the $20,400 as "Purchase of campaign vehicle,” the transaction
was a sale of the same Lincoln Town Car the Stevens campaign had purchased
on June 5, 1991.

I apologize for my error.

Nevertheless, I still contend that Senator Ted Stevens used the Lincoln
Town Car for personal as opposed to campaign purposes. After all, what
conceivable need could he have for a campaign car when his next election was
five or more years away and he raised less than $15.000 in all of 1991?

And I still request that you investigate the uses to which that vehicle
was actually put besides transporting Senator Stevens and his family.

Reﬂpectful/s

DA )
David Cuddy )




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

Dear Mr. Cuddy

This letter acknowledges receipt on August 28, 1996, of the supplement to the complaint
you filed on July 24, 1996. The respondents will be sent copies of the supplement. You will be
notified as soon as the Federal Election Commission takes final action on your complaint.

Sincerely,

mffm

Colleen T. Scalander, Attomey
Central Enforcement Docket

Celebrating the Commission’s 20th Anniversary

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

August 29,

Timothy A. McKeever, Treasurer
Stevens for Senate Commitiee
$50 W. 7th Ave., Suite 1000

Anchonage, AK 99501

RE: MUR #4415
Stevens for Senate Committee and
Timothy A. McKeever, Treasurer

The Honorable Theodore F. Stevens

Dear Mr. McKeever:

On July 26, 1996, Senator Ted Stevens and the Stevens for Senate Committee and you, as

= treasurer, were notified that the Federal Election Commission received a complaint from Dave
B Cuddy alleging violations of certain sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
o amended. At that time Senator Stevens and you were given a copy of the complaint and
informed that a response to the complaint should be submitted within 15 days of receipt of the
P notification.

) On August 28, 1996, the Commission received additional information from the
< complainant pertaining to the allegations in the complaint. Enclosed is a copy of this additional
information.

If you have any questions, please contact Central Enforcement Docket at (202) 219-3400.

Sincerely,

Cdu(mj MMMB

Colleen T. Sealander, Attomey
Central Enforcement Docket

Celebrating the Commussion’s 20th Anniversary

YESTERDAY, TODAY AND TOMORROW
DEDICATED TO KEEPING THE PUBLIC INFORMED
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Colleen T. Sealander S Zme
Central Enforcement Docket = 2%Z
Federal Election Commission S E =
Washington D.C. 20463 =

RE: Stevens for Senate Committee ( /l( C/IO 46// 5‘—)

Oour File No.: 391-12451 A2 (FEC Complaint)

Dear Ms. Sealander:

¢ I have your letter of August 26, 1996 enclosing an August 19,

1996 letter from David Cuddy and I have your August 29, 1996 letter
O enclosing a July 26, 1996 letter from Mr. Cuddy. The Stevens for
Senate Committee, myself and Senator Stevens have all responded to
the July 26th letter from the Commission notifying us that the
Commission had received a complaint from Mr. Cuddy.

It appears to me that Mr. Cuddy'’s July 26, 1996 letter merely
corrects an error that Mr. Cuddy acknowledges in his initial
complaint. No further response to that letter would be warranted.

The August 19, 1996 letter provides further details to charges
- previously made by Mr. Cuddy, but does not constitute a specific

complaint. In particular, Mr. Cuddy’s August 19, 1996 letter is
I~ not sworn to and was not signed in the presence of a notary public
and was not notarized. 1It, therefore, appears that it is not a
complaint under the provisions of 11 CFR 111.4(b) (2). Therefore,
it would not appear to include material which the Commission can
address.

If the Commission staff is going to consider the substance of
Mr. Cuddy’s August 19, 1996 letter, please let me know so that I
may provide the Commission with additional information
demonstrating that the allegations in Mr. Cuddy’s August 19, 1996
letter are as incorrect as the allegations in his original
complaint.




Page -2-
Colleen T. Sealander
September 10, 1996

Please advise ma if the Commission intends to consider Mr.
Cuddy’s August 19th letter as either a complaint or an addendum to

}Uxéoly,

Tilotlé({(./[/!éfm?‘

the previous complaint.

TAM: ps
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PLEASE REPFPLY TO ANCHORAQE OFFICK

December 16, 1996

Stephan O. Kline, Esq.
Office of General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street N.W.
Washington D.C. 20463

RE: Stevens for Senate Committee
MUR 4415
Our File No.: 391-12451

Dear Mr. Kline:

| received Ms. Sealander’s letter of August 26, 1996 enclosing an August 19,
1996 letter from David Cuddy and her August 29, 1996 letter enclosing a July 26,
1996 letter from Mr. Cuddy. It is my understanding, based on a telephone
conversation with you on September 24, 1996, that the Commission and its staff may
consider the material in the two letters from Mr. Cuddy even though the letters do not
comply with the Commission’s regulations concerning complaints. See 11 CFR
111.4.

In light of that fact, the Stevens for Senate Committee (hereafter the
"Committee”), Senator Ted Stevens and myself as Treasurer of the Committee wish
to provide you with the following additional information in response to those two
letters. | regret that we did not respond sooner. Senator Stevens was a candidate
in the November 5, 1996 general election and, therefore, our resources were
committed until this time. Since we have heard nothing further from the Commission
staff, we assume this response will be considered in its review of this matter.
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Stephan O. Kline, Esq.
December 9, 1996

As was the case with the initial complaint, Mr. Cuddy, in these two letters,
provides absolutely no evidence of wrongdoing. He provides no facts to support his
conjecture. Since he has provided no evidence supporting his allegations, his
complaint and the suggestions made in these two letters should be dismissed by the
Commission.

r of July 26, 1

Mr. Cuddy’s July 26, 1996 letter corrects an error that was in Mr. Cuddy’s
initial complaint. In our August 12, 1996 letter to Ms. Sealander and the attached
Detailed Response to Complaint Filed by David Cuddy, Republican Candidate for
United States Senate (hereafter "Detailed Response”) on page 4 at footnote 2, we
mentioned that we understood that Mr. Cuddy’s researcher had admitted the original
complaint was mistaken. Mr. Cuddy’s letter of July 26th confirms that mistake in
his original complaint when he asserted in paragraph 5 that the Committee paid
$20,400.00 for a campaign vehicle. The Cuddy letter recognizes that instead, the
Committee sold the 1991 Lincoln for that price.

Mr. Cuddy, however, goes on to assert that the 1991 Lincoln was used for
personal use in violation of the Federal Election Campaign Act. He is mistaken. As
pointed out in the Detailed Response beginning on page 3, the Commission has
repeatedly found that a campaign may purchase a vehicle for travel relating to
campaign and officially connected duties by the candidate and Committee. And, the
Senate Ethics Committee has ruled that a campaign vehicle can be used for official
business and personal use if the campaign is reimbursed for the personal use.

Here, the car was used by the Senator to attend political events benefiting
himself and other candidates, to attend officially connected meetings and to get to the
airport for officially connected travel. It was also used to transport Alaskans,
including some campaign supporters, around Washington. The car was used for
campaign/political use, for officially connected use and for limited personal use for
which the Committee was reimbursed with interest. Such use is consistent with
previous advisory opinions of the Commission and the rulings of the Senate Ethics
Committee. Mr. Cuddy offers absolutely no proof of his allegations, but simply makes
unfounded and unsubstantiated accusations which reflect both a misunderstanding
of the Commission’s precedents and the facts.

rof A 19. 1

Mr. Cuddy’s letter of August 19, 1996 raises several issues. First, we admit
that Senator Stevens’ reply to the Ethics Committee was in error when it asserted
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Stephan O. Kline, Esq.
December 16, 1996

that the Committee paid for political travel in 1991 to Florida and San Francisco. The
Senator’s response to the Ethics Committee was prepared hurriedly during a very
intense campaign in an effort to lay to rest the allegations made by Mr. Cuddy. When
he realized that this small portion of his explanation was incorrect (and before having
a copy of Mr. Cuddy’s August 19, 1995 letter), Senator Stevens wrote to the Ethics
Committee and corrected his response. (See Exhibit A). The Ethics Committee took
no action after receiving the Senator’s letter of correction and, therefore, its August
9, 1996 letter finding no basis for Mr. Cuddy’s charges still stands.

The Detailed Response did not include the error and is correct when it states
that the Committee did not pay for Senator Stevens to travel to Hawaii, Florida or
Arizona in 1991. (Page 8). Inasmuch as the Committee did not pay for the travel
Mr. Cuddy complains about, there is nothing that suggests that the trips to Florida and
California fall within the Commission’s jurisdiction, were personal use of campaign
funds or otherwise are an appropriate subject for investigation by the Commission.
Nor is there anything that suggests those trips violated any Senate Rule or federal
law. There is no basis for Mr. Cuddy’s request that the Commission investigate
those trips.

Second, the August 19, 1996 letter also claims that it is improper for the
campaign to purchase food for use at campaign or officially connected events which
are held at the Senator’s home. The only authority cited for this proposition is a set
of regulations adopted by the Commission in 1995, years after most of the expenses
at issue here occurred. In the 1995 rulemaking the Commission drew a general
distinction between expenses based on whether they would exist regardless of the
candidate’s status as either a federal officeholder or candidate. Personal use is
defined as “"any use of campaign funds... to fulfil a commitment, obligation or
expense of any person that would exist irrespective of the candidate’s campaign or
duties as a Federal officehoider.” 11 CFR 113.1. The clear meaning of those
regulations is that the use of campaign funds to pay for expenses which exist because
of a person’s candidacy or status as a federal officer holder is not personal use.

The rules are clear that campaign funds cannot be used to purchase household
food items and supplies, but that prohibition covers only “any food purchased for day
to day consumption in the home and any supplies purchased for use in maintaining
the household” because “the need for these items would exist irrespective of the
candidate’s campaign or duties as a federal officeholder.” 60 Fed. Reg 7864.
(February 9, 1995).

Mr. Cuddy asks the Commission to determine that any purchase of any food
item for a social gathering at home is a personal use. This is inconsistent with the




o® o®

Stephan O. Kline, Esq.
December 9, 1996

regulations and the explanation of the regulation. As noted in the Detailed Response,
the Committee has provided food items in connection with fundraising events at the
Senator’s home for his campaign and campaigns supporting other candidates. It has
provided food and meals for campaign meetings at the Senator’s home and provided
food items in connection with gatherings of official office staff, interns and similar
groups at his home. The costs of fundraisers and campaign gatherings would not
exist but for the Senator’s (or other candidates’) roles as candidates. The need to
entertain staff and interns would not exist but for the Senator’'s role as a federal
officeholder. The Committee has also provided funds for the Senator to entertain
groups of Alaskans and other federal officeholders at his home--another commitment
which would not exist but for his role as a candidate and federal officeholder. The
Committee has purchased food and refreshments for guests at the Senator’s official
offices--again an expense which would not exist but for his role as a federal
officeholder.

Mr. Cuddy offers no evidence that the Committee has ever purchased food for
the Stevens’ family’s "day to day consumption in the home" or use "in maintaining
the household.” Even the "leftovers”™ from the legitimate events at the house are not
left for the family. (See Exhibit L to Detailed Response.) The Committee has,
consistent with the Commission’s prior rulings and the recent regulations, paid for
food consumed at the Senator’s home to meet commitments or expenses which exist
because of his role as a candidate or federal office holder.

Third, the August 19 letter also challenges our caiculation of the value of the
personal use of the car and the timing of the reimbursement for that use. The value
of the personal use of the vehicle was based on quotes from six different commercial
leasing firms in the Washington D.C. area as to the monthly cost of leasing such a
vehicle. (See Affidavit of Timothy A. McKeever, Exhibit M to Detailed Response.)
That number was multiplied by the roughly six months that the vehicle was in service
and by an estimated percentage of personal use of the vehicle. Id. No log or other
records of the actual personal use of the vehicle are believed to exist. The estimated
personal use of the vehicle was generous so as to adequately cover the potential
personal use. The Committee feit that the cost to lease such a vehicle in a
commercial setting was the most appropriate way to calculate a value. An additional
amount to cover interest on the value of personal use was also paid by the Senator.

The Committee did not believe that the difference between the actual purchase
price of the car and the selling price was a fair way to calculate personal use. When
acquired, this was a new car and so substantial initial depreciation occurred during the
first few months of its use. Also, because of the Commission’s requirements that
political committees pay full fair market value for capital items (or face the possibility
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December 9, 1996

that inadvertent or illegal contributions will occur) and sell such items at no more than
full value (again to prevent an illegal contribution from occurring), the Committee did
not feel it could drive a hard bargain for the purchase price or the selling price. Also,
because the vehicle was purchased, for political reasons, from a dealer in Alaska and
delivered to a dealer in the Washington D.C. metro area, it was not possible to drive
a hard bargain on the purchase price. The Committee did obtain quotes from two
dealers as to the purchase price of the car. And, because the Committee sold it in
Washington without a great deal of advertising or other marketing, it may not have
gotten top dollar on the sale. In all likelihood, the Committee paid more for the
vehicle than a private citizen would have and got less for it than a private citizen
would have, but did so to avoid any suggestion that an illegal contribution would have
occurred. For all these reasons, it would have been improper to base the personal
use value on the difference in purchase and sales price.

The 1995 regulations currently in place which, among other things, require
reimbursement for personal use within thirty days, did not exist at the time of this
transaction. Therefore, they cannot be used to gauge this conduct. As noted above,
the Senator did pay interest in connection with his reimbursement of the Committee
for personal use. That interest was paid based on a reasonable interest rate based
on the earnings the Committee received on other investments and was paid for each
payment that was more than 30 days “late” at the time the payments were received.
This more than compensated the Committee for the “use of the money” and is a
reasonable way of reimbursing the Committee.

Finally, in his August 19 letter, Mr, Cuddy asserts, with no explanation or
justification, that the campaign’s payment of certain credit card expenses somehow
gives rise to a personal use. The campaign obtained a Chevron gas credit card which
was used to charge expenses of the campaign car. It was used to purchase not only
gas, but to pay for maintenance and other expenses in connection with the car. The
credit card was used to pay only for the campaign vehicle -- not any other vehicle
operated by the Senator, his wife or children. Mr. Cuddy again engages in mere
speculation -- he offers no proof of the allegations of his complaint.

The burden upon a person filing a complaint is to provide sufficient evidence of
the alleged wrongdoing to demonstrate the violation of which they complain. Mr.
Cuddy has not done so. As the Ethics Committee staff concluded, he has only
speculated and suggested -- he has not provided any facts or information to provide
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a reasonable basis to conclude that any wrongdoing has occurred. His complaint
must be dismissed.

KML

Timothy A. McKeever

TAM:ps

ps G:\381\12451\CORRKLINE.DO3
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COMIMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS
Wamenaver, DC 30810-0028

August 20, 1996

Victor M. Balirxd

Staff Director & Chief Counsel
Select Committee On Ethics
United States Senate
Washington, D.C. -2051

Dear My. Baird:

I have discovaered that the letter I wrote to the Committee on
August 1, 1996 included one exxor. I wanted to correct that error
80 that the record would be clear.

As you will recall, David Cuddy, ay opponent in the August 27,
1996 primary, filed a c laint with the Committee in late July.
In part, Mr. Cuddy’s complaint alleges that the campaign paid for
me to travel in 1991 to Plorida, Arizona and Hawaii. The
did not pay for me to go to Arizona and Hawaii. It did pay for
campaign staff and volunteers to travel to those places as we
pointed out. However, in our haste to respond quickly to the
charges, I advised the committee that my campaign committee paid
for travel 1 made to Florida and then on to California in the
spring of 1991. That was not correct. The trips I made to those
two locations were to speak to industry groups interested in
variocous matters pending before the Semate and in the political
process in general. Those groups actually paid for my travel and I
reported the payments on my disclosure statement filed in the
spring of 1992 as required by the rules. My Campaign Committee did
not pay for that travel. 1 regret the error.

This mistake doas not change the Ccmmittes’s conclusion that
my opponent’s charges are baseless. The payment the groups was
legal and properly reported and the fact remains t I did not
convert campaign funds to my personal use in violation of Senate
Rules. Therefore, I do not believe thexre is any basis for further
consideration of Mr. Cuddy’'s charges. However, I wanted to make
certain that the Committee files concerning that travel are
correct.

With best wishes,
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FIRST GENERAL COUNSEL’S REPORT
MUR 4«15

Date Complaint filed: July 24, 1996
Date of Notification: July 26, 1996

Date Activated: September 18, 1996
Staff Member: Stephan O. Kline
COMPLAINANT: David Cuddy
RESPONDENTS: Senator Ted Stevens
Stevens for Senate Committee and

Timothy A. McKeever, as treasurer

RELEVANT STATUTE: 2US.C.§43%
INTERNAL REPORTS CHECKED: Disclosure Reports
FEDERAL AGENCIES CHECKED: None
I. GENERATION OF MATTER

MUR 4415 arose from a complaint received by the Federal Election Commission
(“Commission”) on July 24, 1996. David Cuddy (“Complainant”) alleged that
Senator Ted Stevens and the Stevens for Senate Committee and Timothy A. McKeever,
as treasurer, (“Steveas Committee™ or “Committee™) (and collectively, “Respondents™)
violated 2 U.S.C. § 439a, a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended, (“Act” or “FECA™). Respondents were notified of the complaint on July 26,
1996 and responded to it on August 14, 1996.
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Law

Section 439a of the Act provides that campaign funds that are in excess of any
amount necessary to defray expenditures may be used by a candidate or individual, as the
case may be, to defray any ordinary and necessary expenses incurred in connection with
his or her duties as a federal office holder, may be contributed to certain specified tax
exempt organizations, or may be used for any other lawful purpose, including transfers
without limitation to any national, state, or local committee of any political party.
2U.S.C. §43%9aand 11 CF.R. § 113.2(a)(d). However, such excess campaign funds
may not be converted by any person to any personal use, other than to defray any
ordinary and necessary expenses incurred in connection with his or her duties as a holder
of federal office. Id, Under the Act, an “expenditure” is defined to include “any
purchase” or “payment,” made by any person for the purpose of influencing any election
for federal office.” 2 U.S.C. § 431(9)NAXi).

The 1979 amendments to the FECA amended Section 439a to prohibit the use of
campaign funds for personal use by any person other than an individual serving as a
member of Congress on January 8, 1980. Sce Pub. L. No. 96-187, 93 Stat. 1339, 1366-
67. This exemption from the personal use prohibition is known as the “grandfather
clause.” Subsequently, Section 504 of the Ethics Reform Act of 1989 repealed the
grandfather provision. See Pub. L. No. 101-194, 103 Stat. 1716. In doing so, Section

504 limited conversions to personal use by grandfathered members and former members
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of Congress to the unobligated balance in their campaign accounts as of November 30,
1989.

Pursuant to 11 C.F.R. § 113.2(e)X1), the unobligated balance in a campaign
account generally is determined by adding a committee’s cash on hand and non liquid
assets and substracting a committee’s debts. Pursuant to the Ethics Reform Act of 1989,
if the unobligated balance fell below the November 30, 1989 level, a qualified member
could use contributions lawfully received or other lawful committee income received
after that date to restore the account to the November 30 level. 11 C.F.R. § 113.2(e)X2).
The Ethics Reform Act of 1989 also completely prohibited conversion of campaign fumds
by anyone serving in the 103rd or any later Congress. Thus, any grandfathered member
who returned to Congress in January, 1993 relinquished the right to convert funds to
personal use. Seg 11 C.F.R. § 113.2(e)X5); AO 1990-26; and Explanation and
Justification, Contribution and Expenditure Limitations and Prohibitions: Personal Use
of Campaign Funds, 60 Fed. Reg. 7862 (February 9, 1995).

The Commission has given candidates wide discretion in making expenditures to
influence their elections. See e.g., AO 1995-46, AO 1995-8, AO 1994-22, and AO
1993-1. The Commission’s regulations, effective as of April 5, 1995, define personal use
as “any use of funds in a campaign account of a present or former candidate to fulfill a
commitment, obligation or expense of any person that would exist irrespective of the
candidate’s campaign or duties as a Federal office holder.” 11 C.F.R. § 113.1(g). These
new regulations include a list of those expenses which are generally presumed to be for

personal use including household food items and supplies; funeral expenses; clothing;
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tuition payments; mortgage; rent and utility payments on real property owned by the
candidate; entertainment; dues, fees, and gratuities paid at nonpolitical clubs; and salary
peyments to a candidate’s family members. 11 CF.R. § 113.1(g)1)(i). Under these
regulations, the Commission will determine on a case by case basis whether legal, meal,
travel, and vehicle expenses constitute personal use. 11 C.F.R. § 113.1(g)(1)(ii). Finally,
charitable donations, transfers of campaign assets, gifts of &« nominal value for special -
occasions, and political or officially connected expenses are generally excluded from the
definition of personal use. 11 C.F.R. § 113.1(g)2)<(5).

The Commission had previously defined “excess campaign funds” as amounts
received by a candidate as contributions which he or she determines are in excess of the
amount necessary to defray expenditures. 11 C.F.R. § 113.1(¢).

B. Complaint

Complainant states that, based on reports filed with the Commission, Senator Ted
Stevens and the Stevens Committee violated the Act and the Standing Rules of the United
States Senate by converting campaign contributions to personal use. Complainant
specifically lists and describes some specific expenditures as constituting personal use.
Complainant’s specific categories are as follows: the purchase of a Lincoln Town Car'
and travel expenditures from Washington, D.C. to Honolulu, Hawaii, San Francisco,
California, and Key Largo, Florida, all in 1991; and vehicle rentals, household food

items, and meals purchased throughout the 1996 Senate election cycle. Complainant then

! In an unswom letter from Complainant dated July 26, 1996, but not received by
the Commission until August 28, 1996, Complainant acknowledges that one transaction
involving the 1991 Lincoln Town Car purchase was actually a Committee receipt for the
sale of the car instead of an expenditure. Attachment 2.
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attaches an appendix containing a list of approximately 300 disbursements entitled
“Senator Ted Stevens’ Questionable Campaign Expenditures.” Attachment 1. Besides
attaching the list of campaign expenditures, Complainant supplied no evidence that any
of these expenditures violated the personal use provisions. Based on the stated purposes
and the amounts of these expenditures, Complainant makes a general allegation that they
constitute violations of the personal use provision.

On August 27, 1996, the Commission received an unnotarized letter from the
Complainant, purportedly containing quotations from Senator Stevens’ testimony before
the U.S. Senate Ethics Committee about various committee expenditures, statements
which Complainant believes are contradicted by the Stevens Committee’s reports filed
with the Commission. Attachment 3. These statements will be discussed in the analysis
section infra, as appropriate.

C. Response

Respondents deny violating the personal use rules and state that Senator Stevens
has served as Chairman and Member of the Senate Select Committee on Ethics and the
Senate Rules Committee and takes all ethical issues extremely seriously. Respondents
note that the Complainant filed an identical complaint with the Senate Ethics Committee,
and this complaint was dismissed by the Committee for failure “to provide a reasonable
basis for concluding that any violation or improper conduct has occurred.” Letter
dismissing ethics complaint, Attachment 4. Respondents contend that the Complainant

admitted in a Fairbanks Daily News-Miner article, dated July 25, 1996, and enclosed with




the response, that some of the information contained in the complaint (pertaining to 8

campaign car) was inaccurate.

Respondents further argue that the entire complaint was politically motivated and
that the Complainant admitted that the information contained within the complaint was
known to him in May of 1996; Mr. Cuddy waited until late July to file a complaint -- five
weeks before the Alaska Republican primary. Although Complainant supplied the - -
Commission with a list of approximately 300 suspect disbursements, Respondents did not
reply with specificity to each transaction. Respondents comment on the transactions
involving the campaign car, vehicle rentals, food items, meals, travel, benefits for
campaign staff, gifts and flowers, and expenses incident to fundraising and other political
events, all of which are discussed infra in the appropriate portion of the analysis section.
Respondents also repeat their general assertion that Senator Stevens did not violate
Section 43%9a by converting campaign funds to personal use. On December 23, 1996,
Respondents also submitted a supplemental response to Complainant’s letters filed after
the complaint. Attachment 6.

D. Analysia

1. Grandfather Provision

Senator Ted Stevens was appointed to the United States Senate in 1968 and has
continuously served since then. As such, Senator Stevens was a member of the
grandfathered class serving as a Member of Congress on January 8, 1980,

11 C.F.R. § 113.1(f), who was permitted to convert excess campaign funds to personal

use pursuant to amendments to the FECA adopted in 1979. With the passage of Section




504 of the Ethics Reform Act of 1989, Senator Stevens was permitted to convert to

personal use only those funds equal to the unobligated balance of his campaign accounts

on November 30, 1989. This provision, permitting the conversion of select excess
campaign funds, lapsed in January of 1993, if one was a member of the 103rd Congress.

Because Senator Stevens was a member of the 103rd and subsequent Congresses, he was

only permitted to convert excess campaign funds to his personal use prior to Janusry

1993.

Based on the Stevens Committee 1989 Year End Report, the Stevens Committee’s

unobligated balance in its campaign accounts on November 30, 1989, was approximately

$645,563.60.2 Complainant refers to 125 Stevens Committee disbursements totaling

$116,231.04 which he referred to as “questionable campaign expenditures” during the

period January 1, 1991 through December 31, 1992. Even if all of these transactions

were actually conversions to personal use, and there is no indication they were, Senator

Stevens and the Stevens Committee could not have violated the personal use prohibitions

of 2 US.C. § 439a. Senator Stevens was a member of the grandfathered class; the

allegations of personal use conversions during this period are much less than the

unobligated cash balance as of November 30, 1989; and the campaign always had

1 The Stevens Committee’s 1989 Year End Report reported $714,353 cash on hand
as of December 31, 1989 and $0 debts or other obligations. In the last month of 1989, the
Committee made disbursements of $12,707.48 and obtained $81,496.88 in contributions

and other receipts. Accordingly, on November 30, 1989 the Committee had $645,563.60
cash on hand and $0 debts. The Committee’s unobligated cash balance on

November 30 may have been even higher, because that balance could include non-liquid

assets such as equipment or supplies, pursuant to 11 CF.R. § 113.2(eX1).




sufficient cash on hand to make these disbursements.? Accordingly, this Office

recommends that the Comzraission find no reason to belicve that Senator Ted Stevens and
the Stevens for Senate Committee and Timothy A. McKeever, as treasurer, violated 2
U.S.C. § 439a for transactions which arose prior to January 1, 1993.

2. Van Rental and Parking after January 1, 1993

One of the categories of personal use violations specifically alleged in the - -
complaint was payments for van rentals in and around Washington D.C. between 1993
and 1995, most of which were made “during or near the Senate’s summer recess.”
Complaint at 3. See Attachment 5 at 1. Respondents responded to this allegation by
stating that the Stevens Committee rented vans to transport Alaskan high school interns
who worked in Senator Stevens’ office back and forth from work, and around
Washington. The Committee used the vans to ensure the safety of the interns, one of
whom was held up at gun-point, another was robbed, and a third was threatened with a
knife.

Respondents attached affidavits from three interns -- Celine Opinsky who interned
in the Summer of 1993 and worked for Senator Stevens in the Summers of 1994, 1995,
and 1996; and Meghan McKeever and Tonya Mechan who both interned in the Summer

of 1995 — in which the interns confirmed that they were transported around Washington

¥ 1990 was Senator Steven’s re-clection year, and in the period from November 30,
1989 through Decesnber 31, 1990, the Stevens Committee received $746,703.88 and
disbursed $1,155,141.48, leaving $237,125 cash on hand and $0 debts at the end of 1990.
While $237,125 is still much more than the $116,231.04 in alleged personal use
transactions which occurred in 1991 and 1992, Senator Stevens was actually permitted to
raise additional funds and convert such funds to personal use during 1991 and 1992. The
Stevens Committee could have raised a total amount equal to $645,563.60, the
Committee’s unobligated balance on November 30, 1989. See 11 C.F.R. § 113.2(e)(2).




in a van during those Summers. All three interns stated that they had never seen Senator
Stevens and his family even ride in the vans. Respondents also attached an affidavit from
Timothy McKeever, treasurer of the Stevens Committee, stating that the Committee has
rented vans during the Summers of 1991 through 1996, and these vans were only used to
transport Summer interns.

Senator Stevens operates a Summer internship program in his Washington office
for graduates of Alaska high schools. Respondents clearly assert that the 1993-95 van
rentals at issue in this matter were only used to transport interns taking part in this
program, and affidavits provided by students who took part in the internships in each of
those years, as well as the campaign treasurer, support this assertion. Complainant does
not provide any information to the contrary.

For those disbursements for van rentals made before the issuance of the new
regulations, the appropriate analytical framework is to determine whether the funds were
used to “defray any ordinary and necessary expenses incurred in connection with the

recipient’s duties as a holder of Federal office.” 11 CF.R. § 113.2(a) and

2 U.S.C. § 439a. Senator Stevens’ internship program is an educational opportunity

offered to the Senator’s constituents, and this program appears to be an extension of his
duties as a Federal officcholder and an appropriate use of excess campaign funds.
Accordingly, pursuant to 11 C.F.R. § 113.2(a) and 2 U.S.C. § 439a, using campaign
funds to pay for van rentals in connection with the intemnship program, prior to the
issuance of the new regulations, does not appear to constitute a conversion of excess

campaign funds to personal use.




Pursuant to the Commission’s new regulations, use of campaign funds for vehicle
expenses are to be addressed on a case by case basis, 11 C.F.R. § 113.1(g)1)iiXD),
although “the expenses associated with a personal vehicle usually exist irrespective of the
candidacy or the officeholder’s duties, the use of campaign funds for these expenses will
generally be considered personal use.” Explanation and Justification, Contribution and
Expenditure Limitations and Prohibitions: Personal Use of Campaign Funds, 60 Fed.--
Reg. 7864 (February 9, 1995). Although the Commission’s new regulations contemplate
that expenses associated with a personal vehicle usually exist irrespective of the
candidacy or the officeholder’s dutics, and ordinarily constitute personal use, the van
rentals at issue do not appear to be rentals of personal vehicles. Senator Stevens only has
expenses for his internship program because of his duties as a Federal officeholder, and
this appears to be an appropriate use of excess campaign funds. Accordingly, pursuant to
11 CF.R. § 113.1(g) and 11 C.F.R. § 113.2(a), disbursements for van rentals made after
April 5, 1995 in connection with the intemnship program do not appear to constitute
conversions of excess campaign funds to personal use.

Complainant had also included a $960 disbursement to Unipark on June 23, 1993
for “parking” in his lengthy list of Stevens Committee disbursements which were all
summarily alleged to constitute violations of the personal use provision. Attachment S at

1. In what appears to be a reference to this particular disbursement, the Stevens

Committee noted in its response that it had paid for parking at a fundraising event.*

5 The Stevens Committee did receive approximately $16,000 in contributions in
May and June of 1993 from contributors located in Washington, D.C. and its suburbs
(and approximately $160,000 in contributions from 250 Washington-area contributors




Response st 12. Before (and after) the issuance of the new regulations, the Commission
provided candidates with wide discretion in making expenditures to influence elections.
See e.g., AO 1995-46 and AO 1995-8. Under the FECA, an expenditure is a purchase
made by any person for the purpose of influencing any election for Federal office, 2

U.S.C. § 431(9XAXi), and fundraising obviously has a tremendous impact on elections.

Because Complainant supplied no supporting information and Respondents appear to -

have generally addressed this issue, there appears to be insufficient information to
substantiate a reason to believe finding that the Stevens Committee violated the personal
use provisions with respect to parking fees.

& Entertainment, Food Items, and Meals after January 1, 1993

In his list of Stevens Committee campaign expenditures, Complainant included
many disbursements for meals, catering, and food, as well as a single disbursement for
entertainment at the Hotel Dupont. Attachment 5 at 2-4. Complainant specifically
alleged that payments by the Stevens Committee for household food items and meals
actually were conversions for personal use. For instance, Complainant noted that during
the period at issue in this matter, the Stevens Committee “reported paying various
restaurants thousands of dollars for meals and entertainment. It appears that at least some
of those payments did not involve face to face fundraising.” Complaint at 4.
Complainant also alleged that more than $7,000 in charges to Safeway or Sutton Place
Gourmet for “meals” or “food” also “were not for use in fundraising activities.”

Complaint at 3. In response to Senator Stevens’ statement to the Senate Ethics

between 1993 and 1996), suggesting that the Stevens Committee fundraising apparatus
was operational in the Washington area during this period.




Commitiee about food purchased for gatherings held at the Senator’s home, complainant |
states: “As [ read the governing regulations . . . the use of campaign funds to buy food
for household use at social gatherings - no matter who was being entertained is
impermissible.” Attachment 3 at 2-3.

Respondents state that Senator Stevens often holds officially connected

conferences and events at his Alaska and Washington offices and homes, purchasing food

and beverages at local supermarkets in order to save money. Senator Stevens has hosted

groups of visiting Alaskans, office parties, interns, and other public figures including

other Members of Congress and Alaskan officials. The Committee has also paid for
refreshments at various Alaskan events including receptions for members of the press and
mini-conferences with constituents, receptions following Senator Stevens addresses to the
Alaska State legislature, or dinners or other events with campaign supporters. Senator
Stevens hosts groups of Alaskans or others, such as members of the press, for lunch at the
Senate Restaurant. “When he does so and officially connected business is conducted at
such lunches and political benefits may result, the campaign committee pays for the
meals. . .. However, whea the Senator has lunch with his wife and daughter or friends,
he pays for those meals out of his personal funds.” Response at 9-10.

For those disbursements for meals, food, and catering made before the issuance of
the new regulations, the appropriate analytical framework is to determine, under the
standard applicable to all personal use issues, whether the funds were used to “defray any
ordinary and necessary expenses incurred in connection with the recipient’s duties as a

holder of Federal office.” 11 C.FR. § 113.2(a) and 2 U.S.C. § 439a.
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appear to be obligations or expenses that exist because of Senator Stevens® campaign or

duties as a Federal officeholder, and this point is stressed in Respondents’ supplemental

response, attachment 6 at 4; as such these activities are appropriate uses for excess

campaign funds. Whether such gatherings were catered or whether Senator Stevens
pmchasedAlashnmfoodormppliuﬁomSuﬂonPheeGommetbrMm

immaterial in determining that these were permissible uses of excess campaign funds.

Moreover, there is no information suggesting that Senator Stevens and his family have

taken advantage of these events. The affidavit provided by Lisa Sutherland, Senator

Stevens’ chief of staff states that the Stevens’ family does not even consume left-overs;

rather, those are brought to the Senate for consumption by office staff. Purchasing food

for similar events in Alaska, having receptions catered for constituents, and maintaining a

supply of beverages in the Senate office, also do not appear to be conversions of

campaign funds to personal use and are appropriate uses for excess campaign funds.

Respondents have stated that the Stevens Committee made expenditures for meals which

occurred when Senator Stevens has traveled to Alaska or other locations, and the

Committee has also paid for meals hosted by Senator Stevens for Senate colleagues,

members of the press, and constituents. In contrast, Respondents specifically stated that

if the Senator had meals with family or friends, those meals were paid for with personal

funds. Accordingly, pursuant to 2 U.S.C. § 43%a and 11 C.F.R. § 113.2(a), using

campaign funds to pay for meals, food, and catering made in connection with Senator




Stevens’ duties as 8 holder of Federal office, prior to the issuance of the new regulations,

does not appear to constitute a conversion of excess campaign funds to personal use.

The Commission’s new regulations regulate conversions of excess campaign
funds to personal use by determining whether the use of funds “fulfill a commitment,
obligation or expense that would exist irrespective of the candidate’s campaign or duties
as a Federal officeholder,” 11 CF.R. § 113.1(g)(1)(ii). While the new regulations
directly regulate meals and food, including “houschold food items or supplies” in the list
of items considered personal use, 11 C.F.R. § 113.1(g)X1)i)XA), the Explanation and
Justification for these regulations notes that the provision for household food items and
supplies:

covers any food purchased for day to day consumption in the home, and

any supplies purchased for use in maintaining the household. The need for

these items would exist irrespective of the candidate’s campaign or duties

as a Federal officecholder. Therefore, the Commission regards them as

inherently personal and subject to the personal use ban.

However, this provision would not prohibit the purchase of food or

supplies for use in fundraising activities, even if the fundraising activities

takes place in the candidate’s home. Items obtained for fundraising

activities are not houschold items within the meaning of this provision.

Similarly, refreshments for a campaign meeting would not be covered by

this paragraph.
Explanation and Justification, Contribution and Expenditure Limitations and
Prohibitions: Personal Use of Campaign Funds, 60 Fed. Reg. 7864 (February 9, 1995).
The Explanation and Justification further notes that meals incurred for fundraising are
permissible, but “[i]n contrast, the use of campaign funds to take the candidate’s family
out to dinner in a restaurant would be personal use, because the family’s meal expenses

would exist even if no member of the family were a candidate or an officeholder.”




Explanation and Justification at 7868. The new rules “do not prohibit the use of
campaign funds for campaign or officeholder related meal expenses or subsistence
expenses incurred during campaign or officeholder travel.” Id,

Complainant specifically asserts that, under the new regulations, campaign funds
could only be used to buy food for gatherings at the Senator’s house if fundraising
activities took place there, and this assertion is incorrect. Including “household
food items or supplies™ within a per se definition of personal use,

11 CF.R. § 113.1(gX1XiXA), appears to impose a limit on how these items are
consumed, and by whom, but the applicable limitation is not simply that consumption
takes place in the home.

Events held at Senator Stevens’ home or in rented facilities for staff, colleagues,
Alaskan officials, or constituents exist because of Senator Stevens’ campaign or duties as

a Federal officeholder and as such appear to be appropriate uses for excess campaign

funds. Similarly dinners consumed during campaign or official travel or meals hosted by

Senator Stevens for Senate colleagues, members of the press, and constituents also exist
because of Senator Steven’s campaign or duties as a Federal officeholder. Accordingly,
pursuant to 2 U.S.C. § 439a and 11 C.F.R. § 113.1(g), use of campaign funds to pay for
meals, food, and catering made in connection with Senator Stevens’ campaign or duties
as a holder of Federal office does not appear to constitute a conversion of excess
campaign funds to personal use.

In his lengthy list of campaign expenditures which were summarily alleged to
have violated the personal use provision, Complainant also included a December 30,




1993 disbursement for $235.46 for “entertainment™ at Hotel Dupont in Wilmington
Delaware. If Senator Stevens had merely eaten at Hotel Dupont, the notation “meals,”
which appears throughout the Committee’s reports, would probably have appeared as the
purpose of the expenditure. Hotel Dupont, besides containing several restaurants and
bars, also has an on-site theater and a comedy club. Because Complainant provided no
information about this expenditure, and because Respondents did not single out for
response this expenditure from the approximately 300 included by Complainant, there is
no information on who was entertained or the type of entertainment.
Although this type of disbursement may now violate the new regulations,’ the
new personal use rules were not in effect in 1993 when the disbursement in question
took place. Instead, the only relevant standard appears in 2 U.S.C. § 439a
and 11 C.F.R. § 113.2(a) -- whether this was an ordinary and necessary expense incurred
in connection with the Senator’s duties as a holder of Federal office.® Determining
whether there is reason to believe this entertainment expense was a conversion of
campaign funds to personal use is a close call. As previously noted, the notation

“entertainment” appears in the Stevens Committee reports only once, suggesting

Pursuant to the new regulations, “admission to a sporting event, concert, theater or
other form of entertainment, unless part of a specific campaign or officeholder activity” is
considered personal use. 11 C.F.R. § 113.1(g)(1XiXF). “The Final rules require that the
purchase of tickets be part of a particular campaign event or officeholder activity and not
a Jeisure outing at which the discussion occasionally focuses on the campaign or official
functions.” Explanation and Justification at 7866. Under the new rules, entertainment at
Hotel Dupont’s theater or comedy club would appear to be a violation of the personal use
regulations, even if the entertainment was for constituents, visiting officials, or interns.

¢ The Commission last addressed the entertainment issue in a 1977 advisory
opinion approving the use of excess campaign funds for the entertainment of constituents.
AO 1977-47. Because this advisory opinion was issued in the period when conversions
of excess campaign funds to personal use were permitted, it is of limited utility.



that whatever took place at the Hotel Dupont weat beyond a meal, However, thes i
absolutely no information concerning who attended the entertainment or what took place.
Moreover, Respondents denied that any of these expenditures was improper, making the
general statement that “the Senator and the Committee are scrupulously careful to insure

that no campaign funds are put to his personal use.” Response at 13. Accordingly, there
appears to be insufficient information to substantiate a reason to believe finding that
Respondents violated 2 U.S.C. § 439aor 11 CF.R. § 113.2(a) with respect to
entertainment at Hotel Dupont.
4. Travel Expenditures after January 1, 1993
While Complainant failed to explicitly discuss travel expenditures, he did include
a number of such disbursements in his list of Stevens Committee campaign expenditures.
According to Respondents, the Stevens Committee has been actively raising funds for
Senator Stevens® 1996 re-election campaign since the Spring of 1993, and has held
fundraisers in various communities in Alaska and other locations. “In connection with
such events we have incurred travel, food, and lodging expenses. Those are campaign

related expenses and entirely proper.” Response at 11. Respondents state that when the

Senator’s wife and children have traveled to and from Alaska to attend various political,
campaign and public events and gatherings, the Committee has paid for their travel.
However, the Committee has never paid for travel for Senator Stevens’ wife or children
for vacations or personal use.
Respondents also note that the Senate Republican Conference has held retreats in

various locations outside of Washington like Williamsburg and Chantilly, Virginia, and
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Annapolis, Maryland, Because Senator Stevens did not feel these were costs that should

have been borne by taxpayers, the Stevens Committee paid for Senator Stevens’
expenses. “Such events are politically beneficial and Senator Stevens would not have
attended such events but for the fact that he is a member of the Senate.” Response at 11.

Most of the travel expenditures included in Complainant’s roster of Stevens
Committee campaign expenditures were for approximately $17,000 in disbursements for
air travel. Respondents did not describe the destinations of these airline trips except to
state that the Committee has been in an active fundraising posture since 1993, and this is
evidenced by the Stevens Committee reports. The Committee raised $244,077 in 1993
and 1994, and $2,392,598 in 1995 and 1996 (through the 12 Day Pre-Primary Report
filed on August 15, 1996). Respondents have insisted that the Stevens Committee has
never paid for travel for Senator Stevens’ wife or children for vacations or other forms of
personal use, and has never converted excess campaign funds to Senator Stevens’
personal use.

For those travel disbursements made before April of 1995, it is necessary to
determine whether the funds were used to “defray any ordinary and necessary expenses
incurred in connection with the recipient’s duties as a holder of Federal office.”

11 CFR. §113.2(s) and 2 U.S.C. § 439a. The Commission has previously decided that
a candidate’s spouse could give partisan speeches in connection with a campaign event,
and the spouse’s expenses for travel, lodging, and meals are considered to be for the
purpose of influencing the candidate’s election and not as personal use. AO 1990-21.

See also, AO 1981-25. In recent advisory opinions, the Commission also permitted
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campaign funds to be used to pay for travel expenses to the 1996 Republican Convention
for two children aged 12 and 16 who were an integral part of the candidate’s campaign

effort, AO 1996-19, and for child-care expenses for a 20 month old child, when a

spouse’s presence was required at a campaign event. AQ 1995-42.

Travel expenses including meals, transportation costs, and lodging for official

duties or campaign ¢vents are not conversions of campaign funds to personal use, and, in

the instant matter, there is no information to suggest that any of these trips were for

personal use. Moreover, if the travel was for a campaign or official event necessitated the

presence of Senator Stevens’ spouse or children, campaign funds could also be used to

pay for those expenses. Lodging and meal expenses arising through Senator Stevens’

attendance at Senate Republican Conferences are other permissible expenses which do

not exist but for the Senator’s duties as a holder of Federal office. Accordingly, it

appears that Senator Stevens’ travel expenditures made before April 5, 1995 do not

violate the personal use restrictions of 2 U.S.C. § 439aor 11 C.F.R. § 113.2(a) and were

appropriate uses of excess campaign funds.

Under the Commission’s new regulations, travel expenses, including subsistence

expenses incurred during travel, are to be determined on a case by case basis,

11 CF.R. § 113.1(gX1XiiXC), and “the final rules do prohibit the use of campaign funds

for personal expenses collateral to campaign or officcholder related travel by treating

these uses as personal use unless the committee is reimbursed.” Explanation and

Justification, Contribution and Expenditure Limitations and Prohibitions: Personal Use

of Campaign Funds, 60 Fed. Reg. 7868 (February 9, 1995). The new regulations also




state that excess campaign funds may be used to defray any ordinary and necessary
expenses incurred in connection with the recipient’s duties as a holder of Federal office.
These include the costs of travel by the officeholder and an accompanying spouse to
participate in a function directly connected to bona fide official responsibilities, such as a

fact-finding meeting or an event at which the officeholder’s services are provided through

a speech or appesrance in an official capacity. 11 C.F.R. § 113.2(a)X1). 2
There is also no indication that Respondents violated the personal use rules for
travel which took place after the issuance of the new regulations. Senator Stevens
appears to have traveled for official duty, on campaign trips to Alaska or other
fundraising destinations, or to Senate Republican conferences. This travel appears to
have been required due to Senator Stevens’ position as a United States Senator.

Accordingly, it appears that Senator Stevens’ travel expenditures made after April §,
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1995, do not violate the personal use restrictions of 2 U.S.C. § 439a, 11 CF.R. §
113.1(g), or 11 C.F.R. § 113.2(a)(1).
S Cards, Gifts, and Seafood after January 1, 1993

Complainant also included approximately 30 disbursements made between 1993
and 1996 for seafood, gifts, and cards, among the approximately 300 expenditures which
he summarily asserted as constituting personal use. Attachment 5 at 7. The expenses in
this category are approximately $1,500 for seafood, $7,000 in gifts from the Eastern
Shore Tea Company, $1,500 in gifts from the Senate Gift Shop, $4,300 for cards printed

by Tuttle and Tuttle, and a few miscellaneous expenditures for silver medallions, mugs,



pottery and other “gifts.”’ According to Respondents, Senator Stevens is invited to
dozens of weddings, baptisms, and charitable events in Alaska each year. The Senator
often sends a small gift or an item for a charitable auction. The Senator also distributes
small gifts at Christmas to his staff, close campaign supporters, and to other Senators.
These gifts have included Capitol or White House Christmas ornaments, and Alaska
seafood and Wildberry Products. Seanator Stevens hosts annual women's lunches in
different Alaskan communities in which he distributes small mementos including tea,
candles, and note pads. The Committee has paid for these mementos and has also
purchased Alaska mugs for use in Senator Stevens’ office.

For those gift and related disbursements made before the issuance of the new
regulations, it is necessary to determine whether the funds were used to “defray any
ordinary and necessary expenses incurred in connection with the recipient’s duties as a
holder of Federal office.” 11 C.F.R. § 113.2(a) and 2 U.S.C. § 439a. Certain advisory
opinions decided before the issuance of these regulations provide guidance in this area.
In AO 1993-20, the Commission decided that the purchase of a candidate autobiography

from a publisher by the candidate committee for distribution to supporters as well as
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Congressional staff who worked on the campaign, when the candidate would receive no
royalties or profits, does not violate the personal use provisions. When a campaign

committee had excess campaign funds, the Commission concluded that the donation of

? The following disbursements were actually in-kind contributions to the Stevens
Committee: a $300 disbursement to Mark Kandianis for seafood and freight on
February 15, 1996; a $710 disbursement to Ami Thompson for seafood on February 16,
1996; and a $670 disbursement to Dennis Wheeler for silver medallions on

March 8, 1996.




nine silver belt buckles (valued at approximately $200 to $800 each) to key campaign

personnel was a lawful purpose under 2 U.S.C. § 439a and did not violate the personal

use restrictions. AO 1990-11. The Commission has also approved the sending of

Christmas cards by a candidate. AO 1977-60; AO 1980-123. Moreover, when asked

whether a campaign committee could give special recognition including mementos,

newsletters, special receptions, and possibly other social events to contributors who

provide regular financial support to the committee, the Commission decided that nothing

in the Act prohibited the committee from spending its funds for these purposes. AO

1983-5. All of these advisory opinions issued prior to 1993 were from the period when

conversions of excess campaign funds to personal use were permitied.

Prior to April of 1995, giving gifts and mementos to constituents, staff,

supporters, and colleagues were expenses that existed in connection with Senator

Stevens’ duties as a Federal officeholder. As discussed above, purchases of seafood for

consumption at political events also appears to be an appropriate use of excess campaign

funds.

It seems likely that cards for which there was a reported disbursement by Tuttle

and Tuttle on December 30, 1994 were Christmas cards. The Commission previously

had stated that campaign funds appropriately could be used for Christmas cards, AO

1977-60 and AO 1980-123, and it still appears after the termination of the grandfather

= If this disbursement was for Christmas cards, the cards were probably produced
and distributed before December 25, 1994. Pursuant to 11 C.F.R. § 100.8(a)(3), the
correct reporting date for this transaction should have been the date the initial contract,
promise, or obligation was made in connection with these cards. Although this
expenditure may have been reported late in violation of 2 U.S.C. § 434(b), this Office
makes no recommendation about a possible violation.
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clause, that the issuance of Christmas cards are traditional expenses incurred in
connection with Senator Stevens’ office. There is no information suggesting that Senator
Stevens or his family converted any of these items to personal use.” Accordingly, it
appears that Senator Stevens’ gift and related expenditures occurring before April 5, 1995
do not violate the personal use restrictions of 2 U.S.C. § 43%aor 11 C.F.R. § 113.2(a).

The Commission’s new regulations state with specificity that “gifts of nominal -
value and donations of a nominal amount made on a special occasion such as a holiday,
graduation, marriage, retirement, or death are not personal use, unless made to a member
of the candidate’s family.” 11 C.F.R. § 113.1(g)4). The Commission recognized “that
candidates and officeholders frequently send small gifis 10 constituents and supporters on
special occasions as gestures of sympathy or goodwill, and that such an expense would
not exist irrespective of the candidate’s or officeholder’s status. . . . However, the

exception does not cover gifts that are of more than nominal value.” Explanation and

’ One item on this gift list was $900 for “gifis” to Edie Opinsky of Anchorage
Alaska on December 30, 1993. Subsequent campaign reports list disbursements to Edie
Opinsky for “payroll.” Although this gift was a large disbursement to an individual, it
may have been totally permissible. For example, the campaign could have awarded a
bonus to a valued campaign employee or volunteer or could have purchased gift items
produced by Ms. Opinsky for distribution at various campaign functions. Prior to the
issuance of the regulations in 1995, both of these possibilities appear to have been a
permissible use of excess campaign funds. See AO 1990-11 (Commission decided that
the donation of valuable silver belt buckles by a committee with excess campaign funds
to campaign staff was not a conversion to personal use) and AO 1993-20.

Ms. Opinsky may have purchased gift items such as Alaska seafood for the campaign.
Although this would have been permissible under the FECA, the Committee would have
incorrectly reported the transaction because Ms. Opinsky was not the ultimate recipient of
campaign funds. In the absence of specific information explaining this transaction and
because of the general denial of personal use violations by Respondents, this Office
makes no recommendation with regard to this transaction.
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Justification, Contribution and Expenditure Limitations and Prohibitions: Personal Use :'

of Campaign Funds, 60 Fed. Reg. "870 (February 9, 1995).

As is the case for many of the expenditures discussed in this report, Complainant
did no more than include several expenditures identified as “gifts™ among the
approximately 300 expenditures Complainant asserts were personal use. Complainant
offered no specific evidence that any of the gifts was of more than nominal value,'®* -.
or that any of the gifts was given to family or friends. Conversely, Respondents stated
that due to his position as a United States Senator, Senator Stevens is invited to many
weddings, baptisms, and charitable events, to which he sends gifts of nominal value.
Senator Stevens also gives gifts and mementos to constituents, staff, supporters, and
colleagues on special occasions. Respondents also specifically state that
“Senator Stevens does not, and the Committee would not in any case, ask the Committee
to pay for gifts to family members or for flowers at family funerals.” Response at 11-12.
Accordingly, there appears to be insufficient information to substantiate a reason to
believe finding that Respondents violated the personal use restrictions of 2 U.S.C. § 439a
or 11 C.F.R. § 113.1(g) with respect to Senator Stevens’ gift and related expenditures
occurring after April 5, 1995.

The complaint in MUR 4415 basically was limited to a list of Stevens Committee
campaign expenditures, some of which Complainant discussed in detail and most which he
merely attached as “questionable campaign expenditures.” Besides listing many

disbursements, Complainant provided no evidence that the Stevens Committee had violated

It is not possible to judge this from the reports themselves, which contain entries
for “gifts,” followed by a total expenditure.




the personal use provisions. This point was emphasized by Respondents in their supplemental
response to the complaint -- Complainant *“has orly speculated and suggested -- he has not
provided any facts or information to provide a reasonable basis to conclude that any

wrongdoing has occurred.” Attachment 6 at 5-6.

Respondents responded to those categories of expenses specifically addressed in the

complaint and convincingly explained why the personal use provisions were not violated.
g
many instances, Respondents did not address the 300 disbursements attached to the complaint

other than to generally state that Senator Stevens and the Committee had not violated the
personal use provisions. This type of response led this Office to conclude that on such issues
there was insufficient information to substantiate a reason to believe finding. Accordingly,
this Office recommends that the Commission find no reason to believe that Senator Ted
Stevens and the Stevens for Senate Committee and Timothy A. McKeever, as treasurer,

violated 2 U.S.C. § 439a, and close the file."

P This recommendation is consistent with the Senate Committee on Ethics’
disposition of two similar complaints filed by Mr. Cuddy against Senator Stevens. See
Attachment 4.




Find no reason to believe that Senator Ted Stevens and the Stevens for Senate
Committee and Timothy A. McKeever, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. § 43%.

Approve the appropriate letters.
Close the file.

General Counsel

1/3/42 BY: %
Date ' 7 Lois G.

Associate General Counsel

Complainant’s list of “questionable campaign expenditures”
Complainant’s Lincoln Town Car Letter

Complainant’s Senate Ethics Committee Letter
Letter Dismissing Senate Ethics Complaint
Categorized List of Disbursements
Respondent’s Supplemental Response




BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
In the Matter of

Stevens for Senate Committee
and Timothy A. MNcKeever, as

)
)
Senator Ted Stevens) ) NUR 4415
)
)

treasurer. )

CORRECTED CERTIFICAIION

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, Secretary of the Federal Election
Commission, do hereby certify that on January 9, 1997, the
Commission decided by a vote of 5-0 to take the following
actions in NUR 4415:

1. Pind no reason to believe that Senator Ted Stevens

and the Stevens for Senate Committee and Timothy A.
NcKeever, as treasurer, violated 2 U.8.C. 3439%a.

2. Approve the appropriate letters, as recommended in
the General Counsel's Report dated January 3, 1997.

3 Close the file.
Commissioners Aikens, Rlliott, McDonald, MNcGarry, and
Thomas voted affirmatively for the decision.

Attest:

3

[-1¥#-91 ' .
Date jorie W. Emmons
Secretary of the Commission

Received in the Secretariat: Mon., Jan. 6, 1997 11:13 a.m.
Circulated to the Commission: Mon., Jan. 6, 1997 4:00 p.m.
Deadline for vote: Thurs.,Jan. 9, 1997 4:00 p.m.
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D C 20463

January 16, 1997

On January 9, 1997, the Federal Election Commission reviewed the allegations of
your complaint dated July 22, 1996, and found that on the basis of the information
provided in your complaint, and information provided by the respondents, there is no
reason to believe Senator Ted Stevens and the Stevens for Senate Committee and
Timothy A. McKeever, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. § 439a. Accordingly, on
January 9, 1997, the Commission closed the file in this matter.

The Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended, allows a complainant to
seek judicial review of the Commission’s dismissal of this action. See
2US.C. § 437g(aX8).
Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGION, D L 20463

January 168, 1997

Timothy A. McKeever, Esq.
Faulkner, Banfield, Doogan & Homes
550 W. 7th Avenue
Anchorage, Alaska 99501-3510
RE: MUR 415
Senator Ted Stevens
Stevens for Senate Committee and

Timothy A. McKeever, as treasurer
Dear Mr. McKeever:

O On July 26, 1996, the Federal Election Commission notified Senator Ted Stevens and the
Stevens for Senate Committee and Timothy A. McKeever, as treasurer, your clients. of a

S complaint alleging violations of certain sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971,

as amended (“the Act™).

On January 9, 1997, the Commission found, on the basis of the information in the
N complaint, and information provided by you, that there is no reason to believe Senator Ted

Stevens and the Stevens for Senate Committee and Timothy A. McKeever, as treasurer, violated
2U.S.C. § 439a. Accordingly the Commission closed its file in this matter.

< The confidentiality provisions at 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(12) no longer apply and this
matter is now public. In addition, aithough the complete file must be placed on the public

O record within 30 days, this could occur at any time following certification of the Commission's

N

o

vote. If you wish to submit any factual or legal materials to appear on the public record,
please do so as soon as possible. While the file may be placed on the public record before
receiving your addiiional materials, any permissible submissions will be added to the public
record upon receipt.

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

BY: LoisG. ﬁ

Associate General Counsel
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