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Lois Lerner

Chief Enforcement Officer
Rederal Election Commission
Washington, D.C.

Re; Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund @ F.E.C. I.D No C00283184
Dear Ms. Lerner:
I am writing with some sense of urgency, at the suggestion of Brad Litchfield in your office.

It came to my attention this moming during a conversation with Jim Haner, a for the
Baltimore Sun, that ?:}fm&“ contributions may have been made to our political action
committee. Specifically, there acem to be credible allegations that individuals who contributed
were improperly reimbursed for those contributions by other individual(s).

I do not yet have details on the number of contributions that may have been tainted, the dollar
figures involved, or the individuals who may have been involved. I expect some of those details
to come to light from the reporter’s investigation, and other details to surface my own
inquiries. Mr Haner informsme that he expects his article to be published this y, April 30,
in the Sun.

I wish to make clear from the outset that neither the Indian-American Leadership Investment
Fund, nor [ as its treasurer, had any know of the alleged improprieties. We believe very

strongly in fulfilling both the letter and spirit of the law, and we will take whatever necessery to
moléxe‘y ﬂnmélxdm&mminim’a concerns in a satisfactory manner. e

T will be in touch early next week to discuse this further with you.
Sincerely yours,
—

Mr. Subodh Chandra
Treasurer

gl for by e indian-Americen Lesdership ivesemant Rund, and not authorired by any cendidee or carniidaiy’s esmyniiss
* Fogorgl Slostian Comminsion | . Ne. COORES184
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EMILY’S List launches $10 million drive

Money could help Democrats
regarn THowse conbrol in 1996

i By Craig Karmin
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Sen Dranne Fanstenn (D-Caly ). who received 400,(00
voles from women tasgeted by EMILY's List in 1994.

ditector brank Wilkinson, more
than 100 00 of these women vol
ed Last all by the case of Sen
Pranne Fansten (D Cahil ) who
wore by 165 (00 sotes, the help
was ossential to hes vazon thin v
[IXIRY

EMILY's List also pouns 1o
Demecrane Rep Jane Haoman s
narsow e elecion i Californma
as a protype lor how it would like
to see WOMEN VOTE! operaie
wabonwide

The project tugeted 16,00
women a Hhman s tradianal
ly Republhican distiict with a let
ter from Lhllary Chaton ueging
them 10 back  Demodrate
women candulates Tinewas fol
lowed by o ines, addinonal
boners and phone calls kg

’

them to apply for absentee bal
lots

By clection day. 1719 of the
tugeted women had cast absen
teee hallots fou L, prosading
acrudial margin of viciory i a
vace where Hamsan won by poa
K12 votes

Freshinan Rep Zoe Lolgren ol
Cahfornia also received assis-
tance from EMILY's List last fall
and agrees that reminding the fe-
male hase of the necessity 1o vole
could prove cricialin 1490

“Theve e avariety of 1easons
why people didn’t vote,” she ex
plains “With Clinton elected,
many thought the question of
choce was secnee. Hovund with
1y canpaign, it was often st a
natter of cenmmdimg poople

’
‘

EMILY s List vecruited

1. 750 absentee ballits vetes
fon Repr. Janie Harman's (1)
Caly.) revlection last
November.
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Maney s Like Yeast, will continue
to pedlovm s nsuat functions of
tecraiting Demacratic  candi
daies and providing technical as-
sistance and suppott through sim
veys and political rescarch.

T will alsa continue to spend
millions of dollars thiongh con
tilnions from EMULY s | st
members and thiough s PAC. In
1992, the orgauization raised
$6.2 wallion for 55 Gududates, By
19, the amownt had grown 1o
$8 2 wnlhon Membership now
standsat nearly 3000




' Democratic fund-raiser accused
of steering political donations

By Jim Haner
Sun Staff Writer

A Haltimore lawyer who has
been a key fund ratser for dozens of
Maryland Democrais In recent
years steered thousands of dollars
in apparently illegal contributions
into an obscure New Mexko cam
patgn fund that supports politl-
clans with tles o Indla, several
coninbutors say

Lalit I Gadhla and his nephew
approa hed people in the Baltimore
arca Including a young lawyer
and a hotel manager -- and asked
them to write large personal checks
to the fund, three contributors say

In separate interviews. those
contribhutors said they were then
relmbursed In cash. But their

PAC contributors
claim they were
reimbursed in cash

checks were lisled as bona fide
contributions on the PAC's quar-
terly filing with the Federal Elec-
tion Commission (FEC)

Mr. Gadhta, 56, denied the alle-
gations in a lengthy Interview Mon
day. saying. “It's untrue that | gave
money through anyone | don't give
money — | get money

“People can have all kinds of
misunderstandings. They some-
times hear things in a way they
were not intended. They sometimes
misconstrue things, especially in

politics. | would never say someone
is lying. not before | knew what
they know. But there has

been a serious mistake made here

by

somebody.

Mr. Gadhia’s nephew, Uday

Gadhila, also dented the claims,

saying: “That's not true. Why

would 1 do something like that?”
But contributors iInterviewed by

The Sun tell a different story. They

say that be Il:g:rboul the sec-
ond week of Oct . appeals for
funds from Lalit Gadhia and his
supporters for the political action
committee, known as the Indian-
American Leadership Investment
Fund. began to filter through Balt-
more's Indlan community.

See FUNDS, 12A

Lalit H. Gadhia denied the alle-
gations, saying, ‘1 don't give
money — | get money.”
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{ Ethics Committee
| action on Gingrich

may be delayed by
Torricelli case

The Housr Seandards of Officel
Conduct Comumare wiil ke up m
mvesagacos Taracday meo com-
plasses it Rep. Newe Cangnch wo-
property wed the powers of hes atfice
hpunnu—.-hhuhtqn
mg of 2 $4.5 million book deal
Howevet, v progres msv be deluved
by a srparase weeRgEaee
Rep. Robert Tarmcell (D-NJ

W wall depend how smnch tane the
cossmence nocds © fmssh gosng
through the masonals and Sow afwes
they cam mact,” sd Lam Peiom.
Charem Jedusson ‘s (R-Conn
e Dk
bapes © seach 2 dacmaon thes mosd *

In an effiort w» espadiie the procem.
safiers vorked durmg the sprng re-

| ptane agman tr Speaker

The commetos has e OpOON ©
| brng 1 s cwmde conmeel. \aveso-
| grate the Gimgrich case mmelf. or des-
mus the cmrges all wgether
Democras cam s médrpeodent
counseei B RECCIETY & CRENT WP
mhlq‘-tmm:

'l'h-ﬂh
mao Cengnch arg

Isacihgence

Combest (R-Texas) agman Torncelk,

who sieo serves an the comamare, for
cemmbed mforsmoon.

Ou March 22, Tarmordl wroee 3 ier
et 10 Prendent Chason clasming thax
aJA pxi minrme & the
Gunsrmalen mlieary had orchesors-
ed the killmg of s U cimsen snd the
tmsbend of ssother. The New Yark
Times quoted the ketaer e aew dn

Tormotih has desead i
svng be was boumd by his cath = 2
memnber © upheid the Consumnon
1 repon asy sech crimes wrvolwag
the federal goverament. He also
clasmes that nowe of the desciosed -
formanon was krarned through hy

Comrance.

The t1l @ Wednesaday May t 149495

5LTY 8 WG PR (" WG T TR LA
B Pl 77 BV N

AT AN (ulade (DUTSA L

INICRLULs A shenkey fim

Gingrich's words in 1988 Wright probe
could come back to haunt him

MR VT B R o
MO UM Of RIS ONEY eM0s
Vet uble donanons o 4

'«Sara Mum

ne LAURRE Alegen mprrs
a4 Tl nrra ar
PO CADIP 1PIEVIHOT

WV HOUSe Tuies prnn D

cremng giu worn

T4 MnRe souris

rrson  RLonn  whe
mmirtee Ras indica
JOF COunsei wouid on

Regaraing ine MmO AT
Angn ANETE T AN KNG 10 (NRR IR ne
agrees wit Lomman fause s recom
nended gustenes tor e naepenaen

N sung

‘The Speaker 1s
third in line
to be President’

100 Lhe ¢t and
lPManTal and  'ne
he mmiitee woyid

3¢
Tt L capeTIW
alen aue

IMpIANG such a8

oAl aws ANON MG &

Aaww are Prey

. TrMr Y S[KGR PO MAr

‘This inveshgation ) i Kol e

asr TIrTAIAY Al aar

has t() me(’t '. 3 =irale on o them johnson (§

a higher standard

2 the me

AN Nee 3O N (AN Tase 4

whELNer 10 RO 1Or A

L VRO T)
EMOCTALY NPT it

n w2ing 2

cHier
e raned b
1 Ne ADDEArANC e 0f Nias
eI M AT T g

! 2 NN

& PGaia e
Felom s

tHhoe g Not return phone

-

o The sutmar (ounset shail have tuii a.
RONNn 10 review Al AaCumenuar. f
AVaAlir TTTYM ANy MUlCe ana

W Lhe | (IMMILee 1T GDaT

Ommuiier sha ve INE oy isas
Dunsel tullCoopeaton 1N LAE issuancs
1 S DDOSTLAS.

e Thne ouwiae counse shati be tree
Alter i ussion wrk (he rommattes 1
Make wich pub falements ann re
POCLS &S [NE (YR Seems aDPropr:
atr

* The ouside rounwel shall have tall
authorn 1o recommend that tormal
rarges e Drnught Detore the ethacs

mmutier 00 te resDONUDIE tor il

3¢ LtH nducang Droceedings if tor
ndigey have been brougnt and

T2t asper s the Drox eeo

e I neressary 1or 2 tul o

mmitiee thall notCounier
niectere wilh the nutudge
tane stens neces

ana 1air inmesn

abairy ¢

naurt atui

£




Page ¢ ROLL CALL Thassden Mey 4. 1998

New Money Report
Shows Democratic
Vulnerability in ‘96

Ut will b July & G arban hafors we will
imow s fnencwl sepmcssmess of ths Dan-
ocmenc lem of Hews ead Senass sugerions.
bt figares reinased by S Fedwel Elscase
Communes an wvesk show ¢ epesss
Dumocrss heve » foher lowns in 1996

The medommmer campgn fimascs repers
for i 1995-96 clscmsn cycls will fmailly
show somw Qummmmw — &8 Oppomd
anscdion) — evadense. 4

Howss Democrssc scumbsss = 1993 and
1994 recerved 49 puromm of S wN) o
pugn funchag from pabncal acnoe Commn-

ms: anoter ) pevom eume fram party eom-
melees. bNagng B ol dependsacy uEDE
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maganty conwel: PAC sad party hdng. Re-
pubbcans. on the ctherhend, heve s beRerhase
of denors among sdrvadusis.

The sams » wue for challengens. Damo-
cranc challsngars ot 20 pareest of ey mee-
ey from PACs. compaed wih 9 pevemt for
GOP chalissssrs. The partv mppan @esen-

Political Surveyor

ty for chalisagers was conmdarsbly lem: § 4
pascant for Democres and 8. | perces for Re-
puhiscags.
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

L ASTING. TON D¢ b S

May 10, 1995

Subodh Chandra, Treasurer

Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund
3939 Rio Grande Blvd., N.W. #57
Albugquerque, NM 87107-3153

RE: Pre-MUR 316
Dear Mr. Chandra:

This is to acknowledge receipt of your letter dated April 28,
1995, advising us of a possible violation(s) of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended, by the Indian-American
Leadership Investment Fund. We will review the matter and will be
notify you as soon as the Federal Election Commission takes action
on your submission.

I1f you have any questions, please contact Alva E. Smith at
(202) 219-3400. For your information, we have attached a brief
description of the Commission’s procedures for handling matters

such as this.

Sincerely,

TMonyy 3 Tohows

Mary L. Taksar, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket

Enclosure
Procedures

Ceichrating the Commission s 20th Anniversary

YESTERDAY TODAY AND TOMORROW
DEDICATED TO KREEPING THE PUBLIC INFORMED
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FEDWRAL FLECTION C ONINISSION

AL S ™ B T

May 24. 1996

MEMORANDUM

TO LLAWRENCE NOBLE
GENERAL CQUNSEL
i’

THROUGH JOHN SURINA |
STAFE DIRECYOR
/ﬂ | J 3 /;_

FROM ROBERT J COSTA @/“‘(jf/'\
ASSISTANT STAFF DIRECTOR

AUDIT DIVISION

SUBJECT ANDREWS FOR CONGRESS COMMITTEE - CORRESPONDENCE
FROM U S DEPARTMENT OF TREASURY

Attached are copies of documents faxed to the Audit Division from Mr. Raymond
Burns. Department of the Treasury. Financial Management Service. Funds Management
Division  The documents include a letter from Rep Robert E. Andrews to the Secretary
of the Treasunn 1in which Rep Andrews states that, on advice of counsel, his campaign
committee is submitting a $3,000 check payable to the U. S. Treasury According to a
letter from Rep Andrew’s counsel, the check represents $3,000 in contributions received
bv Rep Andrew's campaign committee in which the persons making the contributions
apparently were not the true donors

Mr Burnis telephoned Ray Lisi of my staff to ask whether we had any knowledge
of the situation and asked for advice as to which account the check should be deposited.
Rayv informed Mr Bumns that based on a reading of the committee's counsel's letter it
appears that the U S attorneyv is conducting an investigation into the matter and that
perhaps it would be best to contact the U S attorney for advice Mr Burms responded
that he would do that

This information is being forwarded to vour office on an informational basis.
Should vou have any questions regarding this matter please contact Ray Lisi at 219-3720.

P ASHI E s

VESTERDIAY Ty AN TOAMORROMN
DD ATED 1O REEPING THE PUBLIC INFORMED
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DEPARTIMENT OF (HE TREASURY RUSH

FINANCIAL MANAGEMIN G SERVICE
FUNOS MANAGEMENT DIVISION

CREDIT ACCOUNTING BRANCH

C
i ?,%{ Lisy
FAX NUMBER (3" q- ?&83

TELEPHONE NUMBER. Al A] ~ 37a9

) sy ,

FAX NUMBER: {202)874~-8613

" TELEPHONE NUMBER (?02)874-8740

. T
COMMENTS: L)(<g_\ Cgon.Lr [ & rﬁxf' /P""D “‘\Lf

et r{u[m\

T h amles

glﬂﬂd} 23

N

RUSH
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DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY
FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT SEAVICE

(A S WASHINGTON, D.C 20227
? AC AREA ASSIGNED F_Z-'/

CONTROLLED CORRESPONDENCE CHECK LIST

TODAY’S DATE: S /2-7¢ m@w/ms conTroL NuNBER Z4 00 F6STF

DUF DATE: § L (¢ WHITE HOUSE NO.

TYPE OF INQUIRY: TYPE OF RESPONSE:
(L) " CONGRESSIONAL () APPROPRLATE ACTION
( ) PUBLIC ( ) INFORMATION ONLY
SPECIAL INSTRUCTTONS FOR CONGRESSIONAL LETTERS:
( ) REPLY TO DISTRICT OFFICE ( ) REPLY TO WASHINGTON OPPICE

( ) ATTENTION LINE ON RETURN INCOHING LETTER

ENVELOPE ONLY C ’Z e 2
FOR SIGNATURE OF: LETTER TC BE USED:

( ) Linda L. Robertson ( ) Assistant Secretary
Assistant Secretary
(Legislativae Affairs and Public Liaison)

Jim Hagedorn () FMS
Director
Legislative and Public Affairs
( ) Ruesell D. Morris { ) Commissioner
—=
wrotim_Goled Lt o Seee
SALUTATION TO BE USED:

Dear [

BS and LA Control numbers, 1 yellow and 7 letterhead copies of

the original letter, along with enclosures, incoming letter and
background materials, must be submitted in proper format to the
Office of lLegislative and Public Affairs by the above due date.

PME CONTROL MUMBERS, 1 yellouw and 3 letterhead copies of the
original letter, along with enclosures, incoming lettar and
background materials, in proper format, etc. Exocept for the
original and courtesy copy, all copies must have the ocontrol
number noted thereon, ie, E8, LA, CU, PN6. If you have any
Questions or require an extension of the due date, please call
Marty Weber at 46760.

fg e
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EXECUTIVE SECRETARIAT CORRESPONDENCE COVER SHEET

14-May-%6
ACTION REQUIRED

PROFILE # 1996-SE-003653
DATE CREATED 05/14/96

ADDRESSEE Robert E Rubin AUTHOR Andrews, Robert F
Secretary Rob Andrews for Congress

SUBJECT Cempaign Contributions

ABSTRAU! Encloses a check payabie to the Treasury Department 1or $3,000 for nominee campaign contributions
m which the campaign committee unknowingly accepted and are now paying the money into the Untted
States Treasury pursLan! to relevant Federa: Electon Laws. (NOTE Enclosure routed to Fiscal under
separate cover )

TASK ASSIGNMENT MEMORANDUM

ASSIGNEL TO Gerald Murphy DATEDUE 05721/98
AS, Fiscal

—-"-——-

REQUIRED ACTION  Secretary Sgnature

TASK Piease prepare a response for the sgnature of the Sacretary and clear with General Counsel.

Please have _egislative Affairs piepare an interum response if you are unable to respond by the
due date

DISTRIBUTION GENERAL COUNSEL
CHIEF OF STAFF
EXECUTIVE SECRETARIAT
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l11996"s "O%&'
ANDREWS

For Congress

26 Springdale Road
Buldwng #27
Cherry Hill, NJ 08003
(609) 424-5757

Mavy 10, 1996

The Honorable Roben E. Rubin
Secretary of the Treasury
1500 Pennsytvania Aveniue, N W.
Washington, D.C. 20220
RE: Andrews for Congress Commuttee
Dear Secretary Rubin:
Pursuant to the advice of counsel. and i accordance with the attached documentation, |
am hereby enclosing a check for $3,000 from the Andrews for Congress Committec made paysbic
to the United States Treasury.

Thank you.

Sucerely,
y e,(.«——’—

Robert E. Andrews

Contrbutions are am s dodesable
Poid for by Andraw for Congrees Coranissss. Japhna G. Ayseve, Fronyurer

o d-s
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DILWORTH, PAXEON, KALISH & KAUFFMAN LLP

2800 MELion Banx Crwres
1 738 Magmer EYTRTLY
FuRABS LA, Prwenivaas | $108-7 508
HARRBSURE. PA R18) §79-7000 AKX (miS) B95-) DO m::h:
1717) 2394818

MEDIA, PA
(810 $8P-4131

RCEY DIAL NUMBTR

219) 5757260

May 10, 1996

The Honorable Robert BE. Andrevs
2439 Rayburn

Mouse Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20518

Dear Congressman Andrews:

You have requested this Fira to give you an opinion as to what
action to take with regard to what you have leazned today for the
first time from reading nevspaper accounts in the May 9, 1996

edition of the Haghington Poat and today’s edition of the Baltimore
aun.

Frem thess articles, it a that inadvezrten and unknown
e . nef ~ 4

to you, O your campaign contributions of $3,000 were
made to your election campaign fund in which the persons meking the
oontributions apparently were not the true donors.

Othar than thase two articles; we have had no othar
information relating to the ta ocomntributions. Noweavex, teday
the undarsigned contacted Assistant United Statss Attorney Iyane A.
Battaglia, the attoxrney supervising the sattars outlined in the
newspaper articles, aevEpeper acooumts of tha
questioned oomtributions. NRs. Battaglia advised me that it is
clear from the United States Attorneay’s investigation that neither

you nor your campaign committes bhad any knowledge that ocertain
contributions wers mmde by nominees.

Specirically, you have rsquested the Pira’s advice s to how,
having just learned of the taintad contributions, you may act
promptly to remsdy the situatien.
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@

‘Dilwarth, Paxsoa, Ralisd & Esuffsan LLP Bage 3
To! The Eo30radle Rsbezt 1. Andrwws

Pursuant to the PFederal Xlection Campaign lLaws and Federal
Llestion Campaign Lav Guidelines, ths PFirm recommands that the
$3,000 unknowingly received from nominess ba paid to ths United
States Treasury with the notation that your campaign ocommittee,
having unknhowingly accepted thass nomines campaignm contributioms,
are nov paying the money into the United Ststes Tresasury pursuant
to relevant Faderal Election Laws.

Sinoerely yours,

DILWORTH, PFAXS0ON, KALISH &

KAUPPMAN
o IANS

J. Shane Creamer
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COMMUNITY

=) National Bank
OF NEw JERSEY
WEIETMORT M) 8980 -

ton HREFUND OF CONTRIBUTIONS 4 /J 54;

*O0z3 a0 O3 L20PESEL b M7

DOLLARS '

RS g AT ™, S B I VR




rzncsz'f;g 'rpTluH ' Congress of the Hnited ,tu'

OIFiCE A7 oF fha House of Representatives r:c

p ¢ : PN n, B.C. s FEO ,
Mr 23 12 37 PH'% e il

HOWARD L. BERMAN 75 17 2¢ ih '%5

May 17, 1996

Hon. Lee Ann Elliott
Chairman

Federal Election Commission
999 E Street. N.W
Washington. D.C 20463

Dear Madame Chairman:

Enclosed please find a check in the amount of $2,800 drawn upon the account
of my campaign committee. Berman For Congress, and payable to the United States
Treasury This amount represents the full total of contributions received by Berman
For Congress from the Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund. My committee
received these contributions in November, 1994.

At the time of receipt, and indeed until last week, I had no reason nor
evidence to question the legality of this PAC or of its contributi~n to my reelection
campaign.

On May 9, 1996, a news article appeared in the Baltimore Sun, revealing that
the source of funds for the Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund had pled
guilty to electuion fraud, confessing that donors to this PAC had been reimbursed for
their contributions, using money from a minister at the Embassy of India.

As soon as this article was brought to my attention, I sought the counsel of the
FEC with regard to the appropriate manner in which to refund these now-suspect
contnbutions.

Since the actual source of the contributions is unknown to me, I have been
advised by the FEC that 1 can discharge my duty under federal eiection law by
payment of the questionable amount to the United States Treasury and be in full
compliance with the refund rule of 11 CFR 103.3(b)(2).

Thank you very much for your receipt and forwarding of the enclosed refund.
Should there be any outstanding questions or problems, please contact me

immediately.

BERMAN
ember of Congrcss

PAID POR AND AUTHORIIED 57 SERMAN POR CONSRENS

La




BERMAN FOR CONGRESS Losm

8665 WILSHIRE BLVD NO 220 - Sama shorecs s eyt CA S
BEVERLY HILLS. CA 90211

May 17, 1996

PAY___ JUH28OC’LUL l.."o C ”__ DOLLARS § 2,800.00

70
THE
ORDER

United States Treasury

//

*O0oLBLZ2* 10} 22239005% 0i00003LS3e

DETACH AND RETA.N THIS STATEMENT
BERMAN FOR CONGRESS b Fopm A, B KRy ARG e T

DELUXE FORM WVC-2 V-2

DESCRIPTION

6/17/96 | Refund of contribution from the Indian-American Leadership Fund
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WOASHING TN [0 fuidesd

May 30, 1996

I'he Honorable Howard 1. Berman
2231 Rayburmn House Office Building
United States House of Representatives
Washington, DC  20515-0526

Dear Mr Berman

['us letter 1s to acknowledge the Federal Election Commuission’s receipt of a
$2.800 check from your campaign committee, Berman for Congress, representing
contributions received in November 1994 in the name of the Indian-Amencan L.eadership
Investment Fund  We wiall contact you if additional information 1s required.

Sincerely,

Lois G. T
Associate General Counsel

Celebrating the Comnmssion s 20th Anniversary

YESTERDAY, TODAY AND TOMORROW
DEDICATED TO KEEPING THE PUBLIC INFORMED
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION v 0 20y ‘56

Washington, DC 20463
June 5, 1996

SENSITIVE

TO: The Commission

FROM: L.ois G. Lemner ;ap/
¥

Associate Gene ounsel|

SUBJECT: Disgorgement of Funds Received in the Name of the
Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund

Attached for the Commission’s information are copies of two checks, along with their
accompanying cover letters. representing the disgorgement of funds received during 1994 from
the Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund. The committees of Congressman Howard
Berman and Congressman Lee Hamilton disgorged to the United States Treasury $2800 and
$3000 respectively.

Attachments
1. Cover letter and check from Berman for Congress
2. Cover letter and check from Hamilton for Congress Committee
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May 17, 1996

Hon. Lee Ann Elliott
Chairman

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

Dear Madame Chairman:

Enclosed please find a check in the amount of $2,800 drawn upon the account
of my campaign committee, Berman For Con , and payable to the United States
Treasury. This amount represents the full tot contnbuhons received by Berman
For Congress from the Indian-American Leadcrshxp Investment Fund. My committee
received these contributions in November, 1994,

At the time of receipt, and indeed until last week, I had no reason nor
evidence to question the legality of this PAC or of its contributi~n to my reelection

campaign.

On May 9, 1996, a news article appeared in the Baltimore Sun, revealing that
the source of funds for the Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund had pled
guilty to election fraud, confessing that donors to this PAC had been reimbursed for
their contributions, using money gom a minister at the Embassy of India.

As soon as this article was brought to my attention, I sought the counsel of the
FEC with regard to the appropriate manner in which to refund now-suspect
contributions.

Since the actual source of the contributions is unknown to me, I have been
advised by the FEC that I can discharge my duty under federal election law by
payment of the questionable amount to the United States Treasury and be in full
compliance with the refund rule of 11 CFR 103.3(b)X2).

Thank you very much for your receipt and forwarding of the enclosed refund.
Should there be any outstanding questions or problems, please contact me
immediately.

&
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BERMAN FOR CONGRESS 'Mmocln

9065 WILSHIRE BLVD . NO 220 N .
BEVEALY HILLS, CA' 90211

May 17, 1996
ThE SUN280Q0 DOL_‘ETC'O 2L) poLLaRs  2,500.00

United States Treasury

R S <t Sl e S N

*00LBL 2" L} 22239005 0100003453

DETACH AND RETAIN THIS 37‘:’;:&17.‘0 =
b2 L ad e PAVAENT OF { L] o O
BERMAN FOR CONGRESS O CONRELT LEABE NOTY U PROMSTLY O SECEWTY OTSAES

OELUXE FORM WVC-2 V-2

OESCRIPTION AMOUNT

5/17/96 | Refund of contribution from the Indian-American Leadership Fund 2,800.00




‘ Congressman Lee H. Hamilt

Post Ottice Box 99

Jettersomalle, Indiana 47131

May 24, 1996

Federal Election Commission
Lee Ann Elliott, Chairperson
999 E Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463
RE: Hamilton for Congress Committee

ID $#C00073221

Dear Ms. Elliott:

came from: Indian-American Leadership PAC
Mr. Subodh Chandra, Treasurer
3939 Rio Grande Blvd. NW §57
Albuquerque, NM 87107-3153

5 Assuming the contribution was legal and proper.

contribution his committee received on November 3,

Treasury.

812-949-8683-0 or 812-949-8684-Fax.

Sincerely,
Rotet >, Cfiatlu»-

Robert L. Prather, Treasurer

HAMILTON FOR CONGRESS COMMITTEE
RLP:grfv

enclosure: Check $#006607

Paid for by the Hamilton for Congress Commitiee. <>~

hog oW

1} 2h

9.

On the Hamilton for Congress Committee received a contribution
in the amount of $§ 3,000.00 on November 3, 1996. The contribution

The contribution was process and deposited in a timely manner.

On May 8, 1996, Congressman Hamilton was made aware that the
1996 was
illegal. It is the understanding of the committee they money was
from the Indian Embassy and was contributed through the above
mentioned PAC to give the appearance of individual contributions.

Upon receiving the above information, Congressman Hamilton
instructed the campaign committee to return the contribution to the
Federal Election Commission for deposit in the United States

Enclosed please find check $006607 in the amount of § 3,000.00
A made payable to the United States Treasury. Thank you very much
and if you have any questions please feel free to contact me at

o, e h W

We

0 3321440
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HAMILTON FOR CONGRESS COMMITTEE ' 006607
P. 0. B0,
JEFFERSONVILLE, ::).;ANAﬂ!:ll

PAY TO THE ORDER OF United States Treasury

_Three Thousand and 00/100

HAMILTON FOR CONGRESS COMMITTEE

e ___M

SEYMOUR, INDIANA 47274
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HAMILTON FOP CONGREBS COMMITTEE
PLEASE DETACH SEFORE DEPOSITIMG. 87 ENDOREMENT THE CHECK § ACCEPTED I AULL PAYMENT OF THE FOLLOWING

For refund of contri-
bution received 1994
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

MWASHINGTON DO todb)d

June 5, 1996

Mr. Robert L. Prather, Treasurer
Hamilton for Congress Committee
P.O Box 99

Jeffersonville, IN 47131

Dear Mr. Prather:

This letter is to acknowledge the Federal Election Commission’s receipt of a
$3.000 check from the Hamilton for Congress Committee representing contributions
received in 1994 in the name of the Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund. We
will contact you if additional information is required.

Sincerely.

Associate General Counsel

Celebrating the Commuission’s 20th Anmiversan

YESTERDAY, TODAY AND TOMORROW
DEDICATED TO KEEPING THE PUBLIC INFORMED




Oyermames:

oS Maicodm Road, Suite 102 © Cimton. Maryland .'U’\‘SJ“” 30D ’“‘Z’% Fli '96

‘“J~cé gNl:[

N
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he United States as a refund for contribut
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have any questions, please do not hesit

a"xlng you for your attention to this matt
ards, I am

arte =
er n

and

Sincerely yours,
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Treasurer

Hoyer for Congress Committee
Enclosure (1)
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May 29, 1996

Federal Election Commission
Washington, DC 20463
Attn: Chairwoman Lee Ann Elliott

Dear Chairwoman Elliott,

Enclosed you will find a check for $3,000.00 payable to the United States Treasury. This
check is being sent to you pursuant to Advisory Opinion 1996-5 issued to The Honorable Jay
Kim and dated March 14, 1996. A copy of the Advisory Opinion is attached.

Ben Cardin For Congress Campaign Committee learned of unlawful contributions to its
campaign through an article that appeared in the Baltimore Sun papers, dated May 9, 1996. A
copy of the article 1s attached. According to the article and our independent investigation, Lalit
Gadhia plead guilty in the United States District Court for the District of Maryland, to
reimbursing with cash, himself and three other contributors, the full amount of their total
contributions to Ben Cardin’s campaign. Upon further investigation, it was learned that the
following campaign contributions received by the campaign committee on November 7, 1994,
were in fact the funds of Devendra Singh, a foreign national, which had been funneled through
Lalit Gadhia: (a) Lalit H. Gadhia, $500.00; (b) Sachinder Gupta, $1,000.00; (c) Pradeep Perera,
$1,000.00; (d) Dinay Wahi, $500.00.

At the time the contributions were received, the campaign committee had no knowledge that
Singh and Gadhia reimbursed the personal contributions of the contributors, nor were there
any apparent reasons to question the legality of those contributions. But besed on new
evidence produced by the guilty plea and the newspaper article, we have discovered that these
contributions should not have been accepted and deposited.

In order to remove the tainted contnibutions from the campaign funds, the enclosed check is
being sent to you pursuant to the option provided by Advisory Opinion 1996-5.

The Committee will disclose this payment on the next FEC report as set forth by the

Advisory Opinion 1996-5.

Carole Everett

P.O. Box 65056, Baltimore, MD 21209-0056. Campatgn Dissctos
410433-1900; FAX: 4104334307
Paid lor by: Bon Cordin for Congrees o312 Primad on Racysicd Paper
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ampatg,
fund-raiser
admits guilt

" Demoeratic backer
laundered S46.000
from Indian Embassy

Gadhia faces 5>-year term

unwittingly took

illegal donations

| By JiMa HANER
| AND MARK MATTHEWS

SUNBTAFY »
SUNSTAYY: 1003

A prominent fund-raiser Admits fraud: Gadhiais
for Maryland Democrats (he former campaign treas-
| pleaded guilty yesterday to urerofParris N. Glendening.
election fraud in a scheme to E
launder at least $46,000 In i e ———
legal campaign contribu- | _ -
tions he received from an of- | ¢
ficial at the embassy of India |
in 1994 .

Lalit H. Gadhia — a 57- l
year-old immigration lawyer |
and former campaign treas- |
urer to Gov. Parris N. Glen-
dening — confessed in U.S.
District Court in Baltimore |
to his role in the scheme to
influence congressional law-
makers involved in foreign-
policy decisions affecting In-
dia.

An immigrant from Bom-
bay, India, who was active in

Baltimore's early civil rights
movement, Gadhia now
faces up to five years in pris-
on and $250,000 in fines. Sen- |
tencing is scheduled for this
summer.

Prosecutor: say the case
against Gadhia is one of only

a mandfl Al anman T ikiabk
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Prosecutors say the case
against Gadhia is one of only
a handful of cases in which
foreign citizens or govern-
ments have been linked to il-
legal campaign contribu-
tions in a U.S. political race,
and may be the first time an
official of a forelgn embassy
has been implicated

“The fact that the money
came from the Indian Em-
bassy and that so inany peo-
ple were manipulated into

. participating in the scheme

takes this case to a higher
level than we normally see in
these kind of investigations,”
said U.S Attomey Lynne A.
Battaglia “Obviously, we [
have not seen a case like this

' 1in Baltimore before "

Among those who re- !
ceived the illegal funds were
four members of the Mary-
land delegation and con-
gressmen in Pennsylvania,
New York and Ohio. Accord-
ing to documents flled in the
case, federal authorities
could find no evidence that
anyofthe [See Gadhia, 184]

R ————




Maryland
fund-raiser
admits guilt

‘Gadhia, from Page 1]
recipients was aware of the tre
m)ur\cnrth*mr':r.butions
“The campandn assumed

these were gpproprate u)mrbu
tions.” said Jesse Jacobs. press
sw-r--t:u", for Paul §. Sar-
hanes. the Marviander who 1s the
third-ranking Demaocrat on ¢t
Fore:gn Relations Lommmee My
Sarbanes recervea $4.500 of the
questionable c«
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nmocratic candi-
ot the maney
1594 elections
rk of prominent
dian-American businessmen in
Marviand. their families and em-
plovees of thewr companies. The
donars then were reumbursed by
Gadhia. who admitted vesterday
that he used money from a minis-
ter at the Embassy of India 1n
Washington
Under Federa. Election Com-
mission ruijes. it is ulegal for nonci-
t.zer.s o make poutlcal contribu-
tions or for anyone to make
donations tn another person’s
name. But Gadhia never informed
donors that the money was com-
ing from India — or told them that
it was a crime to accept reim-
bursement. for a donation.

“The vast ma)jority of people in
the Indian-American corcmunity
nationally are going to be appalled
by this.” said Subodh Chandra, 28,
a Los Angeles lawyer who heads a
political action committee that
unwittingly received at
$31.400 of the illegal contributions
from Gadhia.

“We can only hope at this point
that these were the acts of a lone
bumbler or group of bumblers and
not some sort of international in-
trigue involving the Indian govern-
ment. Whatever the case may be,
1t has harmed an immigrant com-
munity in this country that has
worked hard for political recogni-

tion"Chandrasaid . -
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The scheme first came to  ght
I ves-
tigation by The Sun into Caan-
dras PAC, the Indian-Amencan
Investment Fund
ampaign finance records
that almost all of thy
group’s money came from Bl
more donors with t 1i
wha ¢ vas Glendening's caan
LEign urer
Danating mostly in $1.000 and
Lmerements, contributirs
Som prominent Indiarn
snineers and doctors
pusboys students and
aries wno never before nad
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irants Bil Clinton and Micna

Gagnia was at e peight ol
political influence, having been
warded oy Glendening with
380.000-a3-vear post as his depuryv
secretary of international =co-
nomuc deveiopment. Within days.
the governor demanded his resig-
nation.

o -x;)o-.z'at ons of wrongdoing

s ) 3 vore's close-Xrit n-
dlan-Areqcan community
rause Gadhua was its de facto pe-

ltical leader — the man with the
Zolden Rolodex who could pro-
duce thousands of dollars in con-

tnibuticns w1th a round of teie-
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Then.
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on May 8, 1995. FBI
se:zr’d documents from
Clarles Street office
:ly expanded the investi-
\zat.un .,ej ond the PAC contnbu-
tions: copies of 66 personal checks
attached to an Airborne Express
bill of lading.
According to records released

yesterday by the U.S. attorney's |

office in Baltimare, the courier bill
was addressed to a minister
named Devendra Singh at the
“Embassy of India” and it

|

|
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The records enabled the FBI to
trace some $46.000 in iilegal con-
tributions back to Singh at the
embassy, Battaglia said.

Singh. who now 1s a high-rank
ng poilce official In Rajasthan
state in India., was minister for
personnel and community affairs
at the embassy at the time.
Among his dutles was to reach out
to promuinent Americans who had
immigrated from India and seek
their suppor: for the government.

No ‘such contribution’

The current minister for com-
munity affairs Wajahat Habibul-
lah, denied that the embassy is in-
volved 1n tiing to influence U S.

jfnrmgn policy through campaign
* contnbutions

“]1 have not made any such con-
tribution.” he said, adding that
diplomats at the embassy have 4
budget for entertaining digritar
ies but not for political donations

, “Certainly it is not part of our
work.” -2

But it is not the Arst time the 1s-
sue hascome up -

India's current ambassador
has been in Wasnington only since
April But his predecessor. Sid-
dhartha Rav, who 1S now running
for Parliament in India., drew

. harsh crniticism from Indiana Re-
publican Rep Dan Burton for his
statements backing certain mem-
bers af Congress who were known
to be strong supporters of India

"We are very concerned about
pelitical activities at -the Indian
Embassy.” Burton's chief of stafl,
Kevin Binger, said of the Gadhia
guilty plea. “We feel very strongly
that it should stay out of political
;aces Any allegation that this is
going on should be investigated
and made an issue with the Indian
government.”

Said embassy spokesman Shiv
Mukherjee: “The Indian Embassy
operates fully within the bounds of
diplomatic propriety.”

Officially, the State Depart-
ment had no comment. Privately
however. officials chalked up the
Ulegal contnbutions that were
funneled through Gadhia's Mary-
land political network to a lack of
sophistication in how to influence
the Amencan political system.

One official said the Indians
had made a fumbling start in their
attempt to copy the formidable
clout wielded on Capitol Hill by
such countries as Greece and Isra-
ei, which are aligned with powerful
and well-financed Washington
lobbies.

#India and its supporters in
Washington have been extremely

xal in trying to limit U.S. mili-
tary assistance to India’s longtime
adversary, Pakistan — ‘friost re-
dently, the sale of 38 F-16 fighters.
"{J¥As the Clinton administration

i -
has tred to improve trade and po-
litical ties with India while no
damaging relations with Pakistan,
much of this debate has played l;,ﬂ
self out before the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee and House
International Relations Commit; '
tee .
Federal Election Commissioff
records show that the committee'
members have become magnets,
for sampaign contributions from,
Pakistam and Indian immigrants®
living in the United States — and:
for timdhia's laundered contnbu-
tions

In addition to Sarbanes, other
Democritic committee members
targeted were Sen. Charles S.
Robb of Virginia, $2,000. Rep. Gary
L. Ackerman of New York. $3.000;
Rep Sherrod Brown of Ohlo,
$3.000, Rep. Lee H. Harmulton of In~
diana. $3.000: Rep Eliot L. Engel
af New York. $3.000. Robert E. An:
drews of New Jersey, $3.000; and
Rep Howard L. Berman of Cali-

fornua, $2.800.
State Depariment officials said
vesterday's revelations were un-

v to do serous damage to
U S indian relations. Nor does
*he Guadhia case appear to rise to
the ievel of other campaign financ-
ing scandals inveiving foreign na-
tnnals

The Justice Department is in-
vestigating the campaign finances
ot Rep Jay Kim. a Califorrua Re-
publican and the first Korean-
American member of Congress.

Since December. four Korean
companies — Hyundai Motor
Amenca. Korean Air Lines, Dae-
woo Internmational (America)
Corp and Samsung America —
have paid a total of $1.2 million in
fines in connection with illegal
campaign contributions to Kim
that were laundered through com-
pany employees. =

In 1994, a number of Japanese
citizens and corporations peid a
$162.225 civil penalty to the FEC
for making more than $300,000 in
illegal contributions in Hawaii
dunng the 1980s

Perhaps the most famous epi-
sode of foreign intervention in re-
cent history was the Korean scan-
dal of the 1970s, in which a wealthy
South Korean businessman fun-
neled hundreds of thousands of
dollars in bribes and contribu-
tionsto U.S. politicians.

Among those caught in the
scandal, which | iplicated more
than 30 membersw{ Congress, was
Hancho C. Kim. a Maryland busi-
nessman. He was sentenced to six
years in prison in 1978 for accept.
ing $600,000 in funds from the Ko
rean government to influene:
members of Congress.

Sun staff writers Poul: West
John B. O’Donnell and C. Frase
Smith contributed to this article.




How the money moved

Aug. 16, 199} Indian-American
leadership Investment Fund reg-
iSters as a political action commut-
tee (PAC) with the Federal Elec-
tion Commission. - In  first 13
months, it raises $700.

October 1994: Lalit H. Gadhia
sends 41 checks totaling $34.900
written by various individuals to
the PAC. Between Oct. 30 and
Nov.3.the PACsends $34.800to 14
‘ongressional candidates and to
the Massachusetts Democratic
Party’'s Victory 'S4 fund Federal
prosecutors say that Gadhia se-
.ected the candidates to receive
:ontributions and that he reim-
bursed the authors of most of the
checks. using money obtained
from an official at the Indian Em-
bassy in Washington.

October-November 19M4: Another
$15.000 in cuntnbutions from indi-
viduals is made directly to 12 can-
didates. including eight who also
received money from the PAC
The contrnibutors are reimbursed
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by Gadhia. using roney from the
Indian Embassy oMetal. »

Dec. 1. 1994 Gadhin sends a re-
port on the use of the campaign
funds to the embassy official, De-
vendra Singh. | - 3=

May 3, 19%5: Gadhia resigns as
Gov. Parris N. Glendening’s cam-
pagn treasurer fullowing a report
in The Sun describing his fund-
raising activities. He also takes
leave of absence from his $80,000
post 4as assistant secretary of in-
temational economical develop-
ment in the Marvland Depart-
ment of Econemic and Employ-
ment Development

May % 199 FBI searches Gad-
hia's law office and finds evidence
of the scheme to launder {llegal
campaign contributjons.

Jme 0. 19%5: Gadhua resigns his
state ;ob

Yesterday: Gadh:a appears in fed-
#ril court and admits hus roie in

the scneme
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Correspondence: A copy of air freight receipt obtained by the FBI.
Prosecutors said Gadhia sent a report to the Indian Embassy on the

political contributions.




ADVISORY OPINION 1996-3

Thie Hortotabls Jiy Kim
Mémbér bf Congress
Jay Kim fot Congress
P.O.Bok 127

Deat Mr. Kim:

This responds to your letter dated Febhubiy 9, 1996, with enclosure, requesting an
ad visoty opinion tonceming spplication of the Fedirtl Election Campaigrt Aot of 1971,
as amendad (“the A&™), ind Comhiission regulationis to & proposed refnd by yowr
campalgn commitiée, oy Kim fot Congress (“the Comniities™), of wslewhul conkibutions
scoepted by the Commitiée durlng your 1992 sotigressional eampaign.

Your letiet teiates your viéw of thé fachidl background segarding the
contributions in quéstion dnd stalés s follows:

During tuy 1992 Corgrestional cheupaigs, [ teceived 8 loml of
$2,000 each frou ive differént eimployéts of Samsungg America, Inc. (In
cach casd | received $1,000 froai each for the primary end $1,000 from
each fot the general in compliance with the Act and FEC regulations.) At
the time of receipt dnd deposit, iny tamphigd hid no rewsom to beliove
thtse contritutions tvere illegal.

However, on January 31, 1996, 1 leamed for thé first time that
Sameung Americh pled guilty In the United States Distriot Court for the
Central District of Califomid fo teimbursing with cash each of thoss five
coutributors the full amount of thelr lotal contributioas to iy cesnpaign.
[Copyofbdlct_mﬁ!hdood?M] Again, my campeaign had no




AO 19963
Page 1

knowledge that Samsung America reimbursed the personal contributions
of its employees. As this was an internal corporate action, there Is no way
my campaign or | could have known about such reimbursements at the
time. But, bascd on the new evidence produced by the indictment in U.S.
District Court, we have now disco ered that these contributions should not
have been accepted and deposited. 1

You have requesied Comsmission advice as to whom the Committee should
“disburse these tainted contributions.” Given your assumption that the contributions
should be refunded to the individuals from whom the initial contribution was received,
you further ask what action the Committee should take if it is unable to now find these
individuals within thirty days.

As you know, the Act generally prohibits the making or acceptance of any
contribution by any corporation whatcver in connection with any election to Federal
office. 2 U.S.C. §441b(s). The statute provides, in pcriinent part, that it Is unlawful “for
any candidate, political committee, or ober person knowingly to accept or receive any
contnbution prohibited by"” section 441b(a). Violations of section 441b(s) are subject 10
civil enforcement action by the Commission, criminal prosecution by the United States
Department of Justice, or both.' At the outset the Commission emphasizes that this
opinion does not address any issues concerming the Liabllity of the Comynittee, or you, or
any other person with respect to violations of the Act in connection with the making or
acoeptance of the contributions described in your request. Those issues, including any
sanctions or pcaaltios that may be appropriate, can only be considered by the
Commission in the enforcement process. See 2 U.S.C. §437gamd 11 CFR Past 1 1L,
Insicad, this opinion pertaing exclusively to the narrow question of what action the
Committee is required or permitted to take st this time in the circumstances presented and
In compliance with Commission regulations at 11 CFR 103 3,

The regulations prescribo the obligations of a committee treasurer upon receipt of
a contribotion that appcars unlawful or presents genuine questions of illegality when
received, or upon discovery of the contribution’s unlawful nature at « lates date. 11 CPR
103.3(b). Where there is luter discovery of gvidence that s previous contribution “is
illegal based on new evidence not _vailable to the political commitice at the time of

' Commission saforcement actions may require monctary civil peaalties and other sanctions purssant 1©
2US.C. §4373 Criminal prosecutions by the United States for violations of 2 U.S.C, §4410 reay ramb e
criminsl fines and imprisoament not to exceed ono year for ¢ach violation. 2118.C. §437g(d).




AO 1996-3
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receipt and deposit, the treasurer shall refund the contribution 1o the contributor within
thirty days of the dale on which the illegality Is discovered.” 11 CFR 103.3(b)(2).

Several past advisory opinions of the Commission have considered the quoted
rule in two types of situations where, at the time of initial recelpt, there is no apparent
reason to questlon the legality of the contribution, but thereafer evidence or information
is dlscovered that Indicates doubt whether the contribuiion was lawful. See Advisory
Oplnions 1995-19, 1991-39, 1989-5 and 1984-52. One situation s where there Is a
factual disputé as to the aclual source of the contributions, even though the discovery of
the new evidence means that the commitice recipient can no longer rely on its inithal
assumption that the contributlon was lawful under the Act. Accordingly, a committee
that finds itself in those clreumstances must disgorge an amount equal to the amount of
the suspect contributions. Advisory Opinions 1995-19 and 1991-39.2

The other situation is quita different i that the material facts as to the sousce of
the contribution have been established in a collatcral legal proceeding, such as a guilty
plea Indicatinq that crimcs were committed by those who made the relevant
contributions.” Advisary Opinions 1989-5 and 1984-52. In such circumstances where
the facts establish the identity of the unlawful source of the contributions, the
Commission has epplied section 103.3(b)(2) and concluded that an amount cqusl to the
amount of the prohibited contributions should be promptly refunded to the contributor(s);
that is, to the person or entity that is determined to have been the source of the
contributions according to the guilty plea or other collsteral legal proceeding. Advisory
Opinions 1989-5 and 1984-52.

That course of action is one option that may be taken in your case. Because the
facts established by the guilly plea indicate that Samsung America, Inc., was the source
of the $10,000 in contributions originally made by flve Samsung employees in thelr ow+
names, the payment of $10,000 to Samsing would be requited. In the aliernative, the
Committee may pay $10,000 to the Unlted States Treaswy.” If that is the Committee's
preference, It should submit 8 Commitiee check for $10,000 payable to the Treaswry of
the United Statcs; the check should be delivered to the Commission. =

! These oplalons expluined that the required payments covld be m. s 16 & govemments! entlly 3t he
Fedaral. State or locs! level, or 1o & pablic charky thel qualified under 26 U S.C. §170(c). AR of Bese
options are not availsble in your rituation because the Nacts as to the actual sousce of the conuibetions in
gucnloa have been determined. See discussion below,

The facts & to the [Hogslity of 3 contribution may also be esablished In 2 concllission agreement
hatween the Comnmissign and respondents kit &n caforcement matter that is concleded wader 2 U.S.C.
,43 1g. Sea Matter Under Review ("MUR™) 1460.

The Comuliscion bes tnterpreted the stutista to sflow mmounts tqual 10 mandatory conwribution refind
amounts to be disgorged 10 the United Stales Treasury, in Wou of making peymanty b Ove ontity thet
vniswiully made the original eontsibution. See MUR 3460.

To the extent thet Advisory Opinions 1989-5 and 1984-52 bola thet payments equel 1o the movests of
previously accepted unlawful contbutions mey only be made to the entity that ls detarmined to have besn
the source of the unlawful contributions, those opmions arc hereby superseded, Refund equivalent

4
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In either case, the Commilttee’s payment must be inade within 30 days of the
receipt of this opinion. In addition, the Committee is required to fully disclose (Including
itemized data) the payment as a disbursement on iis sppropriste FEC report. 2 U.S.C.
§434(b)(6KA), 11 CFR 104.3(b)(4XV).

Bccause the Commitiee Is not permitted to make the $10,000 payment to the five
Samsung employces who appcared to have made the original contributions, the
Commission need not address what steps the Committee would have to take if it could

- not locate those individuals.

This response constitutes an advisory opinion conceming the application of the
Act, or regulations prescribed b:' the Commission, to the specific bansaction or nctivity
set forth in your request. See 2 U S.C. §437(.

Sincerely,

: Leeénn Eliott

Chalrman

Enclosures (AOs 1995-19, 1991-19, 1989-5 and 1984-52)

&!-no.l-o 4 continved)
nis to the United States Tredsury comport with the underlying reason for the refund rule of 11 CFR
103.300)(2)

That is. to place the polhicsl eammitiees {n nearly the 1ame (inancial position faat would have existed If,
imowing ®e unlawfll sourse of the contributions st the outset, It bad retumed them withia 10 days after
receipt. 11 CFR 103.3(bX1)
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FEOERAL FLECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON DO 20468

June 12, 1996

Biull Gamer. Treasurer

Hover for Congress Commattee
7905 Malcolm Road. Suite 102
Chinton, MD 20738

Dear Mr Garner
T'his letter 1s to acknowledge the Federal Election Commussion’s receipt of a
$3.000 check from your campaign committee, Hover for Congress, representing

contnibutions previously received that vou now believe to have been made by a
prohibited source  We will contact you if additional information 1s required

Sincerely,

Associ'ate General Counsel

Ceivtnaung the Commission s 20th Anniversary

YESTERDAY, TODAY AND TOMORROW
DEDICATED TO KEEPING THE PUBLIC INFORMED
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Washington, DC 20463

June 13, 1996
MEMORANDUM

TO: The Commission

FROM: Lois G. Lerner I
Associate General Cdunsel

SUBJECT: Disgorgement of Funds Received in the Name of the
Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund and Others

Attached for the Commission’s information are copies of two checks. along with their
accompanying cover letters. representing the disgorgement of funds received during 1994 in the
name of the Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund and other individuals. The
committees of Congressman Steny Hoyer and Congressman Ben Cardin disgorged $3.000 each.

Atachments

1. Cover letter and check from Hoyer for Congress
2. Cover letter and check from Ben Cardin for Congress
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Federal Elections Commission
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Washington, D.C. 20463
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»3r Madame Chair,

Pursuant to 11 CFR 103.3 (b) (2), enclosed please find a check

the amount of THREE THOUSAND ($3000) DOLLARS made payable tc the

reasury of the United States as a refund for contributions

termined by the Hoyer for Congress Committee to be prohibited.

guilty plea of Lalit Gadhia brought this to the

the Committee. It 1s our determination this previous

ution 1s prchibited based on new evidence not available to
the time of receipt and deposit.

=
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you have any guestions, please do not hesitate tc

Thanking you for your attention to this matter and
indest regards, 1 am

Sincerely yours,

Yol srey”

Treasurer

Hoyer for Congress Committee
Enclosure (1)

ATTACHMENT
Page
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7905 MALCOLM ROAD, SUITE 102 NUMBER
CLINTON. MARYLAND 20735

65 296/550
May 29, 1996

DATE

$$SSTHREE THOUSAND DOLLARS AND 00 / CENTS

United States Treasury ﬁ /(’”"”7 %/

Memo contribution refund ot
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May 29, 1996

Federal Election Commussion
Washington, DC 20463
Aun: Chairwoman Lee Ann Elliott

Dear Chairwoman Elhott,

Enclosed you will find a check for $3,000.00 payable to the United States Treasury. This
check 1s being sent to you pursuant to Advisory Opinion 1996-5 issued to The Honorable Jay
Kim and dated March 14, 1996. A copy of the Advisory Opinion is attached.

Ben Cardin For Congress Campaign Commuttee learned of unlawful contributions to its
campaign through an arucle that appeared in the Balumore Sun papers, dated May 9, 1996. A
copy of the article 1s attached. According to the article and our independent investigation, Lalit
Gadhia plead guilty in the United States Distnct Court for the District of Maryland, to
reimbursing with cash, himself and three other contributors, the full amount of their total
contributions to Ben Cardin's campaign  Upon further investigation, it was learned that the
following campaign contnbutions received by the campaign committee on November 7, 1994,
were 1n fact the funds of Devendra Singh, a foreign nauonal, which had been funneled through
Lalit Gadhia: (a) Lalit H. Gadhia, $500.00; (b) Sachinder Gupta, $1,000.00; (c) Pradeep Perera,
$1,000.00; (d) Dinay Wahi, $500.0C.

At the ume the contnibutions were received, the campaign commutiee had no knowledge that
Singh and Gadhia reimbursed the personal contnbutions of the contributors, nor were there
any apparent reasons to question the legality of those contributions. But based on new
evidence produced by the guilty plea and the newspaper article, we have discovered that these
contributions should not have been accepted and deposited.

In order to remove the tanted contributions from the campaign funds, the enclosed check 1s
being sent to you pursuant to the option provided by Advisory Opinion 1996-5.

The Committee will disclose this payment on the next FEC report as set forth by the

Advisory Opinion 1996-5.
S(MZ»—ély’ ;L M

Carole Everett

P.0. Box 65056, Baltimore, MD 21209-0056. Campaign Director
410433-1900; FAX: 4104334307

o~
Past for by. Bon Cargn for Congross S~ETD>32  Priwed on Racvaisd Peser &
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DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY
WASHINGTON, D.C.

ASSISTANT St RETARY

June 3, 1996

The Honorable Lee Ann Elliott
Chairman

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

Dear Chairman Elliott:

The Department of the Treasury received a May 10, 1996, letter
from Representative Robert E. Andrews enclosing a $3,000 check
payable to the United States Treasury from his campaign
committee.

I have been advised that this matter appears to involve the
application of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended. Consequently, we are forwarding this correspondence and
check to the Federal Election Commission for such action as it
deems appropriate.

Sincerely,

4:0-( Gerald Murphy
Fiscal Assistant Secretary

Enclosure
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: ANDREWS

For Congress

26 Springdale Road
Bulding 827
Cherry Hill. NJ 08003
(609) 424-5757

May 10, 1996

The Honorable Roben £ Rubin
Secretary of the Treasury

1500 Pennsytvania Avenue, N W.
Washington, D.C. 20220
RE: Andrews for Congress Committee
Dear Sccretary Rubin:

Pursuan to the advice of counsel. and i accordance with the attachod documentation, |
am hereby enclosmg a check for $3,000 from the Andrews for Congress Committec made paysbic
to the United States Treaswry.

Thaok you.

Siocerely,
y c,(»_—f

Robert E. Andrews

Conrbations orv am sax dofossahie
Poid for by Andrewa for Congret Cosmings. Waplna G. Apsows, Pragrerer

od-4
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- Law Ovriaes

DILWORTH, PAXBON, KALISH & KAUFFMAN LLP

2800 MILLOn Bawx Crwren
1730 Mapney GYRCLY
PURADE L A, PENNETIVANSA | 9108-7 808

une 1] QoD rax tmi# §98-7 800 . CHERRY WILL, NJ
BANEES - B e 1008) ? 5\-8900
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MEDA, PA
(8100 8992131

. 1

OVACCY DIAL NUMBER:

(215) 575-7260

May 10, 199%6

The Honorabla Robert B. Andrevs
=3 2439 Rayburn

Bouse Offioce Building
Washington, D.C. 20815

Dear Congrassman Andrews:

) You have requested this Fira to give you an opinion as to what
* action to taka vith regurd t0 what you have leazrned today for the
first time from reading nevspaper accounts in the May 9, 1996
edition of the Nashington Poat and today’s edition of the Baltimors
P 2un.

< From thess articles, m.us that inadvertently and unknown
to you, ©Or your campaign ttes, ocontributions of $3,000 were

D) made to your election campaign fund in which the persons making the
contributions apparently were not the true donors.

Oothar than these two articles, we have had no othar

N information relating to the ta oontridutions. Nowevar, taday
the undarsigned contacted Assistant United States Attarney Lymne A.

Battaglia, the attorney supervising the matters outlined in the

newspaper articles, to confira the nevspapsr aocoouwts of the

questioned ocomtributions. Ns. Battaglia aavised ma that it is

clear from the United Statesa Attornay’s investigation that nsither

you nor your campaign committes had any knovliedge that ocertain
contributions wvers made by nominees.

Specifically, have tha rira’s advies a» to how,
having just lear of the taintad ocontributions, you may act
promptly to remedy the situation.
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‘Dilwortk, 2axsoa, Falish & Esuffman LLP
Tot Tha Xonoradle Rebezt B. Andrevse

-

Pursuant to the Paderal Election Campaign laws and Fedexral
Zlestion Campaign Lav Guidelines, tha PFirm recommands that the
$3,000 unknowingly received from nominsss pe paid to ths United
gtates Treasury with the notation that your campaign ocommittee,
having unknovingly accepted thase nomines campaign contributions,
are nov paying the money into the United States Tresasury pursuant
to relevant Faderal Rleotion Lawa.

Sinoerely yours,

DILWORTH, PAX30N, KALISH &

o IR

J. Shana Creamer
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FEDERAL ELEC TION COMMISSION

MASHINGTON. D C 20463

July 10, 1996

The Honorable Robert E. Andrews
Rob Andrews for Congress

26 Spningdale Road, Building #27
Cherryv Hill. NJ 08003

Dear Mr Andrews:
This letter is to acknowledge the Federal Election Commission’s receipt of a
$3.000 check from your campaign committee, Rob Andrews for Congress, that was

forwarded to us by the Treasury Department. We will contact you 1f additional
information 1s required

Sincerely,

Associate General Counsel

Celebrating the Comnussion’'s 20th Anniversary

YESTERDAY, TODAY AND TOMORROW
DEDICATED TO KEEPING THE PUBLIC INFORMED

A e e
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION Ju U J w3 Wl 'Sb
Washington, DC 20463

July 10, 1996

TO: I'he Commission

FROM:  Lois G. Lemner 4\9/

Associate General Counsel

SUBJECT: Disgorgement of Funds by the Rob Andrews for Congress Committee

Attached for the Commission’s information is a copy of a check. along with its
accompanying cover letter and attached opinion from counsel. representing the disgorgement of
$3000 in contributions made in the names of others. The materials were forwarded to the
Commission by the Department of the Treasury.

Attachments

Cover letter. opinion of counsel and check from Rob Andrews for Congress
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July 8, 1996

Unnted States Treasury Department
1500 Pennsylvania Avernje, N W
Washington, DC 20220

To Whom It May Concem’

it has come to my attention that unsolicited funds for the 1994 campaign of Gary L
Ackerman For Congress may have come from a PAC which was not in compliance with FEC
regulations | understand the PAC no longer exista, and therefore | am retuming the
contribution to the U S Treasury Departrent to be used for deficit reduction purposes

Sincerely,

C

Treasurer
Gary L Ackerman For Congress
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

August 26, 1996

Mr Roben Barnett, Treasurer

Commuttee to Flect Gary 1. Ackerman, Inc.
P O Box 9§

Fresh Meadows, NY 11368

Dear Mr Barnett

This letter 1s to acknowledge the Federal Election Commuission's receipt of a
$3.000 check from the Commuttee to Elect Gary L. Ackerman, Inc. The check was

forwarded to us by the U S. Department of the Treasury. We will contact you if
additional information 1s required

Sincerely,

zm»ﬁ@@

Lois G. Lemer
Associate General Co\nnel
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FIRST GENERAL COUNSEL’S REPORT

PRE-MUR 316 SE'%SITIVE

DATE ACTIVATED: June 13, 1996

STAFF MEMBERS:  Dominique Dillenseger
Jeffrey Marks

SOURCE: INTERNALLY GENERATED

RESPONDENTS: Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund
Subodh Chandra. as treasurer
Lalit Gadhia

Vinay Wahi

Satish Chandra Bahl
Uday Gadhia

Ashok Kumta

George Paniker
Rosemary Osborne
Dr. S. V. Ramamurthy
Sachinder Gupta

37 other individu s

RELEVANT STATUTES/REGULATIONS: 2 US.C. § 437g(a5Xb)
2U.S.C. §44le
2 US.C. § 441f
22 US.C. § 611(b)
11 C.F.R. § 103.3(b)
11 C.F.R. § 103.3(bX1)
11 CFR. § 103.3(b)2)
11 C.FR. § 110.4(aX3)
11 C.F.R. § 110.4(b)(3)




INTERNAL REPORTS CHECKED: Disclosure Documents
Advisory Opinion 1995-19 (July 28, 1995)

FEDERAL AGENCIES CHECKED: Department of Justice

GENERATION OF MATTER

A.  PRE-MUR 316

On April 28, 1995, Subodh Chandra. Treasurer of the Indian-American
Leadership Investment Fund ("IALIF™ or "PAC™). was contacted by a reporter for the
Baltimor¢ Sun who informed him that improper contributions may have been made to the
IALIF. That same dayv. Chandra called the Federal Election Commission (*'the
Commission™), notifving the Commission. sua sponte. of the possible violations. The
Sun reporter alleged that. several months earlier. Lalit Gadhia had made several
contributions to the IALIF using the names of other individuals (“conduits™) to mask the
true source of the funds. The PAC had long since disbursed these funds to candidate
committees. At this Office’s suggestion, Chandra then made a sua sponte submission
(Pre-MUR 316) to the Commission regarding the possible violations pledging to “rake
whatever steps necessary to resolve the Federal Election Commission's concerns in a
satisfactory manner” (italics in original). In addition, on May 25, 1995 Chandra
requested an Advisory Opinion from the Commission. The Commission issued an

Advisory Opinion on July 28, 1995.




I.  SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS

Based on interview reports prepared by the FBI and the plea agreement signed by
Lalit Gadhia, it appears that Devendra Singh, a foreign national and Indian Embassy

Official, supplied Lalit Gadhia with approximately $60,000 in cash to be contributed tc

congressional candidates. Gadhia then gave this money to 45 individuals (either directly

or through one of seven solicitors) who agreed to write checks to either the IALIF or

directly to federal candidate committees.




This Office also recommends pursuing the tew individuals who most facilitated Gadhia
in carrying out this scheme. These individuals also were not criminally prosecuted. For
the IALIF and Subodh Chandra, the remaimning solicitors, and the bulk of the conduits.
most of whom have admitted their actions, this Office recommends that the Commission
not pursue bevond reason to believe, and admonish these respondents. Finally, this
Office recommends that the Commission send letters to each of the political committees
that have received. but not yet disgorged. the illegal tunds. instructing them to disgorge
the funds to the United States Treasury.
1. FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

A. Statement of the Law

2 U.S.C. § 441¢ states that it 1s illegal for a foreign national to directly or
indirectly contribute to any candidate in a federal election. It is also forbidden for any
person to solicit, accept or receive any such contribution from a foreign national. Further,

a foreign national may not participate in or control the election related activities of a

person or organization. 11 C.F.R. § 110.4(a)3). The term “foreign national” includes,

inter alia, an individual who is not a citizen of the United States and who is not lawfully
admitted for permanent residence, or a foreign principal as defined in title 22. 2 U.S.C.
§ 441e. 22 U.S.C. § 611(b) defines “foreign principal™ as, inter alia, a foreign

government.




2 U.S.C. § 441f prohibits any person from: (1) making a contribution in the name
of another; (2) knowingly permitting his or her name to be used for a contribution in the
name of another; and (3) knowingly accepting such a contribution. The Commission’s
regulations also prohibit any person from knowingly assisting in the making of a
contribution in the name of another. 11 C.F.R. § 110.4(b)(1)(ii). 2 17.S.C. §431(11)
defines “person’ to include committees and groups of persons.

The treasurer of a political committee is responsible for examining all

contributions received by the political committee for evidence of legality. 11 C.F.R.
§ 103.3(b). Contributions that present genuine questions as to whether they were made
by legal sources may be deposited into a campaign depository or returned to the
contributor. If any such contribution is deposited. the treasurer shall make his or her best
efforts to determine the legality of the contribution. 11 C.F.R. § 103.3(b)1). If the
treasurer determines that at the time a contribution was received and deposited, it did not
appear to be made in the name of another. but later discovers that it is illegal based on
new evidence not available to the political committee at the time of receipt and deposit,
the treasurer shall refund the contribution to the contributor within thirty days of the date
on which the illezality was discovered. 11 C.F.R. § 103.3(bX2). If the political
committee does not have sufficient funds. it must refund the contribution using the next
funds it receives. Id.

The Act addresses violations of law that are knowing and willful. See 2 U.S.C.

§ 437g(a)5)(b). The knowing and willful standard requires knowledge that one is

violating the law. Federal Election Commission v. John A. Dramesi for Congress




Committee. 640 F. Supp. 985 (D. N.J. 1986). A knowing and willful violation may be
established "by proot that the defendant acted deliberately and with knowledge that the
representation was false.” United States v, Hopkins. 916 F.2d 207, 214 (5th Cir. 1990).
An inference of a knowing and willful violation may be drawn "from the defendants'
elaborate scheme for disguising” their actions. [d. at 214-15.

B. Factual Summary

The following discussion is based on FBI interview reports (302s),
correspondence and documents from the United States Attorney's Oftice and the IALIF,
and disclosure documents. Further, the DOJ listed a number of individuals who admitted
to being reimbursed for their contributions but whose 302s were not forwarded to this
office because the statements implicate confidential material (i.e. grand jury testimony).
Attachment 1. pp. 1-2. Many of the individuals involved received letters of immunity to
criminal prosecution.: Id.

In early October 1994, Devendra Singh, a foreign national assigned to the Indian
Embassy. and Lalit Gadhia, a politically active Baltimore attorney’, began a scheme in

which federal contributions of approximately $60.000 dollars were made using conduits.

’ The letters of immunity stated that any information or testimony the individual

gave concerning the political contributions made through or solicited by Gadhia would
not be used against the individual in any criminal proceeding provided that the testimony
is true.
’ According to news reports, Gadhia had been active in Maryland politics for years
at both the state and federal level. Most recently he was the state-wide treasurer for the
Glendening for Governor campaign. DOJ Packet, Statement of Facts, p. 3. At the time
the FBI investigation began, Gadhia was reportedly working as an assistant secretary for
the international division at the state Department of Economic and Employment
Development.




The evidence indicates that the money used was supplied by Singh or the Indian Embassy
itself. DOJ Packet, Statement of Facts, pp. 6 and 8. Gadhia. or one of a few intermediary
solicitors. would give people cash (usually $1.000 in $100 bills) and request that they
write a check in an equal amount cither to the IALIEF or, in some instances, directly to a
tederal candidate committee. 1d, at 7: see generally Attachment 1.

The TALIE is a polhitical action committee (“PACT) which was formed for the
purpose of contributing to federal candidates of Indian descent. Statement of Facts, p. 4.
'he TALTE did not plan on parucipating in the November 1994 elections because of lack
of funds. Id. at 3-4. Gadhia discussed with Subodh Chandra. treasurer of the IALIF and
long time friend. the possibility of the [ALIF contributing to India-iriendly candidates as
well as candidates of Indian descent. The IALIF agreed to work with Gadhia, stating that
as long as he raised the money. Gadhia could choose to which campaigns the
contributions would go. Id. at 4. In under one month. Gadhia forwarded 41 checks from
41 individuals totaling $34.900 to the IALIF. Id. at 5: DOJ Packet. IALIF FEC Report.
Also. Gadhia solicited approximately $26.000 in reimbursed contributions which were
sent directly to candidate committees. Attachment 3, pp. 1-3. The majority of the people
who wrote checks (“conduits”) claim that they trusted Gadhia and did not know that the
contributions were illegal. It also appears that neither the IALIF nor the individual
recipient committees were aware that the contributions were illegal. Since leaming of
this scheme, seven of the 19 recipient committees have disgorged funds totaling $22,300

to the U.S. Treasury. [d. at 4.




1ALIF

In their sua sponte submission, the IALIF and its treasurer, Subodh Chandra,
stated that they were unaware of the scheme surrounding these contributions until they
were contacted by the Baltimore Sun reporter. As soon as it became apparent that the
contributions collected by Gadhia might be illegal. 1t appears that they contacted the
Commission, sua sponte. Four weeks later. the TALIF requested an advisory opinion
from the Commission advising a course of action.  There is also evidence to suggest that
during the fundraising activities, they attempted to comply with the Act. For example
Chandra. the treasurer. persisted in tryving to obtain emplover information, etc. to file
proper reports with the Commission. Statement of Facts. p. 5.

T'he Advisory Opinion stated that under circumstances where questions arise as to
the legality of a contribution, it is the duty of the recipient organizaition to use “best
efforts™ to determine the legality of the funds and then to refund anv funds which it
determined to be illegal. AO 1995-19, p. 3. 2 Fed. Election Camp. Fin. Guide [CCH] §
6156 atp 12.098 The IALIF was advised that if it did not have sufficient funds on hand,
it should do so from the next funds it received. ]d, at 12,099. However, because of the
ongoing criminal investigation, the DOJ requested that the IALIF not contact any
contributors. The Advisory Opinion stated that the IALIF was not required to contact any
contributors, but in such an event, the IALIF was required to disgorge the “questionable
contributions.” [d, at 12.100.

Regarding the disgorgement of funds, the IALIF had disbursed all but $100 of the

Gadhia funds to federal political committees by November 3, 1994. IALIF FEC Report.




Based on its reports. the IALIF has not raised or contributed any funds since November
1994, Its most recent reports show a cash on hand balance of less than $300.

Because Lalit Gadhia acted on behalf of the IALIF. the Committee is chargeable
with knowledge of Gadhia’s illegal actions. Where an individual is given fundraising
duties and roles as well as authority to decide on expenditures. 1t sugpests that the
individual was authorized to act on behalt of the committee. See 11 C.F.R. § 102.8(b);
110.6(b)2)E): and 109.1(b) ). In such a situation, under settled principles of agency
law. the committee 1s charged with the knowledge of its agents and may be liable for
having knowingly accepted prohibited contributions. S¢¢ MUR 3585 (discussion and
cases cited in General Counsel’s Report dated November 9. 1994 at pp. 35-41). Here,
Chandra. with the consent of other IALIF members. not only authorized Gadhia to raise
money on behalf of the IALIF but also allowed Gadhia to determine to which campaigns
the funds he raised would go. Statement ot Facts, p. 4. Further, Gadhia raised all funds
and directed all contributions by IALIF during the 1994 election cycle. It seems clear
that this was done to advance IALIF’s interests in supporting pro-India congressional
candidates.

Despite the above basis for the IALIF’s liability, this Office believes that there are
several reasons not to pursue the PAC and its treasurer beyond finding reason to believe.
It appears that Chandra acted quickly and responsibly upon notice of details of the illegal
scheme including a sua sponte submission as well as a formal request for advice about
how to proceed. In addition, the United States Attorney's Office has related to this Office

that the IALIF has been extremely cooperative and forthcoming in the DOJ investigation.
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While the Advisory Opinion instructed the IALIF to disgorge the illegal contributions, it
appears that the Committee has no funds to disgorge and does not expect to receive any
funds. Under all these circumstances, this Office does not suggest further pursuing the
IALIF to require it to take additional remedial action. In fact, a number of the federal
committees to which the IALIF contributed have already addressed the illegal
contributions and voluntarily disgorged these funds. This Oftice suggests infra that the
better course to remove the illegal contributions from the political process is to seek
disgorgement from these remaining federal committees. Attachment 3, p. 4.

As is stated below in the discussion of Lalit Gadhia. this Office recommends that
the Commission find that Lalit Gadhia knowingly and willfully violated the Act.
Because Gadhia acted as the agent of the IALIF. the Commission could make appropriate
knowing and willful findings against the IALIF. However, given the facts in this case,
we do not recommend making such a finding. Thus. this Office recommends that the
Commission find reason to believe that the Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund
and Subodh Chandra, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. §§ 441¢ and 441f. However, due to
the particular circumstances, this Office recommends that the Commission take no further
action, send admonishment letters, and close the file as to thesc respondents.

3 Lalit Gadhia

The Statement of Facts served as the basis

for Gadhia’s plea agreement. It states that Gadhia was responsible for securing $46,400

in reimbursed contributions to IALIF and to several campaign committees.* Statement of

y There is a $10,500 discrepancy between Gadhia’s own records and the amount

listed in the plea agreement. Gadhia's own records reflect a total of $57,900 in
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Facts, p. 9. Included in this total were five contributions totaling $3.500 in which Gadhia
allowed his own name to be used to effect contributions. DOJ Packet, Records of Lalit
Gadhia: Attachment 3. p. 1.

Also, according to the Statement of Facts, evidence indicates that Devendra Singh

was the source of the money which Gadhia used to reimburse the conduits. Statement of

Facts. p. 8. Further. in a search of Gadhia’s office. the police found a detailed accounting

of all the reimbursed contributions as well as a copy of an Airborne E-xpress label which
demonstrated that a copy of the records was sent to Singh at the Indian Embassy.
Records of Lalit Gadhia. The evidence thus suggests that Lalit Gadhia may have
solicited. accepted. and or received contributions from a foreign national.

Accordingly. this Ottfice recommends that the Commission find reason to believe
that Lalit Gadhia knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f by knowingly
assisting in the making of contributions in the name of another and knowingly allowing
his name to be used to effect contributions. In addition. this Office recommends that the
Commission find reason to believe that Lalit Gadhia knowingly and willfully violated
2 U.S.C. § 441e by soliciting, accepting and/or receiving contributions from a foreign

national.

reimbursed contributions as compared to the plea agreement total of $46,400. The
discrepancy is explained as follows. The 302 reports reflect that two of the contributions
listed by Gadhia, one for $200 and the other for $300, were legitimate. The $10,000
contributed by Sachinder Gupta account for the remaining balance. Although the U.S.
Attorney’s Office did not include these contributions in the plea agreement, this Office
has sufficient evidence to include Gupta’s $10,000 in Gadhia’s total violation, see infra,
p- 18) The U.S. Attorney's Office has informed this Office that Gupta maintains that he
was not reimbursed for his contributions.
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As discussed above, Gadhia has been criminally prosecuted for his involvement
in this scheme. This Office recommends that the Commission find reason to believe but
not enter into conciliation. The current objective of this Office is to contact Gadhia to

determine the extent and nature of the involvement of the Indian Embassy and the other

respondents in this case. To expedite this investigation, should it prove necessary, this

Office recommends that the Commission approve a deposition subpoena for Lalit Gadhia.

3.




n Solicitors—7 individual

The current case has a large number of potential respondents. This Office has

endeavored to determine which individuals played a more active role or whose actions
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were more culpable in this scheme. The following people have been termed “solicitors™
because the evidence indicates that they were reimbursed for their contributions and also
solicited other individuals to be conduits. The evidence shows that seven individuals
received money from Gadhia and solicited others in contributing in the name of another.
This Office recommends pursuing four of these individuals.

a. Vinay W

According to the FBI 302 reports, Vinay Wahi and Satish Chandra Bahl. two part-
owners of Akbar Restaurant in Baluimore. MD. were responsible for a total of $13.000 in
illegal contributions. Attachment 3. p. 5: Records of Lalit Gadhia. The FBI 302 reports
reflect that seven of the people who thev solicited were emplovees of Akbar. Attachment
1. pp. 37. 52-54. Wahi and Bahl each admitted involvement in the scheme and were
granted immunity from criminal prosecution. Wahi and Bahl's admissions were
confirmed by 302 report statements of the individuals who they solicited: T.P. Reddy,
Hardeep Singh. Ashok Sahni, Tara Patak. and Preeti Bahl. ]d, at 27, 36, 47, 49, 51. In
addition to soliciting $7.500 in contributions. Wahi personally wrote five reimbursed

checks totaling $4,500 and Bahl wrote one reimbursed check for $1,000. Attachment 3,

p- 5; Attachment 1, p. 37; see Attachment 1, p. 54.

Based on the above, this Office recommends that the Commission find reason to
believe that Vinay Wahi and Satish Chandra Bahl each knowingly and willfully violated
2 U.S.C. § 441f by knowingly permitting their names to be used to effect contributions,

and by knowingly assisting others in making of contributions in the name of another.




b. Uday Gadhia
Uday Gadhia (“Uday™) 1s Lalit Gadhia’s nephew.
Umesh Naik, Venkatachalem Ramakreshnan. Tejpal Rehney,

Zubair Siddiqi. and Sivasubramanian Baskar all reported to the FBI that they were
solicited by Uday Gadhia to make reimbursed contributions to the 1ALIF. Attachment 1.
pp. 12-14.17-21  In addition to his schicitation of conduits, Uday is also listed in
Gadhia’s records as having made a $500 reimbursed contribution to the [ALIF. Records
of Lalit Gadhia. Based on the evidence listed above, as a conduit and/or solicitor, Uday
was involved in a total of $5.000 in illegal contributions. Attachment 3, p. 6.

Accordingly. this Office recommends that the Commission find reason to believe
that Uday Gadhia knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C. §441f by knowingly
assisting others in the making of contributions in the name of another and by knowingly
allowing his name to be used to effect such a contribution.

Dr. S. V. Ramamurthy

The U.S. Attorney's Office documents include an immunuty letter for Dr. S. V.

Ramamurthy indicating that he admitted making conduit contributions. Gadhia’s records

list four reimbursed contributions totaling $4,000 by Ramamur*hy. Although the 302

reports for Ramamurthy were not forwarded to this Office. two conduits, Sonne Gowda

and Jay Mangalvedha, reported to the FBI that they were solicited by Ramamurthy for
reimbursed contributions. Attachment 1, pp. 14-15. 41. Based on the evidence listed
above, as a conduit and/or solicitor, Ramamurthy was involved in a total of $7,000 in

illegal contributions. Attachment 3, p. 6.
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Accordingly, this Office recommends that the Commission find reason to believe
that Dr. S. V. Ramamurthy knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f by
knowingly assisting in making of contributions in the name of another and by knowingly
allowing his name to be used to affect such contributions.

d..  Ashok Kumta, George Paniker, and Rosemary Oshorne

This report discusses Ashok Kumta, George Paniker. and Rosemary Osborne
together because of their similar limited roles as solicitors and conduits in Gadhia's
reimbursement scheme. These three individuals each made one reimbursed contribution
and solicited one reimbursed contribution. The amounts of their violations are low
relative to the four solicitors discussed in parts 4 a. b, and ¢ above. For this reason. and in
the interest of focusing our resources on the most culpable individuals, this Office
recommends that the Commission not pursue Ashok Kumta. George Paniker, or
Rosemary Osborne bevond reason to believe.

According to the FBI 302 report. Ashok Kumta admitted that he received $2,000
in cash from Gadhia and that he wrote a check for $1,000 to the IALIF. Attachment 1,

pp- 23-24. Kumta then asked his wife to write a $1.000 check without informing her that

he had received any cash. Id’

. Besides the $2,000 mentioned in reimbursed contributions the discussed above,
Kumta was given an additional $1,000 for further solicitation. Attachment 1, p. 24.
Kumta stated that he went out and solicited two legitimate contributions for $500. Id. He
then gave the checks to Gadhia as if they had been reimbursed and returned $500 cash to
Gadhia. ]d, Kumta then pocketed the $500 which he was supposed to have given to the
two contributors. ]d. Kumta's conversion of the $500 does not constitute a FECA
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Similarly. Gadhia asked his secretary, Rosemary Osborne 1o write two checks
from her account for herself and her husband to the IALIF. ]d, at 8. She stated that she
did not want to “buck™ her employer and admitted that. in exchange for $2.000 in cash.
she wrote a $1.000 check in her name and a $1.000 in her husband's name to the IALIF.
Id. Osbome stated that she did not inform her husband of these contributions.

Finally, George Paniker admitted his involvement in his 302 report and received a
letter of immunity. Id. at 44. Paniker admitted that he was reimbursed for a $1.000
check he wrote as a conduit. Jd. He also stated that he solicited a $1.000 contribution
from Tanzania Mary Cooper. an employee. Id. In her 302 report. Cooper corroborated
Paniker’s statements. [d, at 10-11.

Thus. this Office recommends that the Commission find reason to believe that
George Paniker, Ashok Kumta. and Rosemary Osborne each violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f by
knowingly assisting in the making of contributions in the name of another and by
knowingly allowing their names to be used to affect such contributions. In light of the
amount of the respective violations, however, this Office recommends that the
Commission take no further action, send admonishment letters, and close the file as to
these three respondents.

5. Conduits

Gadhia’s records and the IALIF Federal Election Commission report reflect 46

individuals who wrote checks after accepting cash of an equal amount from Gadhia or

other solicitor.® All of the conduits discussed herein are listed in Gadhia’s records as

’ This number includes Lalit Gadhia and the 7 solicitors but not the 2 contributors
who were not reimbursed.
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having made reimbursed contributions. In addition most of the conduits either personally

admitted their involvement or were implicated by statements of other conduits in the 302

reports.7

One conduit, Sachinder Gupta. bears notice because he made far more conduit
contributions in this scheme than any other individual--ten contributions totaling $10,000.
Records of Lalit Gadhia: Attachment 3. p. 1: se¢ supra. note 4. This Office does not have
302 reports for Gupta. and according to the DOJ. Gupta denies being reimbursed for the
contributions. However there is evidence which indicates that his contributions were
reimbursed. First. each of Gupta’s contributions is listed in Gadhia’s records as having
been reimbursed. Second, disclosure documents reveal that Gupta made no contributions
in the two election cycles previous 1o the contnibutions in question. Given these two
factors. it appears likely that Gupta was reimbursed for his contributions.

This Office recommends that the Commission find reason to believe that
Sachinder Gupta knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f by knowingly
permitting his name to be used for reimbursed contributions.

The Commission has, in the past, found reason to believe, but not always further
pursued all con'uits. In such instances, the conduits were not actively involved in the
scheme and contributed out of a sense of obligation because. for example, they were

employees of the main actor. Se¢ MUR 4177 (Hourani) (reason to believe findings but

’ In a separate category are individuals who were listed in Gadhia's records but who

were not conduits at all. As is stated in the 302 of Ashok Kumta, Ramesh Ganachari and
Raghavan Seshadhri were not reimbursed. Attachment 1, p. 24. In a different case,
Richard Osborne’s name was used, but his wife wrote a check in his name and forged his
signature without his knowledge. Id. at 8. Therefore, this Office recommends that the
Commission not include these individuals in this matter.
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no further action against employvee conduits who felt pressured to contribute and who
each made one contribution tor $1.000.) Similarly, the evidence in this matter reflects
that a large majority of the conduits had a familial. employment. or other compelling
relationship with the individual who asked them to contribute. Most of the conduits had
limited involvement, making only one reimbursed contribution in the amount of $1.000
or less. Also. it is apparent from the 302s that Gadhia used his status as a prominent and
politically active lawyer to persuade them to participate as conduits. With the exception
of Sachinder Gupta. this Office believes that there is ample reason not to further pursue
any of the individuals who were conduits in the scheme.

Based on the above. this Office recommends that the Commission find reason to
believe that Preeti Bahl. Sivasubramanian Baskar. Arun Bedi. Tanzania Mary Cooper,
Ashok Dhawan. Anita Gadhia. Anu Gadhia. Parvani Gadhia. Sonne Gowda, Vikram
Gowda, Hemanta Kole, Sanjay Kumar. Ashok Kumta. Joyti Kumta, Janet Mangalvedha,
Jay Mangalvedba, Mirdula Mehta. Kishor Mehta. Ann T. Mileham. Umesh Naik, Shyam
Prakash, Tara Patak. Pradeep Perera. Nirmala Ramamurthy, T.P. Reddy, Venkatachalam

Ramakrishnan, Tejpal Rehncy, Ashok Sahni, Indra Seunarine, Rahendra Sharma, Zubair

Siddiqi, Harbhajan Singh, Hardeep Sinzh, Kathleen Stone, M. Surendra, Aruna Triveda,

and Sudhir Triveda each violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f by knowingly allowing their names to
be used to effect contributions in the name of another but take no further action and close
the file as to these respondents. This Office further recommends that the Commission

issue letters of admonishment to these respondents.




6. Recipient C :

Either through conduits or through the IALIF, 19 federal political committees
received contributions reimbursed through Gadhia. Attachment 3, p. 4. There is no
evidence, however, that any of these committees were aware that the contributions were
illegal. Thus far. 7 committees have voluntarily disgorged $22.300 to the United States
Treasury." Id. Disclosure documents reveal that each of the 12 remaining committees is
active and has suftficient funds to disgorge the illegal contributions. Some of the
commuittees that have not yet disgorged may not know the contributions were illegal.

The Commission has in the past instructed committees in possession of
impermissible funds to refund the contribution or to disgorge the funds to the United
States Treasury. See MURs 2892 (Waihee). MUR 2981 (Unisys). 3460 (Sports Shinko).
and 4484 (Bainum). Such disgorgements have been required in situations involving
foreign national contributions or in situations where the actual source of the funds is
unclear. Accordingly, based on the circumstances of this matter. this Office recommends
that the Commission send letters of disgorgements to those committees that have not yet
addressed the impermissible contributions. See Sample Letter to Recipient Committee at

Attachment 5.

- The Commission has already been informed by the Office of the General Counsel
of these disgorgements through several nonsensitive memoranda dated June 5, June 13,
July 10 and August 26, 1996.




DISPOSITION OF PRE-MURS & INVESTIGATION
This Office is not recommending conciliation or a full investigation at this time.
Instead. as explained above, we will attempt to obtain preliminary information from Lalit

Gadhia regarding the solicitors.

This Office anticipates that it will take longer to conclude this matter with respect

than with the other respondents. Because the issue of
the
involvement of Gadhia with IALIF from the sua sponte (Pre-MUR 316), this Office
recommends that to expedite matters. the Commission open a MUR in
and a separate MUR in Pre-MUR 316 for all the other
respondents.
V.  RECOMMENDATIONS
A. PRE-MUR 316
1. Open a MUR.

2. Find reason to believe that Lalit Gadhia knowingly and wilifully violated
2US.C. §§ 441c and 441f.

3. Find reason to believe that Vinay Wahi knowingly and willfully violated
2US.C. § 441f.

4. Find reason to believe that Satish Bahl knowingly and willfully violated
2US.C. § 441f.

5. Find reason to believe that Uday Gadhia knowingly and willfully violated
2US.C. § 441f.

6. Find reason to believe that Dr. S. V. Ramamurthy knowingly and willfully
violated 2 US.C. § 441f.




7. Find reason to helieve that Sachinder Gupta knowingly and willfully
viofated 2 U.S.C § 4411

8. Find reason to believe that Ashok Kumta. Rosemary Osbome. and George
Paniker violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f but take no further action and close the file as to these
respondents.

9. Find reason to believe that Preeti Bahl. Sivasubramaman Baskar. Arun
Bedi. Tanzania Mary Cooper. Ashok Dhawan, Amta Gadhia. Anu Gadhia, Parvani
Gadhia. Sonne Gowda. Vikram Gowda. Hemanta Kole, Samjay Kumar, Ashok Kumta,
Jovti Kumta, Janet Mangalvedha. Jay Mangalvedha. Mirdula Mehta, Kishor Mchta, Ann
T. Milcham. Umesh Naik. Shvam Prakash. Tara Patak. Pradeep Perera, Nirmala
Ramamurthv. T.P. Reddyv. Venkatachalam Ramakrnishnan. Tejpal Rehiney . Ashok Sahni,
Indra Sceunarine. Rahendra Sharma. Zubair Siddigi. Harbhajan Singh, Hardeep Singh.
Kathleen Stone. M. Surendra, Aruna Triveda. and Sudhir Triveda violated 2 U.S.C. §
4411 but take no further action and close the file as to these respondents.

10 Find reason to believe that the Indian-American Leadership Investment
Fund and Subodh Chandra. as treasurer. violated 2 U.S.C. $§ 441¢ and 441f but take no
further action and c¢lose the file as to these respondents.

T Approve a subpoena for a Deposition for Lalit Gadhia.

12 Approve sample letter to recipient committees at Attachment 5 and
approve the appropriate letters.

L3, Approve the Factual and Legal Analyses and appropriate letters at
Attachments 7 and 8 and approve the appropriate letters.

B.

Date

Z//s’// 74

_—tawrence M. Noble

General Counsel




Attachments
. FBI Interview Reports (302s)
. Judgment and Commitment Order
. Overview Charts

. Sample Letter to Recipient Committee

. Factual and Legal Analysis--Lalit Gadhia
. Factual and Legal Analyses (10) (Indian-American Investment Fund, solicitors, and
conduits)
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United States Attorney
District of Maryland
Northern Division

Lynne A Banugha 604 United States Courthouse 410-962.48)2
['mited States Anorney 10] West Lombard Sireet

Balumore MDD 21201-2692 410-962-2458 Fx1 395
Joseph [ Evans FAX 410-962-3124

Asstant United States Aitzrney

August 14, 1996

Dominique Dillenseger, Esquire
Assistant General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
999 E. Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: United States v.Lalit H. Gadhia / Sl //f //Xgﬁ‘l
Srim. Fo. B=%%-0170 . __

Dear Ms. Dillenseger:

Enclosed for your consideration is the judgment and commitment
order issued in the above-referenced case.

If you would 1like additional information, please do not
hesitate to contact me.

Very truly yours,

Lynne A. Battaglia
United States Attorney

By: /1‘1'\

.Joloph EVans
Assistant| United States Attorney
\

enc. b

cc: Craig Donsanto, Esquire
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: * QLERK U.S, DISTRICT COURY
e U T L L " District of Mary]and » et T ks
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA JUDGMENT IN A CRIMINAL CA&IX a
PRIV T "'-_”'- i et L om . (FacOffensesCommmed On' orMerNovembeﬂ Y887) ~
3 : LALIT H. GADHIA ~ Case Number [:96CR00170-001
DANIEL F. GOLDSTEIN, ESQ. (Ret.)
THE DEFENDANT: Defendant's ARorney

~ pleaded guilty to count(s) One (1) of the information. _
" pleaded nolo contendere to count(s) L N
= which was accepted by the cournt = N = T T

~ was found guilty on counti(s)
after a plea of not guilty

. Date Offense Count
Title & Section Nature of Offense Concluded Number(s)
I8 U.S.C. § 1001 False Statement to a Government Agency 1212/1994 1

Lrerety cRER IO :
e ._:-,, =
ey

el cuic-/

-‘—

The defendant 1s sentenced as provided in pages 2 through _ S __ of this judgment Tr%sefnaﬁmz‘ [~ 3 wpoged'Bursuan'
to the Sentencing Reform Act of 1984.

~ The defendant has been found not guilty on count(s) Deputy

~ Count(s) (1s)(are) dismissed on the rr?c') on of the United Statés.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the defendant shall notify the United States Attorney for this district within 30 days of
any change of name, residence, or mailing address unti all fines, restitution, costs, and special assessments imposed by this
judgment are fully paid.

Defendent's Soc Sec No . 08/06/1996
Defentant's Dete of Birth: Dote of bnpastn of sudgment
Defenctants USM No ==

Defendant's Resdence Address.

3700 N. Charles Street, Apt. 310

Baltimore MD 21218 Frederic N. Smalkin
U.S. District Judge
Defendant's Meikng Address: el e

3700 N. Charles Street, Apt 310 'S
A&uf b (996
o ¥ !

Bakimore MD
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DEFENDANT: LALIT H. GADHIA
CASE NUMBER: 1:96CR00170-001

IMPRISONMENT
The defendant is hereby committed to the custody of the United S!ates Bureau of Pnsons lo be cmpnsoned for
__altota‘lltermo! = LYY 10 S PVC PR NSO SN G SURE N LIRS S S '__.:.

" The court makes the following recommendations to the Bureau of Pnsons

That the defendant be housed at 2 camp or other minimum security institutuion closc to Baltimore, such as Cumbertand or
Allenwood; the Court has no objection to a residential CTC.

The defendant s remanded to the custody of the United States Marshal

The defendant shall surrender to the Unted States Marshal for this distnct
at i ~am/pm. on
as notified by the United States Marshal
The defendant shall surrender for service of sentence at the institution designated by the Bureau of Prisons

before 2 pm on
as notified by the Unfted States Marshal

as notified by the Probation or Pretnal Serwices Office

RETURN

| have executed this judgment as follows:

Defendant delivered on

u | e witha cotbbed el B rlpeent mtmn_&z
Paze__.L_ of

UNITED STATES MARSHAL
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DEFENDANT: LALIT H. GADHIA
CASE NUMBER 1:96CR00170-001

SUPERVISED RELEASE -

Upon release from imprisonment, the deferidant shall be on supervised release foratermof 2 __Year(s)

. on the condition that he be on home deun(ion.hnh electronic moni(oring, fora pcriod ofnh (6) ruoqtlu durh;lhc perbdnr r
upervised reicace. o N L L e

The defendant shall report to the probation office in the district to which the defendant is released within 72 hours of
release from the custody of the Bureau of Pnsons

The defendant shall not commit another federal, state. or local crime
The defendant shall not illegally possess a controlled substance.
For offenses commutted on or after September 13, 1994,

The defendant shall refrain from any unlawful use of a controlled substance. The defendant shall submn to one

drug test within 15 days of release from imprisonment and at least two periodic drug tests thereafter, as directed by
the probation officer

- .~ The above drug testing condition 1s suspended based on the court's determinabon that the defendant poses
"7 alow nsk of future substance abuse (Check, if applicable )

i The defendant shall not possess a firearm as defined in 18 U S C. § 921. (Check, if applicable.)

if this jJudgment imposes a fine or a restitution obligation, #t shall be a condition of supervised release that the
) defendant pay any such fine or restitution that remains unpaid at the commencement of the term of supervised release
in accordance with the Schedule of Payments set forth in the Criminal Monetary Penalties sheet of this judgment

The defendant shall comply with the standard condiions that have been adopted by this court (set forth below) . The
4 defendant shall also comply with the addibonal conditions on the attached page (if indicated below).

STANDARD CONDITIONS OF SUPERVISION

1) the defendant shali not leave the judicial district without the permission of the court or probation officer:
2) the defendant shall report to the probaton officer and shall submit a truthful and complete wrilien report within the first
p o8 five days of each month,

3) the defendant shall answer truthfully all inquiries by the probation officer and follow the instructions of the probstion
officer;

4) the defendant shall support his or her dependents and meet other family responsibilities;

5) the defendant shall work regularty at a lawful occupation unless excused by the probation officer for schooling, training, or
other acceptabie reasons;

6) the defendant shall notify the probation officer ten days prior to any change in residence or employment;

7) the defendant shall refrain from excessive use of alcohol,

8) the defendant shall not frequent places where controlled substances are illegally sold, used, distributed, or administered:

9) the defendant shall not associate with any persons engaged in criminal activity, and shall not associate with any person
convicled of a felony unless granted permission to do so by the probation officer;

10) the defendant shall permit a probation officer to visit him or her at any time at home or elsewhere and shall permit
confiscation of any contraband observed in plain view of the probation officer;

11) the defendant shall notify the probation officer within seventy-two hours of being arrested or questionéd by a law
enforcement officer;

12) the defendant shall not enter into any agreement to act as an informer or a special agent of a law enforcernent agency
without the permission of the court;

13) as dicecied by the probation officer, the defendant shall notify third pertes of risks that may be occasioned b

defendant’s criminal record o personal history or characteristics, and shall permit lhe.  officesdp m:
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DEFENDANT: LALIT H. GADHIA

CASE NUMBER; 1:96CR00170-001

- .+ CRIMINAL MONETARY PENALTIES *

The defendanl shall pay the following total criminal monetary penalties in accordance wuh the schedule of payments set
forth on Sheet 5, Part B.

Totals: ' T $ * S0, s

~ If applicable, restitution amount ordered pursuant to plea agreement

*Which has been paid in full on 8/21/96, Receipt No. 1322.

FINE

The above fine includes costs of incarceraton and/or supenvision in the amount of $

The defendant shall pay interest on any fine of more than $2,500, unless the fine is pad in full before the fifteenth day
after the date of judgment, pursuantto 18 U S.C. § 3612(f). All of the payment options on Sheet S, Part B may be subject to
penalties for default and delinquency pursuantto 18 U S.C. § 3612(g).

" The court determined that the defendant does not have the ability to pay inlerest and it is ordered that:

" The interest requirement is waived.

The interest requirement rs modified as follows:

RESTITUTION

~ The determination of restitution is deferred in a case brought under Chapters 109A, 110, 110A and 113A of Title 18 for
" offenses committed on or after 08/1/1994, untd . An Amended Judgment in a Criminal Case

will be entered after such determination.

" The defendant shall make restitution to the following payees in the amounts fisted below.

If the defendant makes a partial payment, each payee shall receive an approximately proportional payment uniess
specified otherwise in the priority order or percentage payment column below. Priority Order .

or
Total Amount of Percentage of

Narnc of Payee AmountofLoss  Restitution Ordered  payment

Totals: ¢ s
mmmwmumumrmmcmimﬂo.uu
commilled on or afler Seplember 13, 1994
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DEFENDANT. LALIT H. GADHIA
CASE NUMBER 1:96CR00170-001

SCHEDULE OF PAYMENTS

Payments shall be applied in the following order (1) assessment, (2) resttution, (3) fine principal, (4) cost of prosecution
(5) intefest (6) penall:es.
B e Yl . - i L o Fan G 3
Payment 01 lhe total fine and other cnmmal monetary penalbes shall be due as follows
* in full immedately, or

coentm e LT Ll T

S immediately, balance due (in accordance with C. D, or E). or
" not fater than . or

in installments to commence i day(s) after the date of this judgment In the event the entire amount of
" cnrminal maonetary penalties imposed s not paid pnor to the commencement of supervision, the U S probation

officer shall pursue collection of the amount due, and shall reques! the court to establish a payment schedule If
appropnate, or

n (e g equal weekly monthly quarterty) nstallments of $
over a penod of year(s) to commence day(s) after the date of this Judgment

The Nazonai Fine Center will credit the defendant for all payments previously made toward any cnminal monetary penaltes imposed

Special instructions regarding the payment of cnminal monetary penaltes

" The defendant shall pay the cost of prosecution.

" The defendant shall forfeit the defendant's interest in the following property to the United States:

acame__ 2
Unless the court has expressly ordered otherwise in the special instructions above, if this judgment imposes 8 period of
imprisonment payment of criminal monetary penalties shall be due during the period of imprisonment. Al criminal monetary
penalty payments are to be made to the United States Courts National Fine Center, Administrative Office of the Uniled States
Courts, Washington, DC 20544, except those payments made through the Bureau of Prisons’ MMW
Program. i the NaSional Fine Center is not operating in this district, all crmmalmonchtypm




CONDUIT CONTRIBUTIONS

CONDUIT NAME

AMOUNT

RECIPIENT
COMMITTEE

SOLICITOR

Bahl, Preeti

$500

IALIF

Bahl

Bahl, Satish Chandra

$1.000

IALIF

Wahi

Baskar. Sivasubramanian

$1.000

IALIF

l Bedi. Arun

$500

IALIF

Cihadia, Uday

I‘nlhl

| Cooper, Tanzania Mary
|

£1.000

IALIF

Paniker

| Dhawan, Ashok
!

$1.000

IALIF

g
Bahl

l Gadhia. Anita

$1.000

IALIF

Gadhia, Lalit

| Gadhia. Anu

$1.000

Citizens for Sarbanes

Gadhia, Lalit

ia, Lalit

S$300

Cardin for Congress

Gadhia, Lalit

i
|
\
}
|
‘

Gadhia. Lalut

$300

Citizens for Sarbanes

| Gadhia. Lalit

$1.000

IALIF

Gadbhia, Lalit

. Gadhia. Lalit

$1.000

Mathews for Congress

Gadhia, Lalit

| Gadhia. Lalit

S300

Wofford for Senate

Gadhia, Lalit

Gadhia.

Parvani

F
|
|

$500

IALIF

Gadhia, Lalit

| Gadhia,

Uday

$500

1ALIF

Gadhia, Lalit

Ganachari, Ramesh
(Legitimate)

$300

IALIF

Kumta

Gowda, Sonne

$1.000

1ALIF

Ramamurthy

Gowda, Vikram

$1.000

IALIF

Ramamurthy

Gupta, Sachinder

$1.000

Ackerman for
Congress

Gupta, Sachinder

$1,000

Cardin for Congress

Gupta, Sachinder

$1.000

Engel for Congress

Gupta, Sachinder

$1.000

Hoyer for Congress

Gupta, Sachinder

$1.000

Mathews for Congress

| Gupta, Sachinder

$1.000

McDermott for
Congress

Gupta, Sachinder

$1,000

Mfume for Congress

Gupta, Sachinder

$1,000

Murtha for Congress

Gupta, Sachinder

$1.000

Robert Andrews for
Congress

Gupta, Sachinder

$1,000

Waofford for Senate




Kole. Hemanta

$900

IALIF

Kumar, Sanjay

$1.000

IALIF

Walu

Kumta, Ashok

$1.000

IALIF

Gadhia, Lalit

Kumta, Jyoti

$1.000

IALIF

Kumta

Mangalvdehe, Jay

$1.000

IALIF

Ruamamurthy

Mchta, Arvind

S500

IALIF

-

Mchta, Kisher

$1.000

Robb for Senate

Mechta, Mrudula

$1.000

Robb for Senate

Milecham, Anne

$1.000

IALIF

Naik. Umesh

$1.000

IALIF

Gadhia,Uday

Osbome, Richard

<1.000

IALIF

Gadhia, Lalit

Osbormne. Rosemary

$1.000

IALIF

Gadhia, Lalit

Paniker. George

$1.000

IALIF

Gadhia, Lalit

Parkash, Shyam

$1.000

IALIF

Wahi

Pathak. Tara

$£1.000

Woftord for Senate

Wahi

Perera, Pradeep

S1.000

Cardin for Congress

Perera, Pradeep

$1.000

Hoyer for Congress

Perera. Pradeep

$1.000

Mfume for Congress

Ramakrishnan,
Venkatachalem

$1.000

IALIF

Gadhia,Uday

Ramamurthy. Nirmala

$1.000

IALIF

Ramamurthy, S.V.

$1.000

IALIF

Ramamurthy, S.V.

$1.000

Murtha for Congress

Ramamurthy, S.V.

$1,000

Robert Andrews for
Congress

Ramamurthy, S.V.

$1,000

Wofford for Senate

Reddy. T.P.

$500

IALIF

Rehncy, Tejpal

$1.000

IALIF

Sahni, Ashok

$1.000

IALIF

Seshadhri, Raghavan
(Legitimate)

$200

IALIF

Seunarine, Indra

$1.000

IALIF

Sharma, Rajendra K.

$1.000

IALIF

Siddiqi, Zubair

$500

IALIF

Gadhia, Uday

Singh, Harbhajan

$500

IALIF

Bahl

iTAC

d‘mr#




Singh, Hardeep

Stone. Kathieen

$500

£1.000

IALIF
IALIF

e e ——————

Bahl

Surendra, M.

$1.000

Hoyer tor Congress

T'riveda. Aruna

$1.000

1ALIF

I'mveda, Sudhir

$1.000

IALIF

Wahi, Vinay

€300

Cardin tor Congress

Gadhia, Lalit

Wahi, Vinay

S$1.000

Citizens tor Sarbanes

Gadhia, Lalit

Wahi, Vinay

S$1.000

IALIF

Gadhia, Lalit

Wahi, Vinay

S1.000

Murtha tor Congress

Gadhia, Lalit

- Wahi, Vinay

S1.000

Robb for Senate

Gadhia, Lalit

TOTAL

S$61.900.00

ATTACHMENT.
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POLITICAL COMMITTEE RECEIPTS
AND DISGORGEMENTS

(AMOUNTS ARE AN AGGREGATE OF CONTRIBUTIONS FROM [IALIF
AND DIRECT CONDUIT CONTRIBUTIONS)

COMMITTEES WHICH HAVE DISGORGED

RECIPIENT COMMITTEE AMOUNT DATE OF
DISGORGEMENT

{ Berman tor Congress $2.800 | S 1796

Robert Andrews for Congress | S3000 [ 21796

Hamilton for Congress STO00 | S 2296

| Hoser tor Congress $3.000 | §2996

Cardin tor Congress { S2000 | 6 1496

| Ackermuan for Congress S3.000 1 7896

Citizens tor Sarbanes $4.500 | 8 396

| TOTAL $22.300.00 |

COMMITTEES WHICH HAVE NOT DISGORGED

lr RECIPIENT COMMITTEE AMOUNT

Commuttee to Reelect Thomas S Foley |
t

Engel for Congress

| Friends of Cong. Fingerhut

[ Friends of Sherrod Brown

Mathews for Congress

McDemott for Congress

Mfume for Congress

Murtha for Congress

Robb tor Senate

Swett for Congress

Victory "94--Mass. St. Dem. Party

Wottord for Senate

TOTAL




SOLICITORS:

AMOUNTS SOLICITED/CONDUIT CONTRIBUTIONS

VINAY WAHI

CONDUIT NAME | AMOUNT COMMITTEE

Wahi. Vinay Ss00 | Cardin tor Congress

Wahi. Vinay $1.000 | Crtizens for Sarbanes

Wahi. Vinay S1.060 | TALIF

Wahi. Vinay : $1.000 | Murtha for Congress

1 Wahi Vinay ‘ $1.000 | Robb tor Senate

Bahl, Satish** | S1.000 | IALIF

Kumar. Sanjay | S1.000 | TALIF

Parkash, Shyam S1.000 | IALIF

Pathak. Tara S1.000 ! Wottord for Senate

-

Sahni. Ashok | <1000 | 1ALIF

| TOTAL $9.500.00

**Satish Bahl's conduit contribution is listed twice tirstabove. as a solicitation by Wahi and
second. below, as a conduit contribution by Bahl

SATISH BAHL

CONDUIT NAME | AMOUNT COMMITTEE
Bahl, Preeti $500
Bedi, Arun $500
Dhawan, Ashok $1.000
Reddy. T.P. $500

Singh, Harbhajan $500

Singh, Hardeep $500

Bahl, Satish $1.000
TOTAL $4,500.00




UDAY GADHIA

CONDUIT NAME | AMOUNT COMMITTEE
Naik. Umesh $1.000 | IALIF

Ramakrishnan, $1.000 | IALIF
Venkatachalem

Rehney, Tejpal $1.000 | 1ALIF

Siddigi. Zubair €500 | IALIF

Baskar. $1.000 | IALIF
Sivasubramanian

Gadhia. Uday $500 | IALIF

TOTAL $5.000.00

DR S. V. RAMAMURTHY

CONDUIT NAME | AMOUNT COMMITTEE
| Gowda. Sonne | $1.000 | IALIF

| Gowda, Vikram $1.000 | IALIF

Mangalvdehe, Jay $1.000 | IALIF

Ramamurthy, S.V. $1.000 | IALIF

Ramamurthy, S.V. $1,000 | Murtha for Congress

Ramamurthy, S.V. $1.000 | Robert Andrews for Congress

Ramamurthy, S.V. $1.000 | Wofford for Senate
TOTAL $7,000.00




BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of

Indian-American Leadership
Investment Fund and Subodh
Chandra, as treasurer;

Lalit Gadhia;

Pre-MUR 316

Vinay Wahi;

Satish Chandra Bahl;
Uday Gadhia;

Ashok Kumta;

George Paniker;
Rosemary Osborne;

Dr. S. V. Ramamurthy;
Sachinder Gupta;

37 other individuals.

N Nt N sl P Nt il i kP N N a aF i s

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, Secretary of the Federal Election
Commission, do hereby certify that on November 12, 1996, the
Commission decided by a vote of 5-0 to take the following
actions in Pre-MUR 316

Pre-MUR 316 U~ L\6?9-

1. Open a NUR. '

p o Find reason to believe that Lalit
Gadhia knowingly and willfully
violated 2 U.8.C. §§ 44le and 441f.
Find reason to believe that Vinay
Wahi knowingly and willfully
violated 2 U.S8.C. § 441f.
Find reason to believe that Satish

Bahl knowingly and willfully
violated 2 U.S§.C. § 441f.

(continued)




Federal Election Commission
Certification for Pre-MUR 316

November 12, 1996

Find reason to believe that Uday Gadhia
knowingly and willfully violated
2 U.S.C. § 441¢f.

Find reason to believe that Dr. 8. V.
Ramamurthy knowingly and willfully
violated 2 U.S.C. § 441¢f.

Find reason to believe that Sachinder
Gupta knowingly and willfully vioclated
2 gt § 441F.

Find reason to believe that Ashok
Kumta, Rosemary Osborne, and George
Paniker violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f but
take no further action and close the
file as to these respondents.

Find reason to believe that Preeti
Bahl, Sivasubramanian Baskar, Arun
Bedi, Tanzania Mary Cooper, Ashok
Dhawan, Anita Gadhia, Anu Gadhia,
Parvani Gadhia, Sonne Gowda, Vikram
Gowda, Hemanta Kole, Sanjay Kumar,
Ashok Kumta, Joyti Kumta, Janet
Mangalvedha, Jay Mangalvedha, Mirdula
Mehta, Kishor Mehta, Ann T. Mileham,
Umesh Naik, Shyam Prakash, Tara Patak,
Pradeep Perera, Nirmala Ramamurthy,
T.P. Reddy, Venkatachalam Ramakrishnan,
Tejpal Rehncy, Ashok Sahni, Indra
Seunarine, Rahendra Sharma, Zubair
Siddiqi, Barbhajan Singh, Hardeep
Singh, Kathleen Stone, M. Surendra,
Aruna Triveda, and Sudhir Triveda
violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f but take no
further action and close the file as to
these respondents.

(continued)




Federal Election Commission
Certification for Pre-MUR 316

November 12, 1996

FPind reason to believe that the
Indian-American Leadership Investment
Fund and Subodh Chandra, as treasurer,
violated 2 U.S.C. §§ 44le and 441f but
take no further action and close the
file as to these respondents.

Approve a subpoena for a Deposition for
Lalit Gadhia, as recommended in the
General Counsel's Report dated

November S5, 1996.

Approve sample letter to recipient
committees and approve the appropriate
letters, as recommended in the General
Counsel's Report dated November S,
1996.

Approve the Factual and Legal Analyses
and appropriate letters and approve the
appropriate letters, as recommended in
the General Counsel's Report dated
November S, 1996.

(continued)




Federal Election Commission
Certification for Pre-MUR 316

November 12, 1996

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, McDonald, McGarry, and

Thomas voted affirmatively for the decision.

Attest:

[{-12-96

Date Marjorie W.
Secretary of the C

Received in the Boérctnriat: Wed., Nov. 06, 1996
Circulated to the Commission: Wed., Nov. 06, 1996
Deadline for vote: Tues., Nov. 12, 1996

bjr

sion

2:39 p.m.
4:00 p.n.
4:00 p.m.




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

November 25, 1996

Kathleen C. Stone
2236 Foxbane Square
Baltimore, MD 21209

RE: MUR 4582
Dear Ms. Stone:

On November 12, 1996, the Federal Election Commission found reason to believe
that you violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f, a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended ("the Act"). However, afler considering the circumstances of this
matter, the Commission also determined to take no further action and closed its file as it
pertains to you. The Factual and Legal Analysis, which formed a basis for the
Commission's finding, is attached for your information.

The Commission reminds you that it is a violation of 2 US.C. § 441f 1o
knowingly permit one’s name to be used to effect a contribution made in the name of
another person. You should take steps to ensure that this activity does not occur in the
future.

The file will be made public within 30 days afier this matter has been closed with
respect to all other respondents involved. You are advised that the confidentiality

provisions of 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(12)(A) remain in effect with respect 10 all respondents
still involved in this matter.

If you have any questions, please contact Dominique Dillenseger, the attorney
assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Sincerely,




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Kathleen C. Stone MUR: 4582

This matter was generated based on information ascertained by the Federal
Election Commission (“the Commission™) in the normal course of carrying out its
supervisory responsibilities. See U.S.C. § 437g(a)2).

2US.C. § 441f prohibits: (1) making a contribution in the name of another;

(2) knowingly permitting one’s name to be used to effect such a contribution; and

(3) knowingly accepting such a contribution. In addition, no person may knowingly help
or assist any person in making a contribution in the name of another. 2 U.S.C. § 441f;

11 C.ER. § 110.4(bX1Xiii).

In the 1993-94 election cycle, [.alit Gadhia solicited several individuals to
contribute money to the Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund (“IALIF™) or
directly to a federal candidate committee. He promised that the contributions would be
reimbursed.

The IALIF report covering October 1, 1994 through November 8, 1994 discloses
that Kathleen C. Stone made a $1,000 contribution which was received on October 31,
1994. Kathleen C. Stone is listed in Mr. Gadhia’s records as having been reimbursed for
a $1,000 contribution to the IALIF. Therefore, there is reason to believe that Kathleen
C. Stone violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f by knowingly permitting her name o be used to effect

a contribution in the name of another.




reimbursed. Satish Bahl is part-owner of the Akbar Restaurant in Baltimore and Mr.
Gadhia was a regular customer of the restaurant. Mr. Gadhia had asked Vinay Wahi,
partner to Mr. Bahl in the Akbar Restaurant, to solicit reimbursed contributions.

Mr. Wahi stated that Mr. Gadhia said he would reimburse him or anyone else with cash
as long as they would provide a $1,000 dollar personal check. Mr. Bahl stated that

Mr. Wahi requested that he write a check to the IALIF.

The IALIF report covering the period 10/1/94 through 11/8/94 discloses that
Satish Bahl made a $1,000 contribution which was received on October 31, 1994,

Mr. Bahl admits that Mr. Gadhia, through Mr. Wahi, reimbursed him for this
contribution.

Further, Mr. Bahl aided Mr. Gadhia by soliciting additional reimbursed
contributions. Mr. Bahl assisted in acquiring an additional $3,500 in reimbursed
contributions to IALIF, mostly from employees of Akbar. The disclosure reports of the
IALIF reflect these contributions. Mr. Bahl’s admissions were confirmed by statements
of a number of individuals whom he solicited.

Therefore, there is reason to believe that Satish Bahl knowingly and willfully
violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f by knowingly permitting his name to be used to efflect
contributions, and by knowingly assisting others in making contributions in the name of

another.




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

November 25, 1996

Preeti Bahl
2 Applegrove Ct.
Baltimore, MD 21228

RE: MUR 4582
Dear Ms. Bahl:

On November 12, 1996, the Federal Election Commission found reason to believe
that you violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f, a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended ("the Act™). However, after considering the circumstances of this
matter, the Commission also determined to take no further action and closed its file as it
pertains to you. The Factual and Legal Analysis, which formed a basis for the
Commission's finding, is attached for your information.

The Commission reminds you that it is a violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441f to
knowingly permit one’s name to be used to effect a contribution made in the name of
another person. You should take steps to ensure that this activity does not occur in the
future.

The file will be made public within 30 days after this matter has been closed with
respect to all other respondents involved. You are advised that the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)}(12)A) remain in effect with respect t0 all respondents
still involved in this matter.

If you have any questions, please contact Dominique Dillenseger, the attorney
assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Sincerely,

Wl

Ann Elliott
Chairman

Enclosure
Factual and Legal Analysis




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Preeti Bahl MUR: 4582

This matter was generated based on information ascertained by the Federal
Election Commission (“the Commission™) in the normal course of carrying out its
supervisory responsibilities. See U.S.C. § 437g(a)(2).

2 U.S.C. § 441f prohibits: (1) making a contribution in the name of another;

(2) knowingly permitting one’s name to be used to effect such a contribution; and

(3) knowingly accepting such a contribution. In addition, no person may knowingly help
or assist any person in making a contribution in the name of another. 2 U.S.C. § 441f;

11 C.F.R. § 110.4(b)(1 )in).

In the 1993-94 election cycle, Lalit Gadhia solicited several individuals to
contribute money to the Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund (“IALIF™) or
directly to a federal candidate committee. He promised that the contributions would be
reimbursed. Satish Bahl aided Mr. Gadhia’s scheme by soliciting individuals to make
reimbursed contributions using money given to him by Mr. Gadhia.

The IALIF report covering the period 10/1/94 through 11/8/94 discloses that
Preeti Bahl made a $500 contribution which was received on October 31, 1994. Ms. Bahl
is Satish Bahl’s daughter and a college student. Ms. Bahl stated that her father requested
that she write a check to the IALIF for $500. She also stated that she wrote the check and
received from her father five $100 bills as reimbursement. Ms. Bahl said that she did

not discuss with Satish Bahl the reason for the contribution.




Precti Bahl made a $500 contribution at the request of Satish Bahl for which she
was reimbursed. Therefore, there is reason to belicve that Preeti Bahl violated 2 U.S.C.
§ 441f by knowingly permitting her name to be used to effect a contribution in the name

of another.




Washington, DC 20463

R
\) FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
f" November 25, 1996

Sivasubramanian Baskar
3528 L.owlawn Court
Ellicott City, MD 21042

RE: MUR 4582
Dear Mr. Baskar:

On November 12, 1996, the Federal Election Commission found reason to believe
that you violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f, a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended ("the Act"). However, afler considering the circumstances of this
matter, the Commission also determined to take no further action and closed its file as it
pertains to you. The Factual and Legal Analysis, which formed a basis for the
Commission's finding, is attached for your information.

The Commission reminds you that it is a violation of 2 U.S.C. § 44If to
knowingly permit one’s name to be used to effect a contribution made in the name of
another person. You should take steps to ensure that this activity does not occur in the
future.

The file will be made public within 30 days after this matter has been closed with
respect to all other respondents involved. You are advised that the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)}(12)(A) remain in effect with respect 10 all respondents
still involved in this matter.

If you have any questions, please contact Dominique Dillenseger, the attorney
assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Sincerely,

Uk

Ann Elliott
Chairman

Enclosure
Factual and Legal Analysis




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Sivasubramanian Baskar MUR: 4582

This matter was gencrated based on information ascertained by the Federal
Election Commission (“the Commission™) in the normal course of carrying out its
supervisory responsibilities. Seg U.S.C. § 437g(a)(2).

2 U.S.C. § 441f prohibits: (1) making a contribution in the name of another;

(2) knowingly permitting one’s name to be used to effect such a contribution; and

(3) knowingly accepting such a contribution. In addition, no person may knowingly help
or assist any person in making a contribution in the name of another. 2 U.S.C. § 441f;

11 C.ER. § 110.4(b)1)iii).

In the 1993-94 election cycle, Lalit Gadhia solicited several individuals to
contribute money to the Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund (“IALIF”) or
directly 10 a federal candidate committee. He promised that the contributions would be
reimbursed. Uday Gadhia aided Lalit Gadhia's scheme by soliciting individuals to make
reimbursed contributions using money given to him by Lalit Gadhia.

The IALIF report covering the period 10/1/94 through 11/8/94 discloses that
Sivasubramanian Baskar made a $1,000 contribution which was received on October 31,
1994, Mr. Baskar stated that Uday Gadhia requested that he write a check to the IALIF
for $1,000. He also stated that he wrote the check and reccived from Uday Gadhia
$1,000 in cash as reimbursement. Mr. Baskar said that he made the contribution in order

to support the Indian community.




o ; o

Sivasubramanian Baskar made a $1,000 contribution at the request of Uday
Gadhia for which he was reimbursed. Therefore, there is reason to believe that
Sivasubramanian Baskar violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f by knowingly permitting his name to

be used to effect a contribution in the name of another.




\ FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
P Washington, DC 20463

November 25, 1996

10 Cinnamon Circle, Apt. #1D
Randallstown, MD 21133

RE: MUR 4582
Dear Mr. Bedi:

On November 12, 1996, the Federal Election Commission found reason to believe
that you violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f, a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended ("the Act™). However, after considering the circumstances of this
matter, the Commission also determined to take no further action and closed its file as it
pertains 1o you. The Factual and Legal Analysis, which formed a basis for the
Commission's finding, is attached for your information.

The Commission reminds you that it is a violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441f to
knowingly permit one’s name to be used to effect a contribution made in the name of
another person. You should take steps to ensure that this activity does not occur in the
future.

The file will be made public within 30 days after this matter has been closed with
respect to all other respondents involved. You are advised that the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(12)(A) remain in effect with respect to all respondents
still involved in this matter.

If you have any questions, pleasc contact Dominique Dillenseger, the attorney
assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Sinocnely,




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Arun Bedi MUR: 4582

This matter was generated based on information ascertained by the Federal
Election Commission (“the Commission™) in the normal course of carrying out its
supervisory responsibilities. S¢e U.S.C. § 437g(a)2).

2 U.S.C. § 441f prohibits: (1) making a contribution in the name of another;

(2) knowingly permitting one’s name to be used to effect such a contnibution; and

(3) knowingly accepting such a contribution. In addition, no person may knowingly help
or assist any person in making a contribution in the name of another. 2 U.S.C. § 441f;

11 C.F.R. § 110.4(bX 1 )iii).

In the 1993-94 election cycle, Lalit Gadhia solicited several individuals to
contribute money to the Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund (“IALIF”) or
directly to a federal candidate committee. He promised that the contributions would be
reimbursed. Satish Bahl and Vinay K. Wahi, part-owners of the Akbar Restaurants, aided
Mr. Gadhia's scheme by soliciting restaurant employees to make reimbursed
contributions using money provided by Mr. Gadhia.

The IALIF report covering the period 10/1/94 through 11/8/94 discloses that Arun
Bedi made a $500 contribution which was received on October 31, 1994. Mr. Bedi is an
Akbar employee. Mr. Gadhia provided Mr. Wahi with cash in $100 bills to reimburse
individuals writing personal checks to IALIF. Mr. Wahi gave the money to Mr. Bahl

who used the cash to reimburse Mr. Bedi for his contribution to IALIF. Arun Bedi is




listed in Gadhia’s records as having been reimbursed for a $500 contribution to IALF and
has also admitted to making a reimbursed contribution. Therefore, there is reason to
believe that Arun Bedi violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f by knowingly permitting his name to be

used to effect a contribution in the name of another.




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

November 25, 1996

Subodh Chandra, Treasurer

Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund
357 S. Curson Ave., Apt. 12A

Los Angeles, CA 90036-5206

RE: MUR 4582
Dear Mr. Chandra:

On November 12, 1996, the Federal Election Commission found reason to believe
that the Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund ("IALIF™) and you, as treasurer,
violated 2 U.S.C. §§ 441e and 441f, provisions of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended ("the Act"). However, after considering the circumstances of this
matter, the Commission also determined to take no further action and closed its file as it

pertains to you and the IALIF. The Factual and Legal Analysis, which formed a basis for
the Commission's findings, is attached for your information.

The Commission reminds you and the IALIF that it is a violation of 2 U.S.C.
§ 441e to accept contributions from foreign nationals and a violation of 2 US.C. § 441f
to knowingly accept contributions made in the name of another person. You should take
steps to ensure that this activity does not occur in the future.

The file will be made public within 30 days afier this matter has been closed with
respect to all other respondents involved. You are advised that the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(12)(A) remain in effect with respect to all respondents
still involved in this maiter.

If you have any questions, please contact Dominique Dillenseger, the sttorney
assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Sincerely,

Al i

Lee Ann Elliott




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: The Indian-American Leadership Investment MUR: 4582
Fund and Subodh Chandra, Treasurer

This matter was generated based on information ascertained by the Federal
Election Commission (“the Commission™) in the normal course of carrying out its
supervisory responsibilities. See U.S.C. § 437g(a)?2).

2 U.S.C. § 441e states that it is illegal for a foreign national to directly or
indirectly contribute to any candidate in a federal election. It is also forbidden for any
person to solicit, accept or receive any such contribution from a foreign national. Further,
a foreign national may not participate in or control the election related activities of a
person or organization. 11 C.F.R. § 110.4(a)3). The term “foreign national” includes,
inter alia, an individual who is not a citizen of the United States and who is not lawfully
admitted for permanent residence, or as a foreign principal as defined in title 22.
2US.C. §441le. 22 US.C. § 611(b) defines “foreign principal” as, inter alia, a foreign
government.

2 U.S.C. § 441f prohibits: (1) making a contribution in the name of another;

(2) knowingly permitting one’s name to be used to effect such a contribution; and
(3) knowingly accepting such a contribution. In addition, no person may knowingly help
or assist any person in making a contribution in the name of another. 2 U.S.C. § 441f;
11 C.F.R. § 110.4(b)(1)ii).
The treasurer of a political committee is responsible for examining all

contributions received by the political committee for evidence of legality. 11 C.F.R.




§ 103.3(b). Contributions that present genuine questions as to whether they were made
by legal sources may be deposited into a campaign depository or returned to the
contributor. If any such contribution is deposited, the treasurer shall make his or her best
cfforts to determine the legality of the contribution. 11 C.F.R. § 103.3(b)X1). If the
treasurer determines that at the time a contribution was received and deposited, it did not
appear to be made in the name of another, but later discovers that it is illegal based on
new evidence not available to the political committee at the time of receipt and deposit,
the treasurer shall refund the contribution to the contributor within thirty days of the date
on which the illegality was discovered. 11 C.F.R. § 103.3(bX2). If the political
committee does not have sufficient funds, it must refund the contribution using the next
funds 1t receives. Id.

The Indian-American Leadership investment Fund (“IALIF" or “PAC") was
formed for the purpose of contributing to federal candidates of Indian descent. The
IALIF did not plan on participating in the November 1994 clections because of lack of
funds. Lalit Gadhia discussed with Subodh Chandra, treasurer of the IALIF and long
time friend, the possibility of the IALIF contributing to India-friendly candidates as well
as candidates of Indian descent. The IALIF agreed to work with Mr. Gadhia, stating that
as long as he raised the money, Mr. Gadhia could choose to which campaigns the
contributions would go. In under one month, Mr. Gadhia forwarded 41 checks from 41
individuals totaling $34,900 to the IALIF.

On April 28, 1995, Subodh Chandra, Treasurer of the IALIF, was contacted by a

reporter for the Baltimore Sun who informed him that improper contributions may have




been made to the IALIF. That same day, Mr. Chandra then notified the Commission of
the possible violations. The Sup reporter alleged that, scveral months earlier, Lalit
Gadhia had made several contributions to the IALIF using the names of other individuals
(“conduits™) to mask the true source of the funds. The committee had long since
disbursed these funds to candidate committees. At the Commission's suggestion, Mr.
Chandra then made a sua sponte submission to the Commission regarding the possible
violations pledging to “rake whatever steps necessary to resolve the Federal Election
Commission’s concerns in a satisfactory manner” (italics in original). In addition, on
May 25, 1995, Mr. Chandra requested an Advisory Opinion from the Commission. The
Commission issued an Advisory Opinion on July 28, 1995.

The Advisory Opinion stated that under circumstances where questions arise as to
the legality of a contribution, it is the duty of the recipient organization to use “best
efforts™ to determine the legality of the funds and then to refund any funds which it
determined to be illegal. AO 1995-19, p. 3, 2 Fed. Election Camp. Fin. Guide [CCH]
16156 at p. 12,098. The IALIF was advised that if it did not have sufficient funds on
hand, it should do so from the next funds it received. Id. at 12,099. However, because
the Department of Justice (“DOJ”) had begun an investigation into the funds raised by
Mr. Gadhia, the DOJ requested that the IALIF not contact any contributors. The
Advisory Opinion stated that the IALIF was not required to contact any contributors, but
in such an event, the IALIF was required to disgorge the “questionable contributions.”

Id. at 12,100.




Regarding the disgorgement of funds, the IALIF had disbursed all but $100 of the
Gadhia funds to federal political committees by November 3, 1994. Based on its reports,
the IALIF has not raised or contributed any funds since November 1994. [ts most recent
reports show a cash on hand balance of less than $300.

On March 29, 1996, Mr. Gadhia pled guilty to causing a false statement to be
made to the Commission in connection with FEC reports which were filed by the IALIF
and political committees listing funds contributed in the name of another. In his plea, Mr.
Gadhia admitted the illegality of all of the contributions which he forwarded to the
IALIF. Mr. Gadhia admitted that he was given funds by an official at the Embassy of
India which he then used to reimburse individuals in exchange for personal checks to the
IALIF.

Because Mr. Gadhia acted on behalf of the IALIF, the Committee is chargeable
with knowledge of Mr. Gadhia’s illegal actions. Where an individual is given fundraising
duties and roles as well as authority to decide on expenditures, it suggests that the
individual was authorized to act on behalf of the committee. See 11 C.F.R. § 102.8(b);
110.6(b)X2XE); and 109.1(bX5). In such a situation, under settled principles of agency
law, the committee is charged with the knowledge of its agents and may be liable for
having knowingly accepted prohibited contributions. Here, Mr. Chandra, with the
consent of other IALIF members, not only authorized Mr. Gadhia to raise money on
behalf of the IALIF but also allowed Mr. Gadhia to determine to which campaigns the
funds he raised would go. Further, Mr. Gadhia raised all funds and directed all
contributions by the IALIF during the 1994 election cycle. It seems clear that this was

done to advance the IALIF’s interests in supporting pro-India congressional candidates.




Thus, there is reason to believe that the Indian-American Leadership Investment

Fund and Subodh Chandra, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. §§ 441¢ and 441f.




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463
November 25, 1996

Uday Gadhia
7509 Stonecutter Court
Baltimore, Maryland 21237-3635

RE: MUR 4582
Dear Mr. Ghadia:

On November 12, 1996, the Federal Election Commission found that there is
reason to believe you knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f, a provision of
the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended (“the Act"). The Factual and
l.egal Analysis, which formed a basis for the Commission's finding, is attached for your
information.

You may submit any factual or legal materials that you believe are relevant to the
Commission's consideration of this matter. Please submit such materials to the General
Counsel's Office within 15 days of your receipt of this letter. Where appropriate,
statements should be submitted under oath. In the absence of additional information, the
Commission may find probable cause to believe that a violation has occurred and proceed
with conciliation.

If you are interested in pursuing pre-probable cause concilistion, you should so
request in writing. See 11 C.F.R. § 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the Office of
the General Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission either proposing an
agreement in settiement of the matter or recommending declining that pre-probsble cause
conciliation be pursued. The Office of the General Counsel may recommend that
pre-probable cause conciliation not be entered into at this time so thet it may complete its
investigation of the matter. Further, the Commission will not entertain requests for
pre-probable cause conciliation after briefs on probable cause have been mailed to the
respondent.

Requests for extensions of time will not be routinely granted. Requests must be
made in writing at least five days prior to the due date of the response and specific good




Uday Gadhia
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cause must be demonstrated. In addition, the Office of the General Counsel ordinarily
will not give extensions beyond 20 days.

If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter, please advise the
Comimission 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.

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

For your information, we have enclosed a brief description of the Commission's
procedures for handling possible violations of the Act. If you have any questions, please
contact Dominique Dillenscger, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Sincerely,

S

A ce Ann Elliott
Chairman

Enclosures
Factual and [.egal Analysis
Procedures
Designation of Counsel Form




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Uday Gadhia MUR: 4582

This matter was generated based on information ascertained by the Federal
Election Commission (“the Commission™) in the normal course of carrying out its
supervisory responsibilitics. Se¢ U.S.C. § 437g(a)?2).

2 US.C. § 441f prohibits: (1) making a contribution in the name of another;
(2) knowingly permitting one's name to be used to effect such a contribution; and
(3) knowingly accepting such a contribution. In addition, no person may knowingly help
or assist any person in making a contribution in the name of another. 2 U.S.C. § 441f;
11 C.F.R. § 110.4(b)(1)(iii).

The Act addresses violations of law that are knowing and willful. See 2 U.S.C.
§ 437g(aX5XB). The knowing and wiliful standard requires knowledge that one is
violating the law. Federal Election Commission v. John A. Dramesi for Congress
Committee, 640 F. Supp. 985 (D. N.J. 1986). A knowing and willful violation may be
established "by proof that the defendant acted deliberately and with knowledge that the
representation was false.” United States v. Hopkins, 916 F.2d 207, 214 (5th Cir. 1990).
An inference of a knowing and willful violation may be drawn "from the defendants’
claborate scheme for disguising” their actions. [d. at 214-15.

In the 1993-94 election cycle, Lalit Gadhia solicited several individuals to
contribute money to the Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund (“LALIF™) or

directly to a federal candidate committee. He promised that the contributions would be




reimbursed. Uday Gadhia is Lalit Gadhia's nephew. Uday Gadhia's name is listed in
Lalit Gadhia's records as having made a reimbursed contribution for $500 to the IALIF.
The IALIF report covering the period 10/1/94 through 11/8/94 discloses that Uday
Gadhia made a $500 contribution which was received on October 31, 1994,

Further, Uday Gadhia aided Lalit Gadhia by soliciting additional reimbursed
contributions. Uday Gadhia assisted in acquiring an additional $4,500 in reimbursed
contributions to the IALIF. The disclosure reports of the IALIF reflect these
contributions. Further, the individuals who wrote these checks stated that they were
reimbursed in cash by Uday Gadhia.

Therefore, there is reason to believe that Uday Gadhia knowingly and willfully
violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f by knowingly permitting his name to be used to effect
contributions, and by knowingly assisting others in making contributions in the name of

another.




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

November 25, 1996

Dr. S.V. Ramamurthy
3 Hunters Court
Timonium, Maryland 21093
RE: MUR 4582

Dear Dr. Ramamurthy:

On November 12, 1996, the Federal Election Commission found that there is
reason to belicve you knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f, a provision of
the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). The Factual and
I.egal Analysis, which formed a basis for the Commission's finding, is attached for your

information.

You may submit any factual or legal matenals that you believe are relevant to the
Commission's consideration of this matter. Please submit such materials to the General
Counsel's Office within 15 days of your receipt of this letter. Where appropriate,
statements should be submitted under oath. In the absence of additional information, the
Commission may find probable cause to belicve that a violation has occurred and proceed
with conciliation.

If you are interested in pursuing pre-probable cause conciliation, you should so
request in writing. Sec 11 C.FR. § 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the Office of
the General Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission either proposing an
agreement in setilement of the matter or recommending declining that pre-probable cause
conciliation be pursued. The Office of the General Counsel may recommend that
pre-probable cause conciliation not be entered into at this time so that it may complete its
investigation of the matter. Further, the Commission will not entertain requests for
pre-probable cause conciliation after briefs on probable cause have beea mailed to the
respondent.

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

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

For your information, we have enclosed a brief description of the Commission's
procedures for handling possible violations of the Act. If you have any questions, please
contact Dominique Dillenseger, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Qimcrely

%n Elhott
Chairman

Enclosures
Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures
Designation of Counsel Form




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Dr. S. V. Ramamurthy MUR: 4582

This matter was generated based on information ascertained by the Federal
Election Commission (“the Commission™) in the normal course of carrying out its
supervisory responsibilities. See U.S.C. § 437g(a)2).

2 U.S.C. § 441f prohibits: (1) making a contribution in the name of another;
(2) knowingly permitting one's name to be used to effect such a contribution; and
(3) knowingly accepting such a contribution. In addition, no person may knowingly help
or assist any person in making a contribution in the name of another. 2 U.S.C. § 441f;
11 C.F.R. § 110.4(b)(1)i).

The Act addresses violations of law that are knowing and willful. See 2 U.S.C.
§ 437g(a)(SXB). The knowing and willful standard requires knowledge that one is
violating the law. Federal Election Commission v. John A. Dramesi for Congress
Committee, 640 F. Supp. 985 (D. N.J. 1986). A knowing and willful violation may be
established "by proof that the defendant acted deliberately and with knowledge that the
representation was false.” United States v. Hopkins, 916 F.2d 207, 214 (5th Cir. 1990).
An inference of a knowing and willful violation may be drawn "from the defendants’
claborate scheme for disguising” their actions. ]d. at 214-15.

In the 1993-94 election cycle, Lalit Gadhia solicited several individuals to
contribute money to the Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund (“IALIF™) or

directly to a federal candidate committee. He promised that the contributions would be




reimbursed. In or around October of 1994 Mr. Gadhia requested that Dr. Ramamurthy
write several checks, for which he would be reimbursed, to federal political committees.

The disclosure reports for Robb for the Senate ($1,000 on 11/1/94), Citizens for
Sarbanes ($1,000 on 10/28/94), Citzens for Senator Wofford ($1,000 on 11/4/94), and
the IALIF ($1,000 on 10/31/94) all reflect contributions from Dr. S. V. Ramamurthy. Dr.
Ramamurthy admits that Mr. Gadhia reimbursed him for each of these contributions.

Further, Dr. Ramamurthy aided Mr. Gadhia by soliciting additional reimbursed
contributions. Dr. Ramamurthy assisted 1n acquiring an additional $3,000 in reimbursed
contributions to the IALIF. The disclosure reports of the IALIF reflect these
contributions and Dr. Ramamurthy admits to soliciting these funds. Dr. Ramamurthy’s
admissions were confirmed by statements of individuals whom he solicited.

Therefore, there is reason to believe that Dr. S. V. Ramamurthy knowingly and
willfully violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f by knowingly permitting his name to be used to
effect contributions, and by knowingly assisting others in making contributions in the

name of another.




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

November 25,

1996

Sachinder Gupta
3401 Carlins Park Drive
Baltimore, MD 21215

RE:

MUR 4582

Dear Mr. Gupta:

On November 12, 1996, the Federal Election Commission found that there is

? reason to believe you knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f, a provision of
the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). The Factual and
Legal Analysis, which formed a basis for the Commission's finding, is attached for your

information.

You may submit any factual or legal materials that you believe are relevant to the
Commission's consideration of this matter. Please submit such materials to the General
Counsel's Office within 15 days of your receipt of this letter. Where appropriate,
statements should be submitted under oath. In the absence of additional information, the
# Commission may find probable cause to believe that a violation has occurred and proceed
) with conciliation.

If you are interested in pursuing pre-probable cause conciliation, you showld so

n request in writing. See 11 C.FR. § 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the Office of
the General Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission cither proposing an
agreement in settiement of the matter or recommending declining that pre-probable cause
conciliation be pursued. The Office of the General Counsel may recommend that
pre-probable cause conciliation not be entered into at this time so thet it may complete its
investigation of the matter. Further, the Commission will not entertain requests for
pre-probable cause conciliation after briefs on probable cause have been mailed to the

respondent.

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

will not give extensions beyond 20 days.
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If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter, plcase 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.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with 2 U.S.C. §§ 437g(aX4)B)
and 437(a)(12)(A), unless you notify the Commission in writing that you wish the
investigation to be made public.

For your information, we have enclosed a brief description of the Commission's
procedures for handling possible violations of the Act. If you have any questions, please
contact Dominique Dillenseger, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Sincerely,
‘/l,et Ann Elliott
Chairman

Enclosures
Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures
Designation of Counsel Form




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Sachinder Gupta MUR: 4582

This matter was generated based on information ascertained by the Federal
Election Commission (“the Commission”) in the normal course of carrying out its
supervisory responsibilities. Seg U.S.C. § 437g(a)2).

2 US.C. § 441f prohibits: (1) making a contribution in the name of another;
(2) knowingly permitting one's name to be used to effect such a contribution; and
(3) knowingly accepting such a contribution. Further, the Act addresses violations of law
that are knowing and willful. See 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)5XB). The knowing and willful
standard requires knowledge that one is violating the law. Federal Election Commission
v. John A. Dramesi for Congress Committee, 640 F. Supp. 985 (D. N.J. 1986).

A knowing and willful violation may be established "by proof that the defendant acted
deliberately and with knowledge that the representation was false.” United States v,
Hopkins, 916 F.2d 207, 214 (5th Cir. 1990). An inference of a knowing and willful
violation may be drawn "from the defendants’ elaborate scheme for disguising™ their
actions. ]d. at 214-15.

In the 1993-94 election cycle, Lalit Gadhia solicited several individuals o
contribute money to the Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund (“IALIF”) os
directly to a federal candidate commitice. He promised that the contributions would be
reimbursed. Mr. Gadhia kept detailed records which listed each reimbursed contribution

along with the name of the individual who was reimbursed. The disclosure reports for




Committee to Elect Gary L. Ackerman, Inc. ($1,000 on 11/9/94), Ben Cardin for
Congress ($1,000 on 11/7/94), Engel for Congress ($1,000 on 11/11/94), Hoyer for
Congress (81,000 on 10/29/94), Mathews for Congress ($1,000 on 11/10/94), McDermott
for Congress ($1,000 on 11/1/94), Mfume for Congress ($1,000 on 11/7/94), Murtha for
Congress ($1,000 on 11/23/94), Andrews for Congress Committee (31,000 on 11/4/94),
and Citizens for Senator WofTord ($1,000 on 11/4/94) all reflect contributions from
Sachinder Gupta.

The evidence indicates that Mr. Gupta's contributions were reimbursed. First,
each of Mr. Gupta's contributions were listed in Mr. Gadhia’s records as having been
reimbursed. Second, disclosure documents reveal that Gupta made no contributions in
the two election cycles previous to the contributions in question. Therefore, there is
reason to believe that Sachinder Gupta knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f
by knowingly permitting his name to be used to make contributions in the name of

another.




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

November 25, 1996
CERTIFIED MAILL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED
[.alit H. Gadhia, Esq.
3700 North Charles Street, Apt. 310
Baltimore, MD 21218
RE: MUR 4582

Dear Mr. Gadhia:

On November 12, 1996, the Federal Election Commission found that there is
reason to believe you knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C. §§ 441e and 441f,

provisions of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act”). The
Factual and Legal Analysis, which formed a basis for the Commission's finding, is
attached for your information. In addition, pursuant to its investigation of this matter, the
Commission also issued the attached subpoena requiring you to appear and give swom
testimony on December 12, 1996, which will assist the Commission in carmrying out its
statutory duty of supervising compliance with the Act.

You may submit any factual or legal materials that you believe are relevant to the
Commission's consideration of this matter. Please submit such materials t0 the General
Counsel's Office within 15 days of your receipt of this letter. Where
statements should be submitted under osth. In the absence of additional information, the
Commission may find probable cause to belicve that a violation has occurred and proceed
with conciliation.

If you are interested in pursuing pre-probable cause conciliation, you should so
request in writing. See 11 C.F.R. § 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the Office of
the General Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission either proposing an
agreement in settiement of the matter or recommending declining that pre-probable cause
conciliation be pursued. The Office of the General Counsel may recommend that
pre-probable cause conciliation not be entered into at this time so that it may complete its
investigation of the matter. Further, the Commission will not entertain requests for
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pre-probable cause conciliation after briefs on probable cause have been mailed to the
respondent.

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

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 authonzing such counsel to reccive any notifications and
other communications from the Commission. Also, if you intend to have an attorney
present with you at the deposition, please advise us of the name and address of your
attorney prior to the date of the deposition.

Pursuantto 1| C.F.R. § 111.14, a witness summoned by the Commission shall be
paid $40.00 plus any mileage. Subsequent to the deposition, you will be sent a check for
the witness fee.

This matter wall remain confidential in accordance with 2 U.S.C. §§ 437g(aX4XB)
and 437(a)(12)(A), unless you notify the Commission in writing that you wish the
investigation to be made public.

For your information, we have enclosed a brief description of the Commission’s
procedures for handling possible violations of the Act. If you have any questions, please
contact Dominique Dillenseger, the attomey assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Sincerely, -

X linn Gl ol

Lee Ann Elliott
Chairman

Enclosures
Subpoena
Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures
Designation of Counsel Form




BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of )
) MUR 4582
)

SUBPOENA

Lalit H. Gadhia, Esq.
3700 North Charles Street, Apt. 310
Baltimore, MD 21218

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

above-captioned matter, the Federal Election Commission hereby subpoenas you to
appear for deposition. Notice is hereby given that the deposition is to be taken on
December 12, 1996, beginning at 10:00 a.m. and continuing each day thereafter as
necessary, at a place to be determined by the Office of the General Counsel, Federal
Election Commission, 999 E Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20463.

WHEREFORE, the Chairman of the Federal Election Commission has hereunto

set her hand in Washington, D.C., on this -?f.%ay of )Z‘—(// , 1996.

For the Commission,

ol Uttt

“~Tee Ann Elliott

Chairman

the Commission




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS
RESPONDENT: Lalit Gadhia MUR: 4582

This matter was generated based on information ascerained by the Federal

Election Commission (“the Commission™) in the nomal course of camrying out its

supervisory responsibilities. See U.S.C. § 437g(a)2).

2 US.C. § 44le states that it is illegal for a foreign national to directly or
indirectly contribute to any candidate in a federal election. It is also forbidden for any
person to solicit, accept or receive any such contribution from a foreign national. Further,
a forcign national may not participate in or control the clection related activities of a
person or organization. 11 C.F.R. § 110.4(a)(3). The term “foreign national” includes,
inter alia, an individual who is not a citizen of the United States and who is not lawfully
admitted for permanent residence, or as a forcign principal as defined in title 22.
2US.C. §44le. 22US.C. § 611(b) defines “foreign principal™ as, inter alia, a foreign
govemment.

2 U.S.C. § 441f prohibits: (1) making a contribution in the name of another; (2)
knowingly permitting one’s name to be used to effect such a coatribution; and (3)
knowingly accepting such a contribution. In addition, no person may knowingly help or
assist any person in making a contribution in the name of another. 2 U.S.C. § 441f
11 CF.R. § 110.40b)1Xiii). 2 U.S.C. § 431(11) defines “person™ to include committees

and groups of persons.




The Act addresses violations of law that are knowing and willful. See2U.S.C.
§ 437g(a)(5)(B). The knowing and willful standard requires knowledge that one is

violating the law. Federal Election Commission v. John A. Dramesi for Congress

Committee, 640 F. Supp. 985 (D. N.J. 1986). A knowing and willful violation may be

established "by proof that the defendant acted deliberately and with knowledge that the

representation was false.” Uniled States v, Hopkins, 916 F.2d 207, 214 (5th Cir. 1990).
An inference of a knowing and willful violation may be drawn “from the defendants'
claborate scheme for disguising” their actions. ]d. at 214-18.

In the 1993-94 election cycle, Lalit Gadhia solicited scveral individuals to
contribute money to the Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund (“IALIF”) or
directly to a federal candidate committee. He promised to reimburse each of these
contributions. Mr. Gadhia pled guilty to causing a false statement to be made to the
Commission in connection with FEC reports which were filed by the IALIF and political
committees listing funds contributed in the name of another.

The Statement of Facts, which served as the basis for Mr. Gadhia's plea
agreement, indicates that all of the funds used to reimburse conduits originated from
Devendra Singh then Minister for Personnel and Community Affairs st the Indian
Embassy. The link between the Indian Embassy and this reimbursement scheme is
reflected in seized documents from Mr. Gadhia’s office listing all reimbursed
contributions together with the Airborne Express receipt addressed to Mr. Singh at the
Embassy. Mr. Gadhia’s documents reflect a total of $60,800 of reimbursed contributions.

This document lists each contributor’s name and address, the amount of the contribution,
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and the committee which received the contribution. Gadhia also included a photocopy of

cach check.

Disclosure reports for Ben Cardin for Congress ($500 on 11/7/94), Citizens for

Sarbanes ($500 on 6/7/94), Matthews for Congress ($1,000 on 11/10/94), Citizens for

Senator Wofford ($500 on 11/4/94), and the IALIF ($1,000 on 10/31/94) all reflect

contributions from Lalit Gadhia. Mr. Gadhia listed these contributions as having been

reimbursed in his personal records. The additional $57,300 contributed to federal

political committees by reimbursed individuals is also reflected in the federal disclosure

reports. In addition, many of the individuals who were solicited by Mr. Gadhia confirm

the information in Mr. Gadhia's records and in the Statement of Facts. These materials

thus suggest that Lalit Gadhia permitted his name to be used to effect contributions,

assisted others in making contributions in the name of another, and solicited, accepted,

and received contributions from a foreign national.

Further, the elaborate efforts undertaken to mask the source of the funds points to

the likelihood that Mr. Gadhia knew that it was illegal for the Indian Embassy to

contribute funds. See Hopkins 916 F.2d at 214-15. Accordingly, there is reason to

believe that Lalit Gadhia knowingly and willfully violated, 2 U.S.C. §§ 441f and 441e.



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
‘ Washington, DC 20463

November 25, 1996

823 North Charles Street
Baltimore, MD 21202

RE: MUR 4582
Dear Mr. Wahi:

On November 12, 1996, the Federal Election Commission found that there is
reason 1o believe you knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f, a provision of
the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act”). The Factual and
Legal Analysis, which formed a basis for the Commission’s finding, is attached for your
information.

You may submit any factual or legal materials that you believe are relevant 1o the
Commission’s consideration of this matter. Please submit such materials to the General
Counsel's Office within 15 days of your receipt of this letter. Where appropriate,
statements should be submitted under oath. In the absence of additional information, the
Commission may find probable cause to believe that a violation has occurred and proceed
with conciliation.

If you are interested in pursuing pre-probable cause conciliation, you should so
request in writing. See 11 CF.R § 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the Office of
the General Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission cither proposing an
agreement in settlement of the matter or recommending declining that pre-probable cause
conciliation be pursued. The Office of the General Counsel may recommend that
pre-probable cause conciliation not be entered into at this time so thet it may complete its
investigation of the matter. Further, the Commission will not entertain requests for
pre-probeble cause conciliation after briefs on probable cause have been mailed to the
respondent.

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




Vinay Wahi
Page 2

If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter, pleasc 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.

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

For your information, we have enclosed a brief description of the Commission’s
procedures for handling possible violations of the Act. If you have any questions, please
contact Dominique Dillenscger, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Sincerely,

P Werll
- Ann Elliott
Chairman

Enclosures
Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures
Designation of Counsel Form




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Vinay Wahi MUR: 4582

This matter was generated based on information ascertained by the Federal
Election Commission (“the Commission™) in the normal course of carrying out its
supervisory responsibilities. See U.S.C. § 437g(a)2).

2 U.S.C. § 441f prohibits: (1) making a contribution in the name of another;
(2) knowingly permitting one’s name to be used to effect such a contribution; and
(3) knowingly accepting such a contribution. In addition, no person may knowingly help
or assist any person in making a contribution in the name of another. 2 U.S.C. § 441f;
11 C.F.R. § 110.4(b)(1Xiii).

The Act addresses violations of law that are knowing and willful. See 2 US.C.
§§ 437g(a}S)XB). The knowing and willful standard requires knowledge that one is
violating the law. Federal Election Commission v. John A. Dramesi for Congress
Committee, 640 F. Supp. 985 (D. N.J. 1986). A knowing and willful violation may be
established "by proof that the defendant acted deliberately and with knowledge thet the
representation was false.” United States v. Hopkins, 916 F.2d 207, 214 (5th Cir. 1990).
An inference of a knowing and willful violation may be drawn "from the defendants’
claborate scheme for disguising™ their actions. [d. at 214-15.

In the 1993-94 clection cycle, Lalit Gadhia solicited several individuals to
contribute money to the Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund (“IALIF*) or

directly to a federal candidate committee. He promised that the contributions would be




reimbursed. Vinay Wahi is part-owner of the Akbar Restaurant in Baltimore and Mr.
Gadhia was a regular customer of the restaurant. Mr. Gadhia has served as Mr. Wahi's
attorney in the past on business law matters. Mr. Wabhi stated that in or around October
of 1994 Mr. Gadhia requested that he write a check to the IALIF. Mr. Wahi further stated
that Mr. Gadhia would reimburse him or anyone else with cash as long as they would
provide a $1,000 dollar personal check.

The disclosure reports for Ben Cardin for Congress ($500 on 11/7/94), Citizens
for Sarbanes ($1,000 on 10/28/94), the IALIF (31,000 on 10/31/94), Robb for the Senate
($1,000 on 11/1/94) and Murtha for Congress (31,000 on 11723/94) all reflect
contributions from Vinay Wahi. Mr. Wahi admits that Mr. Gadhia reimbursed him for
each of these contributions.

Further, Mr. Wahi assisted Mr. Gadhia by soliciting additional reimbursed
contributions. Mr. Wahi, aided by Satish Bahl, a fellow part-owner of Akbar Restaurant,
assisted in acquiring an additional $8,500 ($7,500 to the IALIF and $1,000 to Citizens for
Senator Wofford) in reimbursed contributions, mostly from empioyces of Akbar. The
disclosure reports of the IALIF and Citizens for Senator Wofford reflect these
contributions and Mr. Wahi admits to soliciting these funds. Mr. Wahi's admissions
were confirmed by statements of a number of individuals who he or Mr. Bahl solicited.

Therefore, there is reason to believe that Vinay Wahi knowingly and willfully
violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f by knowingly permitting his name to be used to effect
contributions, and by knowingly assisting others in making contributions in the name of

another.




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

November 25, 1996
Mrudula K. Mehta
S Granby Court,
Rockville, MD 20855-1406

RE: MUR 4582
Dear Ms. Mehta:

On November 12, 1996, the Federal Election Commission found reason to believe
that you violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f, a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended ("the Act™). However, after considering the circumstances of this
matter, the Commission also determined to take no further action and closed its file as it
pertains to you. The Factual and Legal Analysis, which formed a basis for the
Commission's finding, is attached for your information.

The Commission reminds you that it is a violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441f to
knowingly permit one’s name to be used to effect a contribution made in the name of
another person. You should take steps to ensure that this activity does not occur in the
future.

The file will be made public within 30 days after this matter has been closed with
respect to all other respondents involved. You are advised that the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(12)(A) remain in effect with respect to all respondents
still involved in this matter.

If you have any questions, please contact Dominique Dillenseger, the attomey
assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Sincerely,




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Mrudula Mehta MUR: 4582

This matter was generated based on information ascertained by the Federal
Flection Commission (“the Commission™) in the normal course of carrying out its
supervisory responsibilities. Seg U.S.C. § 437g(a)2).

2US.C. § 441f prohibits: (1) making a contribution in the name of another;

(2) knowingly permitting one’s name to be used to effect such a contribution; and

(3) knowingly accepting such a contribution. In addition, no person may knowingly help
or assist any person in making a contribution in the name of another. 2 U.S.C. § 441f;

11 C.F.R. § 110.4(b) 1)(iii).

In the 1993-94 election cycle, Lalit Gadhia solicited several individuals to
contribute money to the Indian-Amencan leadership Investment Fund (“IALIF™) or
dircctly to a federal candidate committee. He promised that the contributions would be
reimbursed.

The Robb for Senate report covering October 1, 1994 through November 8, 1994
discloses that Mrudula Mehta made a $1,000 contribution on October 30, 1994. Mrudula
Mehta is listed in Mr. Gadhia's records as having been reimbursed for a $1,000
contribution to Robb for Senate and has admitted to making a reimbursed contribution.
Therefore, there is reason to believe that Mrudula Mehta violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f by

knowingly permitting her name to be used to effect a contribution in the name of another.




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

Washington, DC 20463
November 25, 1996

Anne T. Mileham
2906 N. Calvert Street
Baltimore, MD 21218

RE: MUR 4582
Dear Ms. Mileham:

On November 12, 1996, the Federal Election Commission found reason to believe
that you violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f, a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended ("the Act"”). However, after considering the circumstances of this
matter, the Commission also determined to take no further action and closed its file as it
pertains to you. The Factual and Legal Analysis, which formed a basis for the

Commission's finding, is attached for your information.

The Commission reminds you that it is a violation of 2 US.C. § 44If to
knowingly permit one’s name to be used to effect a contribution made in the name of
another person. You should take steps to ensure that this activity does not occur in the
future.

The file will be made public within 30 days afier this matter has been closed with
respect to all other respondents involved. You are advised that the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(12)(A) remain in cffect with respect to all respondents
still involved in this matter.

If you have any questions, please contact Dominique Dillenseger, the attorney
assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Sincerely,

(o CUr

Ann Elliott
Chairman




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Anne T. Mileham MUR: 4582

This matter was gencrated based on information ascertained by the Federal
Election Commission (“the Commission™) in the normal course of carrying out its
supervisory responsibilities. See U.S.C. § 437g(a)2).

2 US.C. § 441f prohibits: (1) making a contribution in the name of another;

2) knowingly permitting one’s name to be used to effect such a contribution; and
(3) knowingly accepting such a contribution. In addition, no person may knowingly help
or assist any person in making a contribution in the name of another. 2 U.S.C. § 441f;

11 C.F.R. § 110.4(b)(1)iii).

In the 1993-94 election cycle, Lalit Gadhia solicited several individuals to
contribute money to the Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund (“IALIF™) or
directly to a federal candidate committee. He promised that the contributions would be
reimbursed.

The IALIF report covering the period 10/1/94 through 11/8/94 discloses that Anne
T. Milecham made a $1,000 contribution which was received on October 31, 1994.

Ms. Mileham is listed in Mr. Gadhia's records as having been reimbursed for a $1,000
contribution to the IALIF, and Ms. Mileham has admitted to making a reimbursed
contribution. Therefore, there is reason to believe that Anne T. Mileham violated

2 U.S.C. § 441f by knowingly permitting her name to be used to effect a contribution in

the name of another.




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

November 25, 1996

Usha Naik
8422 Ashford Blvd.
Laurel, MD 20707

RE: MUR 4582
Dear Mr. Naik:

On November 12, 1996, the Federal Election Commission found reason to believe
that you violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f, a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended ("the Act"). However, afier considering the circumstances of this
matter, the Commission also determined to take no further action and closed its file as it
pertains to you. The Factual and Legal Analysis, which formed a basis for the
Commission's finding, is attached for your information.

The Commission reminds you that it is a violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441f to
knowingly permit one’s name to be used to effect a contribution made in the name of
another person. You should take steps to ensure that this activity does not occur in the
future.

The file will be made public within 30 days after this matter has been closed with
respect to all other respondents involved. You are advised that the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(12)(A) remain in effect with respect 1o all respondents
still involved in this matter.

If you have any questions, please contact Dominique Dillenseger, the attorney
assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Sincerely,

Una sl

Ann Elliott
Chairman




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Usha Naik MUR: 4582

This matter was generated based on information ascertained by the Federal
Election Commission (“the Commission™) in the normal course of carrying out its
supervisory responsibilities. See U.S.C. § 437g(a)2).

2 US.C. § 441f prohibits: (1) making a contribution in the name of another;

(2) knowingly permitting one’s name to be used to effect such a contribution; and

(3) knowingly accepting such a contribution. In addition, no person may knowingly help
or assist any person in making a contribution in the name of another. 2 U.S.C. § 441f;

11 C.F.R. § 110.4(bX1Xiii).

In the 1993-94 election cycle, Lalit Gadhia solicited several individuals to
contribute money to the Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund (“IALIF™) or
directly to a federal candidate committee. He promised that the contributions would be
reimbursed. Uday Gadhia aided Lalit Gadhia’s scheme by soliciting individuals to make
reimbursed contributions using money given to him by Lalit Gadhia.

The IALIF report covering the period 10/1/94 through 11/8/94 discloses that in or
around October 1994, Usha Naik made a $1,000 contribution which was received on
October 31, 1994. Mr. Naik stated that Uday Gadhia requested that he write a check to
the IALIF for $500 or $1,000. Uday Gadhia advised that he would provide $1,000 in

cash to Mr. Naik in return for the check. Mr. Naik further stated that he wrote the check




and received from Uday Gadhia $1,000 in cash as reimbursement. Mr. Naik said that he
made the contribution in order to support Indian culture in general.

Usha Naik made a $1,000 contribution at the request of Uday Gadhia for which he
was reimbursed. Therefore, there is reason to believe that Usha Naik violated 2 U.S.C

§ 441f by knowingly permitting his name to be used to effect a contribution in the name

of another.




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

Washington, DC 20463
November 25, 1996

Shyam Parkash
2922 Willston Place, #101
Falls Church, VA 22044
RE: MUR 4582
Dear Mr. Parkash:

On November 12, 1996, the Federal Election Commission found reason to believe
that you violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f, a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended ("the Act™). However, after considering the circumstances of this
matter, the Commission also determined to take no further action and closed its file as it
pertains to you. The Factual and Legal Analysis. which formed a basis for the
Commission's finding, is attached for your information.

The Commission reminds you that it is a violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441f to
knowingly permit one’s name to be used to effect a contribution made in the name of
another person. You should take steps to ensure that this activity does not occur in the
future.

The file will be made public within 30 days after this matter has been closed with
respect to all other respondents involved. You are advised that the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(12)(A) remain in effect with respect to all respondents
still involved in this matter.

If you have any questions, please contact Dominique Dillenseger, the attorney
assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Sincerely,

W

Ann Elliott
Chairman

Enclosure
Factual and Legal Analysis




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Shyam Parkash MUR: 4582

This matter was generated based on information ascertained by the Federal
Flection Commission (“the Commission™) in the normal course of carrying out its
supervisory responsibilities. See U.S.C. § 437g(a)2).

2 U.S.C. § 441f prohibits: (1) making a contribution in the name of another;

(2) knowingly permitting one’s name to be used to effect such a contribution; and

(3) knowingly accepting such a contribution. In addition, no person may knowingly help
or assist any person in making a contribution in the name of another. 2 U.S.C. § 441f;

11 C.E.R. § 110.4(b)1)iii).

In the 1993-94 election cycle, Lalit Gadhia solicited several individuals to
contribute money to the Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund (“IALIF”) or
directly to a federal candidate committee. He promised that the contributions would be
reimbursed. Vinay K. Wahi aided Mr. Gadhia's scheme by soliciting individuals o make
reimbursed contributions using money given to him by Mr. Gadhia.

The IALIF report covering the period 10/1/94 through 11/8/94 discloses that
Shyam Parkash made a $1,000 contribution which was received on October 31, 1994,
Mr. Gadhia provided Mr. Wahi with cash in $100 bills to reimburse individuals writing
personal checks to IALIF. Mr. Wahi used the cash to reimburse Mr. Parkash for his
contribution to IALIF. Shyam Parkash is listed in Gadhia’s records as having been

reimbursed for a $1,000 contribution to IALF and has admitted to making a reimbursed




contribution. Therefore, there is reason to believe that Shyam Parkash violated 2 U.S.C.
§ 441f by knowingly permitting his name to be used to effect a contribution in the name

of another.




\~ FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
‘ Washington, DC 20463

\.'.',f{

November 25, 1996

Tara C. Pathak
14 E Madison Street, Apartment 10
Baltimore, MD 21202

RE: MUR 4582
Dear Mr. Pathak:

On November 12, 1996, the Federal Election Commission found reason to believe
that you violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f, a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended ("the Act"). However, after considering the circumstances of this
matter, the Commission also determined to take no further action and closed its file as it
pertains to you. The Factual and Legal Analysis, which formed a basis for the
Commission's finding, is attached for your information.

The Commission reminds you that it is a violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441f to
knowingly permit one’s name to be used to effect a contribution made in the name of
another person. You should take steps to ensure that this activity does not occur in the
future.

The file will be made public within 30 days after this matter has been closed with
respect to all other respondents involved. You are advised that the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)}(12)(A) remain in effect with respect to all respondents
still involved in this matter.

If you have any questions, please contact Dominique Dillenseger, the attorney
assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Sincerely,

Aol T

Lee Ann Elliott
Chairman




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Tara C. Pathak MUR: 4582

This matter was generated based on information ascertained by the Federal
Flection Commission (“the Commission™) in the normal course of carrying out its
supervisory responsibilities. See U.S.C. § 437g(a)2).

2U.S.C. § 441f prohibits: (1) making a contribution in the name of another;

(2) knowingly permitting one's name to be used to effect such a contribution; and

(3) knowingly accepting such a contribution. In addition, no person may knowingly help
or assist any person in making a contribution in the name of another. 2 U.S.C. § 441f;

11 C.F.R. § 110.4(b)(1)(111).

In the 1993-94 election cycle, Lalit Gadhia solicited several individuals to
contribute money to the Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund (“IALIF”) or
directly to a federal candidate committee. He promised that the contributions would be
reimbursed. Vinay Wahi aided Mr. Gadhia’s scheme by soliciting individuals to make
reimbursed contributions using money given to him by Mr. Gadhia.

The Citizens for Senator Wofford report covering the period 10/1/94 through
11/8/94 discloses that Tara C. Pathak made a $1,000 contribution which was received on
November 4, 1994. Mr. Wahi was a part-owner of Akbar Restaurant where Mr. Pathak
was employed as a chef. Mr. Pathak stated that in October of 1994, Mr. Wahi asked bim
to write a check for $1,000 for which he would be reimbursed. Mr. Pathak further stated

that in exchange for $1,000 cash, he signed a check for Mr. Wahi. Someone else filled




out all other inforination on the check. Mr. Pathak stated that he did not inquire into the
purpose of the contribution nor did he know who Harris Wofford was.

Tara C. Pathak made a $1,000 contribution at the request of Vinay Wahi for
which he was reimbursed. Therefore, there is reason to believe that Tara C. Pathak
violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f by knowingly permitting his name to be used to effect a

contribution in the name of another.




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

Washington, DC 20463
November 25, 1996

Ashok Kumta
9 White Wood Court
Baltimore, MD 21236

RE: MUR 4582
Dear Mr. Kumta:

On November 12, 1996, the Federal Election Commission found reason to believe
that you violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f, a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended (“the Act”). However, after considering the circumstances of this
matter, the Commission also determined to take no further action and closed its file as it
pertains to you. The Factual and Legal Analysis, which formed a basis for the
Commission's finding, is attached for your information.

The Commission reminds you that it is a violationof 2 US.C. § 44if to
knowingly permit one’s name to be used to effect a contribution made in the name of
another person and to knowingly assist others in making such contributions. You should
take steps 10 ensure that this activity does not occur in the future.

The file will be made public within 30 days after this matter has been closed with
respect to all other respondents involved. You are advised that the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(12)X(A) remain in effect with respect 0 all respondents
still involved in this matter.

If you have any questions, please contact Dominique Dillenseger, the attorney
assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Sincerely,

% e




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Ashok Kumta MUR: 4582

This matter was generated based on information ascertained by the Federal
Election Commission (“the Commission™) in the normal course of carrying out its
supervisory responsibilities. See U.S.C. § 437g(a)(2).

2 U.S.C. § 441f prohibits: (1) making a contribution in the name of another;

(2) knowingly permitting one's name to be used to effect such a contribution; and

(3) knowingly accepting such a contribution. In addition, no person may knowingly help
or assist any person in making a contribution in the name of another. 2 U.S.C. § 441f;

11 C.F.R.§ 110.4(bX1)in).

In the 1993-94 election cycle, Lalit Gadhia solicited several individuals to
contribute money to the Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund (“IALIF”) or
directly to a federal candidate committee. He promised that the contributions would be
reimbursed. Ashok Kumta has known Mr. Gadhia since 1981. Mr. Kumta once
employed Mr. Gadhia as an attorney for the purpose of obtaining a labor certification/viss
for an employee. In or around late September of 1994 Mr. Gadhis asked M. Kumta if be
and his wife would each write a check for $1,000 to the IALIF for which they would be
reimbursed. Mr. Kumta stated that within a few days he went to Mr. Gadhia’s law office
and received $2,000 in $100 bills. Mr. Kumta wrote a check for $1,000 to IALIF.
Further, he solicited his wife, Jyoti Kumta to write a check for $1,000 to IALIF and did

pot inform her that the contribution was reimbursed.




The TALIF report covering the period 10/1/94 through 11/8/94 discloses that
Ashok Kumta and Jyoti Kumta each made $1,000 contributions which were received on
October 31, 1994. Mr. Kumta admits that he was reimbursed for his contribution and that
he persuaded his wife to make a reimbursed contribution.

Therefore, there is reason to believe that Ashok Kumta violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f
by knowingly penmitting his name to be used to effect a contribution, and by knowingly

assisting others in making contributions in the name of another.




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

November 2§, 1996

Rosemary C. Osbome
The Marylander Apartments
3501 St. Paul Street,
Baltimore, MD 21218
RE: MUR 4582
Dear Ms. Osborne:

On November 12, 1996, the Federal Election Commission found reason to believe
that you violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f, a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended ("the Act"). However, after considering the circumstances of this
matter, the Commission also determined to take no further action and closed its file as it
pertains to you. The Factual and Legal Analysis, which formed a basis for the
Commission's finding, is attached for your information.

The Commission reminds you that it is a violation of 2 US.C. § 441f to
knowingly permit one's name to be used to effect contributions made in the name of
another person and to knowingly assist others in making such contributions. You should
take steps to ensure that this activity does not occur in the future.

The file will be made public within 30 days afier this matter has been closed with
respect to all other respondents involved. You are advised that the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(12)(A) remain in effect with respect to all respondents
still involved in this matter.

If you have any questions, please contact Dominique Dillenseger, the attorney
assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Sincerely,

P




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Rosemary Osborne MUR: 4582

This matter was generated based on information ascertained by the Federal
Election Commission (“the Commission™) in the normal course of carrying out its
supervisory responsibilities. See U.S.C. § 437g(a)2).

2 U.S.C. § 441f prohibits: (1) making a contribution in the name of another;

(2) knowingly permitting one's name to be used to effect such a contribution; and

(3) knowingly accepting such a contribution. In addition, no person may knowingly help
or assist any person in making a contribution in the name of another. 2 US.C. § 441f;

11 C.F.R. § 110.4(bX 1 Xiii).

In the 1993-94 election cycle, Lalit Gadhia solicited several individuals to
contribute money to the Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund (“IALIF”). He
promised that the contributions would be reimbursed. Rosemary Osborne has known
Mr. Gadhia since 1984 when Ms. Osborne was working as a new accounts counselor at
Fairfax Savings Association. Mr. Gadhia approached Ms. Osborne to help him resolve a
banking problem involving his law firm. In 1989, Mr. Gadhia hired Ms. Osborne as a
secretary. Ms. Osborne stated that Mr. Gadhia continuously raised funds for Democratic
candidates and contributions were delivered to the office on a regular basis. Ms. Osbomne
assisted Mr. Gadhia with fundraising, but strictly in a clerical capacity.

In or around October of 1994, Mr. Gadhia asked Ms. Osbome if she would write

two checks (one for her husband and one for herself) for $1,000 each to the IALIF.




Mr. Gadhia said that he would reimburse the contributions. Ms. Oshbomne agreed and
wrote one check for $1,000 for herself and then wrote a second check for $1,000 in her
husband's name. She did not inform her husband, Richard Osborne, of cither
contribution. Mr. Gadhia then gave Ms. Osbome $2,000 in cash which she deposited
into her joint checking account.

The 1ALIF report covering the period 10/1/94 through 11/8/94 discloses that
Rosemary and Richard Osborne each made a $1,000 contribution which were received
on October 31, 1994. Ms. Osbome admits that she was reimbursed for her contribution
and the contribution which she made in her husband's name.

Therefore, there is reason to believe that Rosemary Osbome violated 2 U.S.C.

§ 441f by knowingly permitting her name to be used to effect a contribution, and by

knowingly assisting others in the making of a contribution in the name of another.




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

November 25, 1998

George Roy Paniker
3101 Guilford Avenue,
Baltimore, MD 21218

RE: MUR 4582
Dcar Mr. Paniker:

On November 12, 1996, the Federal Election Commission found reason to believe
that you viclated 2 U.S.C. § 441f, a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended ("the Act™). However, afler considering the circumstances of this
matter, the Commission also determined to take no further action and closed its file as it
pertains to you. The Factual and Legal Analysis, which formed a basis for the
Commission’s finding, is attached for your information.

The Commission reminds you that it is a violation of 2 US.C. § 441f to
knowingly permit one’s name to be used to effect contributions made in the name of
another person and to knowingly assist others in making such contributions. You should
take steps to ensure that this activity does not occur in the future.

The file will be made public within 30 days after this matter has been closed with
respect to all other respondents involved. You are advised that the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(12)(A) remain in effect with respect to all respondents
still involved in this matter.

If you have any questions, please contact Dominique Dillenseger, the attomey
assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Sincerely,




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: George Paniker MUR: 4582

This matter was generated based on information ascertained by the Federal
Election Commission (“the Commission”) in the normal course of carrying out its
supervisory responsibilities. See U.S.C. § 437g(aX?2).

2 U.S.C. § 441f prohibits: (1) making a contribution in the name of another:;
(2) knowingly permitting one's name to be used to effect such a contribution; and
(3) knowingly accepting such a contribution. In addition, no person may knowingly help
or assist any person in making a contribution in the name of another. 2 US.C. § 441f;
11 C.F.R. § 110.4(b)(1)(ii1).

In the 1993-94 election cycle, Lalit Gadhia solicited several individuals to
contribute money to the Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund (“IALIF™) or
directly to a federal candidate committee. He promised that the contributions would be
reimbursed. George Paniker is the manager of P. J."s Pub of which Mr. Gadhia was a
regular customer. Also, Mr. Paniker would occasionally sce Mr. Gadhia at the Charles
Village Pub. Paniker stated that in October of 1994, cither at P.J.’s Pub or the Charles
Village Pub, Mr. Gadhia asked Mr. Paniker if he would write a check for $1,000 for
which he would be reimbursed. Mr. Gadhia provided $1,000 in cash and the next day,
Mr. Paniker gave Mr. Gadhia a check with only the signature line and date filled in s0

that Mr. Gadhia could fill in the rest.




The IALIF report covering the period 10/1/94 through 11/8/94 discloses that
George Paniker made a $1,000 contribution which was received on October 31, 1994.
Mr. Paniker admits that he was reimbursed for his contribution.

Further, Mr. Paniker aided Mr. Gadhia by soliciting an additional reimbursed
contribution. Mr. Paniker stated that he assisted in acquiring an additional $1,000
reimbursed contribution from an employee, Tanzania Mary Cooper. The disclosure
reports of the IALIF reflects this contribution.

Therefore, there is reason to believe that George Paniker violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f
by knowingly permitting his name to be used to effect a contribution, and by knowingly

assisting others in making contributions in the name of another.




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

November 25, 1996

Satish Bahl
2 Applegrove Court
Baltimore, MD 21228

RE: MUR 4582
Dear Mr. Bahl:

On November 12, 1996, the Federal Election Commission found that there is
reason to believe you knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f, a provision of
the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). The Factual and
Legal Analysis, which formed a basis for the Commission's finding, is attached for your
information.

You may submit any factual or legal materials that you believe are relevant to the
Commission's consideration of this matter. Please submit such matenials to the General
Counsel's Office within 15 days of your receipt of this letter. Where appropriate,
statements should be submitted under oath. In the absence of additional information, the
Commission may find probable cause to believe that a violation has occurred and proceed
with conciliation.

If you are interested in pursuing pre-probable cause conciliation, you should so
request in writing. Sag 11 C.FR. § 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the Office of
the General Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission either proposing an
agreement in settlement of the matter or recommending declining that pre-probeble cause
conciliation be pursued. The Office of the General Counsel may recommend that
pre-probable cause conciliation not be entered into at this time 30 that it may complete its
investigation of the matter. Further, the Commission will not catertain requests for
pre-probable cause conciliation after briefs on probeble cause have been mailed to the
respondent.

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




Satish Bahl
Page 2

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.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with 2 US.C. §§ 437g(aX4XB)
and 437(a)(12)(A), unless you notify the Commission in writing that you wish the
investigation to be made public.

For your information, we have enclosed a brief description of the Commission’s
procedures for handling possible violations of the Act. If you have any questions, please
contact Dominique Dillenseger, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Sincerely,

L Urn. oot

“T.ed Ann Elliott
Chairman

Enclosures
Factual and I.cgal Analysis
Procedures
Designation of Counsel Form




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Satish Bahl MUR: 4582

This matter was generated based on information ascertained by the Federal
Election Commission (“the Commission™) in the normal course of carrying out its
supervisory responsibilities. See U.S.C. § 437g(a)2).

2US.C. § 441f prohibits: (1) making a contribution in the name of another;
(2) knowingly permitting one’s name to be used to effect such a contribution; and
(3) knowingly accepting such a contribution. In addition, no person may knowingly help
or assist any person in making a contribution in the name of another. 2 U.S.C. § 441f;
11 C.F.R. § 110.4(b)X 1 Xin).

The Act addresses violations of law that are knowing and willful. See 2 U.S.C.
§§ 437g(a)5XB). The knowing and willful standard requires knowledge that one is
violating the law. Federal Election Commission v. John A. Dramesi for Congress
Committee, 640 F. Supp. 985 (D. N.J. 1986). A knowing and willful violation may be
established "by proof that the defendant acted deliberately and with kmowledge thet the
representation was false.” United States v. Hopkins, 916 F.2d 207, 214 (5th Cir. 1990).
An inference of a knowing and willful violation may be drawn "from the defendants’
claborate scheme for disguising™ their actions. Id. at 214-15.

In the 1993-94 clection cycle, Lalit Gadhia solicited several individuals to
contribute money to the Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund (“IALIF™) or

directly to a federal candidate committee. He promised that the contributions would be




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

November 25, 1996

Aruna Trivedi
S Fox Brier Lane
Baltimore, MD 21236

RE: MUR 4582
Dear Ms. Trivedi:

On November 12, 1996, the Federal Election Commission found reason to believe
that you violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f, a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended ("the Act"). However, after considering the circumstances of this
matter, the Commission also determined to take no further action and closed its file as it
pertains to you. The Factual and Legal Analysis, which formed a basis for the
Commission's finding, is attached for your information.

The Commission reminds you that it is a violationof 2 U.S.C. § 44If to
knowingly permit one's name to be used to effect a contribution made in the name of
another person. You should take steps to ensure that this activity does not occur in the
future.

The file will be made public within 30 days after this matter has been closed with
respect to all other respondents involved. You are advised that the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(12)(A) remain in effect with respect to all respondents
still involved in this matter.

If you have any questions, please contact Dominique Dillenseger, the attorney

assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Sincerely,
% Ann Elliott
Chairman




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Aruna Trivedi MUR: 4582

This matter was generated based on information ascertained by the Federal
Election Commission (“the Commission™) in the normal course of carrying out its
supervisory responsibilities. Sce U.S.C. § 437g(a)2).

2 U.S.C. § 441f prohibits: (1) making a contribution in the name of another;

(2) knowingly permitting one’s name to be used to effect such a contribution; and

(3) knowingly accepting such a contribution. In addition, no person may knowingly help
or assist any person in making a contribution in the name of another. 2 U.S.C. § 441f;

11 C.FR. § 110.4(b)X1)iii).

In the 1993-94 election cycle, Lalit Gadhia solicited several individuals to
contribute money to the Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund (“IALIF™) or
directly to a federal candidate committee. He promised that the contributions would be
reimbursed.

The IALIF report covering October 1, 1994 through November 8, 1994 disclosss
that Aruna Trivedi made a $1,000 contribution which was received on October 31, 1994,
Aruna Trivedi is listed in Mr. Gadhia’s records as having been reimbursed for a $1,000
contribution to the IALIF. Therefore, there is reason to believe that Aruna Trivedi
violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f by knowingly permitting her name to be used to effect a

contribution in the name of another.




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

November 25, 1996

Sudhir Trivedi
S Fox Brier Lane
Baltimore, MD 21236

RE: MUR 4582

Dear Mr. Trivedi:

On November 12, 1996, the Federal Election Commission found reason to believe
that you violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f, a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended ("the Act"). However, after considering the circumstances of this
matter, the Commuission also determined to take no further action and closed its file as it
pertains to you. The Factual and Legal Analysis, which formed a basis for the
Commission's finding, is attached for your information.

The Commission reminds you that it is a violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441f to
knowingly permit one's name to be used to effect a contribution made in the name of

another person. You should take steps to ensure that this activity does not occur in the
future.

The file will be made public within 30 days after this matter has been closed with
respect to all other respondents involved. You are advised that the confidentiality

\ provisions of 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(12)(A) remain in effect with respect t0 all respondents

still involved in this matter.

If you have any questions, please contact Dominique Dillenseger, the attorney
assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Sincerely,

st

Ann Elliott
Chairman




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Sudhir Trivedi MUR: 4582

This matter was generaled based on information ascertained by the Federal
Election Commission (*“the Commission™) in the normal course of carrying out its
supervisory responsibilities. See U.S.C. § 437g(a)2).

2 US.C. § 441f prohibits: (1) making a contnibution in the name of another;

(2) knowingly permitting one's name to be used to effect such a contribution; and

(3) knowingly accepting such a contribution. In addition, no person may knowingly help
or assist any person in making a contribution in the name of another. 2 US.C. § 441f;

11 C.F.R. § 110.4(b) 1 Xin).

In the 1993-94 election cycle, Lalit Gadhia solicited several individuals to
contribute money to the Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund (“IALIF™) or
directly to a federal candidate committee. He promised that the contributions would be
reimbursed.

The IALIF report covering October 1, 1994 through November 8, 1994 discloses
that Sudhir Trivedi made a $1,000 contribution which was received on October 31, 1994.
Sudhir Trivedi is listed in Mr. Gadhia’s records as having been reimbursed for a $1,000
contribution to the IALIF. Therefore, there is reason to believe that Sudhir Trivedi
violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f by knowingly permitting his name to be used to effect @

contribution in the name of another.




\ FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
) Washington, DC 20463

November 25, 1996

M. Surendra
7481 Hickory Log Circle
Columbia, MD 21045

RE: MUR 4582
Dear Mr. Surendra:

On November 12, 1996, the Federal Election Commission found reason to believe
that you violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f, a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended ("the Act”™). However, after considering the circumstances of this
matter, the Commission also determined to take no further action and closed its file as it
pertains to you. The Factual and Legal Analysis, which formed a basis for the
Commission's finding, is attached for your information.

The Commission reminds you that it is a violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441f to
knowingly permit one’s name to be used to effect a contribution made in the name of
another person. You should take steps to ensure that this activity does not occur in the
future.

The file will be made public within 3C days after this matter has been cloggd with
respect to all other respondents involved. You are advised that the
provisions of 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(12)(A) remain in effect with respect 10 all respondents
still involved in this matter.

If you have any questions, please contact Dominique Dillenseger, the attomey
assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Sincerely,

Chairman




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: M. Surendra MUR: 4582

This matter was generated based on information ascertained by the Federal
Election Commission (“the Commission™) in the normal course of carrying out its
supervisory responsibilities. See U.S.C. § 437g(a)2).

2 US.C. § 441f prohibits: (1) making a contribution in the name of another,;

(2) knowingly permitting one's name to be used to effect such a contribution; and

(3) knowingly accepting such a contribution. In addition, no person may knowingly help

or assist any person in making a contribution in the name of another. 2 U.S.C. § 441f;
11 CF.R. § 110.4(bX 1 Xiu1).

In the 1993-94 clection cycle, Lalit Gadhia solicited several individuals to
contribute money to the Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund or directly to a
federal candidate committee. He promised that the contnbutions would be reimbursed.

The Hoyer for Congress report covering October 1, 1994 through November 8,
1994 discloses that M. Surendra made a $1,000 contribution on November 1, 1994.

M. Surendna is listed in Mr. Gadhia’s records as having been reimbursed for a $1,000
contribution to Hoyer for Congress. Therefore, there is reason to believe that
M. Surendra violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f by knowingly permitting his name to be used to

effect a contribution in the name of another.




) FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
’ Washington, DC 20463

November 28, 1996

Hardeep Singh
21 Cinnamon Circle, Apartment |B
Randallstown. MD 21133

RE: MUR 4582
Dear Mr. Singh:

On November 12, 1996, the Federal Election Commission found reason to believe
that you violated 2 US.C. § 441f, a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended ("the Act™). However, after considering the circumstances of this
matter, the Commission also determined to take no further action and closed its file as it
pertains to you. The Factual and Legal Analysis, which formed a basis for the
Commission's finding, is attached for your information.

The Commission reminds you that it is a violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441f w0
knowingly permit one’s name 1o be used to effect a contribution made in the name of
another person. You should take steps to ensure that this activity does not occur in the
future.

The file will be made public within 30 days afier this matter has been dosed with
respect to all other respondents involved. You are advised that the
provisions of 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)12XA) remain in effect with respect 10 all respondents
still involved in this matter.

If you have any questions, please contact Dominique Dillenseger, the attomey
assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Sincerely,

ol Ut

LeeAnnElbou




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Hardeep Singh MUR: 4582

This matter was gencrated based on information ascertained by the Federal
Election Commission (“the Commission™) in the normal course of carrying out its
supervisory responsibilities. Sce U.S.C. § 437g(a)X2).

2 U.S.C. § 441f prohibits: (1) making a contribution in the name of another;
(2) knowingly permitting one's name to be used to effect such a contribution; and
(3) knowingly accepting such a contribution. In addition, no person may knowingly help
or assist any person in making a contribution in the name of another. 2 U.S.C. § 441f;
11 C.F.R. § 110.4(b)(1)ii1).

In the 1993-94 election cycle, Lalit Gadhia solicited several individuals to
contribute money to the Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund (“IALIF”) or
directly to a federal candidate committee. He promised that the contributions would be
reimbursed. Satish Bahl aided Mr. Gadhia's scheme by soliciting individuals 0 make
reimbursed contributions using money given to him by Mr. Gadhia.

The IALIF report covering the period 10/1/94 through 11/8/94 discloses that
Hardeep Singh made a $500 contribution which was received on October 31, 1994,
Mr. Bahl was a part-owner of Akbar Restaurant where Mr. Singh was employed as an
assistant manager. Mr. Singh stated that in late October 1994, Mr. Bahl requested that

Mr. Singh write a $500 personal check in return for cash. Mr. Singh did this and




Mr. Bahl filled out the check. Mr. Singh stated that he did not inquire into the purpose of

the contribution and did not know that the check was made payable to the IALIF.
Hardeep Singh made a $500 contribution at the request of Satish Bahl for which

he was reimbursed. Therefore, there is reason to believe that Hardeep Singh violated

2 U.S.C. § 441f by knowingly permitting his name to be used to effect a contribution in

the name of another.




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

Washington, DC 20463
November 25, 1996

Pradecp J. Perera
1806 Bronzegate Boulevard
Silver Spring, MD 20904

RE: MUR 4582
Dear Mr. Perera:

On November 12, 1996, the Federal Election Commission found reason to believe
that you violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f, a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended (“the Act"). However, after considering the circumstances of this
matter, the Commission also determined to take no further action and closed its file as it
pertains to you. The Factual and Legal Analysis, which formed a basis for the
Commission's finding, is attached for your information.

The Commission reminds you that it is a violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441f 1o
knowingly permit one's name to be used to effect a contribution made in the name of
another person. You should take steps to ensure that this activity does not occur in the
future.

The file will be made public within 30 days afier this matter has been closed with
respect to all other respondents involved. You are advised that the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(12)X(A) remain in effect with respect to all respondents
still involved in this matter.

If you have any questicns, please contact Dominique Dillenseger, the attorney
assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Sincerely,

Ann Elliott
Chairman

Enclosure
Factual and Legal Analysis




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Pradeep J. Perera MUR: 4582

This matter was generated based on information ascertained by the Federal
Election Commission (“the Commission™) in the normal course of carrying out its
supervisory responsibilities. See U.S.C. § 437g(a)2).

2 US.C. § 441f prohibits: (1) making a contribution in the name of another;
(2) knowingly permitting one’s name to be used to effect such a contribution; and
(3) knowingly accepting such a contribution. In addition. no person may knowingly help
or assist any person in making a contribution in the name of another. 2 U.S.C. § 441f;
11 C.F.R. § 110.4(b)(1)iii).

In the 1993-94 election cycle. Lalit Gadhia solicited several individuals to
contribute money to the Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund (“IALIF™) or
directly to a federal candidate committee. He promised that the contributions would be
reimbursed.

The Mfume for Congress report covering October 1, 1994 through November 8,
1994 discloses that Pradeep Perera made a $1,000 contribution which was received on
November 7, 1994. Pradeep Perera is listed in Mr. Gadhia’s records as having been
reimbursed for a $1,000 contribution to Mfume for Congress. Therefore, there is reason
to believe that Pradeep Perera violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f by knowingly permitting his

name to be used to effect a contribution in the name of another.




"c'-. FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
i Washington, DC 20463

November 25, 1996

Janet K. Mangalvedhe
6500 Lock Hill Road
Baltimore, MD 21239

RE: MUR 4582

Dear Ms. Mangalvedhe:

On November 12, 1996, the Federal Election Commission found reason to believe
that you violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f, a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended ("the Act™). However, after considering the circumstances of this
matter, the Commission also determined to take no further action and closed its file as it
pertains to you. The Factual and Legal Analysis, which formed a basis for the
Commission's finding, is attached for your information.

The Commission reminds you that it is a violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441f to
knowingly permit one’s name to be used to effect a contribution made in the name of

another person. You should take steps to ensure that this activity does not occur in the
future.

The file will be made public within 30 days after this matter has been closed with
respect 10 all other respondents involved. You are advised that the confidentiality

provisions of 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(12)(A) remain in effect with respect to all respondents
still involved in this matter.

If you have any questions, please contact Dominique Dillenseger, the attorney
assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Sincerely,

Chairman




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Jay V. Mangalvedhe and MUR: 4582
Janet Mangalvedhe

This matter was generated based on information ascertained by the Federal
Election Commission (“‘the Commission™) in the normal course of carrying out its
supervisory responsibilities. See U.S.C. § 437g(a)(2).

2 US.C. § 441f prohibits: (1) making a contribution in the name of another;

(2) knowingly permitting one's name to be used to effect such a contribution; and

(3) knowingly accepting such a contribution. In addition, no person may knowingly help
or assist any person in making a contribution in the name of another. 2 U.S.C. § 441f;

11 C.F.R. § 110.4(b) 1)(in).

In the 1993-94 election cycle, Lalit Gadhia solicited several individuals to
contribute money to the Indian- American Leadership Investment Fund (“IALIF™) or
directly to a federal candidate committee. He promised that the contributions would be
reimbursed. Dr. S. V. Ramamurthy aided Mr. Gadhia’s scheme by soliciting individuals
to make reimbursed contributions using money given to him by Mr. Gadhia.

The IALIF report covering the period 10/1/94 through 11/8/94 discloses that Jay
V. Mangalvedhe made a $1,000 contribution which was received on October 31, 1994.
Mr. Mangalvedhe stated that Dr. Ramamurthy requested that he write a check to the
IALIF for $1,000. Dr. Ramamurthy advised that he would provide $1,000 in cash o
Mr. Mangalvedhe in retumn for the check. Mr. Mangalvedhe further stated that he wrote

the check and received from Dr. Ramamurthy $1,000 in cash as reimbursement.




Mrs. Mangalvedhe stated that she remembered the reimbursement being in the form of
ten $100 bills. Further, the name Janet Mangalvedhe is listed in Lalit Gadhia’s records as
having been reimbursed for a $1,000 contribution to the IALIF. Mr. Mangalvedhe said
that he believed that the IALIF was a local Indian community organization.

Jay V. Mangalvedhe and Janet Mangalvedhe made a $1,000 contribution at the
request of Dr. S. V. Ramamurthy for which they were reimbursed. Therefore, there is
reason to believe that Jay V. Mangalvedhe and Janet Mangalvedhe violated 2 U.S.C.

§ 4411 by knowingly permitting their names to be used to efTect a contribution in the

name of another.




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

November 25, 1996

Jay V. Mangalvedhe
6500 Lock Hill Road
Baltimore, MD 21239

RE: MUR 4582
Dear Mr. Mangalvedhe:

On November 12, 1996, the Federal Election Commission found reason to believe
that you violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f, a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended ("the Act"). However, after considering the circumstances of this
matter, the Commission also determined to take no further action and closed its file as it
pertains to you. The Factual and Legal Analysis, which formed a basis for the
Commission's finding, is attached for your information.

The Commission reminds you that it is a violation of 2 U.S.C. § 44If to
knowingly permit one’s name to be used to effect a contribution made in the name of
another person. You should take steps to ensure that this activity does not occur in the
future.

The file will be made public within 30 days after this matter has been closed with
respect to all other respondents involved. You are advised that the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(12)(A) remain in effect with respect to all respondents
still involved in this matter.

If you have any questions, please contact Dominique Dillenseger, the attorney
assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Sincerely,

%x

Enclosure
Factual and Legal Analysis




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Jay V. Mangalvedhe and MUR: 4582
Janet Mangalvedhe

This matter was gencrated based on information ascertained by the Federal
Flection Commission (“the Commission™) in the normal course of carrying out its
supervisory responsibilities. See U.S.C. § 437g(a)(2).

2 U.S.C. § 441f prohibits: (1) making a contribution in the name of another;

(2) knowingly permitting one’s name to be used to effect such a contribution; and

(3) knowingly accepting such a contribution. In addition, no person may knowingly help
or assist any person in making a contribution in the name of another. 2 U.S.C. § 441f;

11 C.F.R. § 110.4(b)1Xiii).

In the 1993-94 election cycle, Lalit Gadhia solicited several individuals to
contribute money to the Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund (“IALIF™) or
directly to a federal candidate committee. He promised that the contributions would be
reimbursed. Dr. S. V. Ramamurthy aided Mr. Gadhia’s scheme by soliciting individuals
to make reimbursed contributions using money given to him by Mr. Gadhia.

The IALIF report covering the period 10/1/94 through 11/8/94 discloses that Jay
V. Mangalvedhe made a $1,000 contribution which was received on October 31, 1994.
Mr. Mangalvedhe stated that Dr. Ramamurthy requested that he write a check to the
IALIF for $1,000. Dr. Ramamurthy advised that he would provide $1,000 in cash to
Mr. Mangalvedhe in return for the check. Mr. Mangalvedhe further stated thet he wrote

the check and received from Dr. Ramamurthy $1,000 in cash as reimbursement.




Mrs. Mangalvedhe stated that she remembered the reimbursement being in the form of
ten $100 bills. Further, the name Janet Mangalvedhe is listed in Lalit Gadhia's records as
having been reimbursed for a $1,000 contribution to the IALIF. Mr. Mangalvedhe said
that he believed that the IALIF was a local Indian community organization.

Jay V. Mangalvedhe and Janet Mangalvedhe made a $1,000 contribution at the
request of Dr. S. V. Ramamurthy for which they were reimbursed. Therefore, there is
reason (o believe that Jay V. Mangalvedhe and Janet Mangalvedhe violated 2 U.S.C.

§ 441f by knowingly permitting their names to be used to effect a contribution in the

name of another.




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

November 25, 1996

Kishor S. Mehta
408 Pine Villa Drive
Gibsonian, PA 15044

RE: MUR 4582
Dear Mr. Mehta:

On November 12, 1996, the Federal Election Commission found reason to believe
that you violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f, a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended (“the Act™). However, after considering the circumstances of this
matter, the Commission also determined to take no further action and closed its file as it
pertains to you. The Factual and Legal Analysis, which formed a basis for the
Commission’s finding, is attached for your information.

The Commission reminds you that it is a violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441f to
knowingly permit one’s name to be used to effect a contribution made in the name of
another person. You should take steps to ensure that this activity does not occur in the
future.

The file will be made public within 30 days after this matter has been cloned with
respect to all other respondents involved. You are advised that the
provisions of 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(12)(A) remain in effect with respect to all respondents
still involved in this matter.

If you have any questions, please contact Dominique Dillenseger, the attorney
assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Sincerely,

m%_%mz




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Kishor Mehta MUR: 4582

This matter was generated based on information ascertained by the Federal
Election Commission (“the Commission™) in the normal course of carrying out its
supervisory responsibilities. See U.S.C. § 437g(a)?2).

2 U.S.C. § 441f prohibits: (1) making a contribution in the name of another;

(2) knowingly permitting one's name to be used to effect such a contribution; and

(3) knowingly accepting such a contribution. In addition, no person may knowingly help
or assist any person in making a contribution in the name of another. 2 U.S.C. § 441f;

11 C.F.R. § 110.4(b)(1)i).

In the 1993-94 election cycle, Lalit Gadhia solicited several individuals to
contribute money to the Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund (“IALIF™) or
directly to a federal candidate committee. He promised that the contributions would be
reimbursed.

The Robb for Senate report covering October 1, 1994 through November 8, 1994
discloses that Kishor Mehta made a $1,000 contribution on October 30, 1994. Kishor
Mehta is listed in Mr. Gadhia’s records as having been reimbursed for a $1,000
contribution to Robb for Senate and has admitted to making a reimbursed contribution.
Therefore, there is reason to believe that Kishor Mehta violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f by

knowingly permitting his name to be used to effect a contribution in the name of another.
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7, oy November 25, 1996

Vikram Gowda
5473 Luckpenny Place
Columbia, MD 21045

RE: MUR 4582
Dear Mr. Gowda:

On November 12, 1996, the Federal Election Commission found reason to believe
that you violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f, a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended ("the Act"). However, after considering the circumstances of this
matter, the Commission also determined to take no further action and closed its file as it
pertains to you. The Factual and Legal Analysis, which formed a basis for the
Commission's finding, is attached for your information.

The Commission reminds you that it is a violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441f to
knowingly permit one’s name to be used to effect a contribution made in the name of
another person. You should take steps to ensure that this activity does not occur in the
future.

The file will be made public within 30 days after this matter has been closed with

respect to all other respondents involved. You are advised that the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(12)(A) remain in effect with respect to all respondents
still involved in this matter.

If you have any questions, please contact Dominique Dillenseger, the attomey
assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Sincerely,

el Ul




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Vikram Gowda MUR: 4582

This matter was generated based on information ascertained by the Federal
Election Commission (“the Commission™) in the normal course of carrying out its
supervisory responsibilities. See U.S.C. § 437g(a)2).

2 U.S.C. § 441f prohibits: (1) making a contribution in the name of another:

(2) knowingly permitting one’s name to be used to effect such a contribution; and

(3) knowingly accepting such a contribution. In addition, no person may knowingly help
or assist any person in making a contribution in the name of another. 2 U.S.C. § 441f;

11 CF.R. § 110.4(bX 1 Xiii).

In the 1993-94 clection cycle, Lalit Gadhia solicited several individuals to
contribute money to the Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund (“IALIF”) or
directly to a federal candidate committee. He promised that the contributions would be
reimbursed. Dr. S. V. Ramamurthy aided Mr. Gadhia's scheme by soliciting individuals
to make reimbursed contributions using money given to him by Mr. Gadhia.

The LALIF report covering the period 10/1/94 through 11/8/94 discloses that
Vikram Gowda made a $1,000 contribution which was received on October 31, 1994.
Sonne C. Gowda, Vikram Gowda'’s father, was attending a social function at the home of
Dr. Ramamurthy when Dr. Ramamurthy advised that he had money that he wanted to
give away, but that there was a coatribution limit from any one individual.

Dr. Ramamurthy asked Sonne Gowda to provide him with checks in return for cash.




Dr. Ramamurthy then gave Mr. Gowda $2,000 in brand new $100 bills in order for Mr.
Gowda and his son to each write a check for $1,000. Both Sonne and Vikram Gowda
made out personal checks which were delivered, as instructed by Dr. Ramamurthy, to Mr.
Gadhia’s office on or about October 26, 1994.

Vikram Gowda made a $1,000 contribution for which he was reimbursed.
Therefore, there is reason to belicve that Vikram Gowda violated 2 U.S.C. § 441 by

knowingly permitting his name to be used to effect a contribution in the name of another.




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

November 25, 1996
Hemanta Kole
16 Chesthill Court
Baltimore, MD 21236

RE: MUR 4582
Dear Ms. Kole:

On November 12, 1996, the Federal Election Commission found reason to believe
that you violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f, a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended ("the Act"). However, after considering the circumstances of this
matter, the Commission also determined to take no further action and closed its file as it
pertains to you. The Factual and Legal Analysis, which formed a basis for the
Commission's finding, is attached for your information.

The Commission reminds you that it is a violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441f to
knowingly permit one's name to be used to effect a contribution made in the name of
another person. You should take steps to ensure that this activity does not occur in the
future.

The file will be made public within 30 days after this matter has been cloged with
respect to all other respondents involved. You are advised that the
provisions of 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(12)(A) remain in effect with respect to all respondents
still involved in this matter.

If you have any questions, please contact Dominique Dillenseger, the attorney
assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Sincerely,

LeeEAnn Elllott




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Hemanta Kole MUR: 4582

This matter was generated based on information ascertained by the Federal
Election Commission (“the Commission™) in the normal course of carrying out its
supervisory responsibilities. See U.S.C. § 437g(a)2).

2 US.C. § 441f prohibits: (1) making a contribution in the name of another;

(2) knowingly permitting one’s name to be used to effect such a contribution; and

(3) knowingly accepting such a contnibution. In addition, no person may knowingly help
or assist any person in making a contribution in the name of another. 2 US.C. § 441f;

11 C.F.R. § 110.4(b) 1)),

In the 1993-94 election cycle, I.alit Gadhia solicited several individuals to
contribute money to the Indian-Amencan Leadership Investment Fund (“IALIF”) or
directly to a federal candidate committee. He promised that the contributions would be
reimbursed.

The IALIF report covering October 1, 1994 through November 8, 1994 discloses
that Hemanta Kole made a $900 contribution which was received on October 31, 1994,
Hemanta Kole is listed in Mr. Gadhia’s records as having been reimbursed for a $900
contribution to the IALIF. Therefore, there is reason to believe that Hemanta Kole
violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f by knowingly permitting her name to be used to effect a

contribution in the name of another.
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f‘ November 25, 1996

Sanjay Kumar
801 W. Aaron Dnve
State College, PA 16803

RE: MUR 4582
Dear Mr. Kumar:

On November 12, 1996, the Federal Election Commission found reason to believe
that you violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f, a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended ("the Act"). However, after considering the circumstances of this
matter, the Commission also determined to take no further action and closed its file as it
pertains to you. The Factual and Legal Analysis. which formed a basis for the

Commission's finding, is attached for your information.

The Commission reminds you that it is a violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441f w0
knowingly permit one’s name to be used to effect a contribution made in the name of
another person. You should take steps to ensure that this activity does not occur in the
future.

The file will be made public within 30 days after this matter has been closed with

respect to all other respondents involved. You are advised that the confidentinlity
provisions of 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(12)(A) remain in effect with respect to all respondents
still involved in this matter.

If you have any questions, please contact Dominique Dillenseger, the attorney

assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.
Sincerely,
el
Chairmen




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Sanjay Kumar MUR: 4582

This matter was generated based on information ascertained by the Federal
Flection Commission (“the Commission™) in the normal course of carrying out its
supervisory responsibilities. See U.S.C. § 437g(a)2).

2 U.S.C. § 441f prohibits: (1) making a contribution in the name of another;

(2) knowingly permitting one’s name to be used to effect such a contribution; and

(3) knowingly accepting such a contribution. In addition, no person may knowingly help
or assist any person in making a contribution in the name of another. 2 U.S.C. § 441f;

11 CF.R. § 110.4(b) | Xu).

In the 1993-94 election cycle, Lalit Gadhia solicited several individuals to
contribute money to the Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund (“IALIF™) or
directly to a federal candidate committee. He promised that the contributions would be
reimbursed. Vinay K. Wahi aided Mr. Gadhia’s scheme by soliciting individuals to make
reimbursed contributions using money given to him by Mr. Gadhia.

The IALIF report covering the period 10/1/94 through 11/8/94 discloses that
Sanjay Kumar made a $1,000 contribution which was received on October 31, 1994. Mr.

Gadhia provided Mr. Wahi with cash in $100 bills to reimburse individuals writing

personal checks to IALIF. Mr. Wahi used the cash to reimburse Mr. Kumar for his

contribution to [ALIF. Sanjay Kumar is listed in Gadhia's records as having beea

reimbursed for a $1,000 contribution to IALF and has admitted to making a reimbursed




contribution. Therefore, there is reason to believe that Sanjay Kumar violated 2 U.S.C.
§ 441f by knowingly permitting his name to be used to effect a contribution in the name

of another.




®  FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
) Washington, DC 20463

November 25, 1996
Jyoti Kumta
9 White Wood Court
Baltimore, MD 21236

RE: MUR 4582
Dear Ms. Kumta:

On November 12, 1996, the Federal Election Commission found reason to believe
that you violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f, a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended ("the Act"™). However, afler considering the circumstances of this
matter, the Commission also determined to take no further action and closed its file as it
pertains to you. The Factual and Legal Analysis, which formed a basis for the
Commission's finding, is attached for your information.

The Commission reminds you that it is a violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441f to
knowingly permit one’s name to be used to effect a contribution made in the name of
another person. You should take steps to ensure that this activity does not occur in the
future.

The file will be made public within 30 days after this matter has been closed with
respect to all other respondents involved. You are advised that the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(12)(A) remain in effect with respect o all respondents
still involved in this matter.

If you have any questions, please contact Dominique Dillenseger, the attorney
assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Sincerely,




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Jyoti Kumta MUR: 4582

This matter was generated based on information ascertained by the Federal
Election Commission (*‘the Commission™) in the normal course of carrying out its
supervisory responsibilities. See U.S.C. § 437g(a)2).

2 US.C. § 441f prohibits: (1) making a contribution in thec name of another;

(2) knowingly permitting one's name to be used to effect such a contribution; and

(3) knowingly accepting such a contribution. In addition, no person may knowingly help
or assist any person in making a contribution in the name of another. 2 U.S.C. § 441f;

11 C.ER. § 110.4(b)1)iii).

In the 1993-94 election cycle, Lalit Gadhia solicited several individuals to
contribute money to the Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund (“IALIF™) or
directly to a federal candidate committee. He promised that the contributions would be
reimbursed. Ashok Kumta aided Mr. Gadhia’s scheme by soliciting individuals to make
reimbursed contributions using money given to him by Mr. Gadhia.

The IALIF report covering the period 10/1/94 through 11/8/94 discloses that Jyoti
Kumta made a $1,000 contribution which was received on October 31, 1994. Ashok
Kumta is the husband of Jyoti Kumta. Ms. Kumta stated that she was solicited by her
husband to sign a check for $1,000 made payable to IALIF. Mr. Gadbia had given
Mr. Kumta $1,000 in exchange for the contribution from Ms. Kumta. Ms. Kumta wrote

the check for $1,000, but claims that she was not aware that the check was for a political
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contribution or that it had been reimbursed. She further stated that her husband is totally
responsible for their financial affairs and that she did not question the contribution.

Jyoti Kumta made a $1,000 contribution at the request of Ashok Kumta for which
she was reimbursed. Therefore, there is reason to believe that Jyoti Kumta violated
2 U.S.C. § 441f by knowingly permitting her name to be used to effect a contribution in

the name of another.




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

November 25, 1996

Venkatachalam Ramakrishnan
7882 Tall Pines Court
Glen Bumnie, MD 21061

RE: MUR 4582
Dear Mr. Ramakrishnan:

On November 12, 1996, the Federal Election Commission found reason to believe
that you violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f, a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended ("the Act"). However, after considering the circumstances of this
matter, the Commission also determined to take no further action and closed its file as it
pertains to you. The Factual and Legal Analysis, which formed a basis for the
Commission's finding, is attached for your information.

The Commission reminds you that it is a violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441f to
knowingly permit one’s name to be used to effect a contribution made in the name of
another person. You should take steps to ensure that this activity does not occur in the
future.

The file will be made public within 30 days after this matter has been closed with
respect to all other respondents involved. You are advised that the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(12)(A) remain in effect with respect 10 all respomdents
still involved in this matter.

If you have any questions, please contact Dominique Dillenseger, the attorney
assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Sincerely,

et

Enclosure
Factual and Legal Analysis




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Venkatachalam Ramakrishnan MUR: 4582

This matter was generated based on information ascertained by the Federal
Election Commission (“the Commission”) in the normal course of carrying out its
supervisory responsibilities. Se¢ U.S.C. § 437g(aX2).

2 U.S.C. § 441f prohibits: (1) making a contribution in the name of another:;

(2) knowingly permitting one’s name to be used to effect such a contribution; and

(3) knowingly accepting such a contribution. In addition, no person may knowingly help
or assist any person in making a contribution in the name of another. 2 U.S.C. § 441f;

11 C.F.R. § 110.4(b)(1)iii).

In the 1993-94 clection cycle, Lalit Gadhia solicited several individuals to
contribute money to the Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund (“LALIF™) or
directly to a federal candidate committee. He promised that the contributions would be
reimbursed. Uday Gadhia aided Lalit Gadhia’s scheme by soliciting individuals to make
reimbursed contributions using money given to him by Lalit Gadhia.

The IALIF report covering the period 10/1/94 through 11/8/94 discloses that
Venkatachalam Ramakrishnan made a $1,000 contribution which was received on
October 31, 1994. Mr. Ramakrishnan stated that he knew Uday Gadhia because they had
been neighbors in 1991. In the fall of 1995, Uday Gadhia came to the residence of
Mr. Ramakrishnan and said that he was assisting Lalit Gadhia in raising funds to support

politicians favorable to India. Uday Gadhia requested that he write a check to the IALIF




for $1,000 in exchange for $1,000 in cash. Mr. Ramakrishnan stated that he complied

with the request and wrote a $1,000 check to the IALIF for which he was reimbursed.

Mr. Ramakrishnan did not question the reason for making the contribution in this manner.
Venkatachalam Ramakrishnan made a $1,000 contribution at the request of Uday

Gadbhia for which he was reimbursed. Therefore, there is reason to believe that

Venkatachalam Ramakrishnan violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f by knowingly permitting his

name to be used to effect a contribution in the name of another.




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

Washington, DC 20463
November 25, 1996

Nirmala Ramamurthy
3 Hunters Court
Timonium, MD 21093

RE: MUR 4582
Dear Ms. Ramamurthy:

On November 12, 1996, the Federal Election Commission found reason to believe
that you violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f, a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended ("the Act"). However, after considering the circumstances of this
matter, the Commission also determined to take no further action and closed its file as it
pertains to you. The Factual and Legal Analysis, which formed a basis for the
Commission's finding, is attached for your information.

The Commission reminds you that it is a violation of 2 U.S.C. § 44if w0
knowingly permit one’s name to be used to effect a contribution made in the name of
another person. You should take steps to ensure that this activity does not occur in the
future.

The file will be made public within 30 days after this matter has beea closed with
respect to all other respondents involved. You are advised that the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(12)(A) remain in effect with respect to all respondents
still involved in this matter.

If you have any questions, please contact Dominique Dillenseger, the attorney
assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Enclosure
Factual and Legal Analysis




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Nirmala Ramamurthy MUR: 4582

This matter was gencrated based on information ascertained by the Federal
Election Commission (“the Commission™) in the normal course of carrying out its
supervisory responsibilities. See U.S.C. § 437g(a)2).

2 U.S.C. § 441f prohibits: (1) making a contribution in the name of another;

(2) knowingly permitting one’s name to be used to effect such a contribution; and

(3) knowingly accepting such a contribution. In addition, no person may knowingly help
or assist any person in making a contribution in the name of another. 2 U.S.C. § 441f;

11 C.F.R. § 110.4(b)(1)Xii1).

In the 1993-94 election cycle, Lalit Gadhia solicited several individuals to
contribute money to the Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund (“IALIF”™) or
directly to a federal candidate committee. He promised that the contributions would be
reimbursed.

The IALIF report covering October 1, 1994 through November 8, 1994 discloses
that Nirmala Ramamurthy made a $1,000 contribution which was received on October
31, 1994. Nirmala Ramamurthy is listed in Mr. Gadhia’s records as having been
reimbursed for a $1,000 contribution to the IALIF. Therefore, there is reason to believe
that Nirmala Ramamurthy violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f by knowingly permitting her name to

be used to effect a contribution in the name of another.




\) FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

Washington, DC 20463
November 25, 1996

T. P. Reddy
2 Cinnamon Circle
Randallstown, MD 21133

RE: MUR 4582
Dear Mr. Reddy:

On November 12, 1996, the Federal Election Commission found reason to believe
that you violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f, a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended ("the Act"). However, after considering the circumstances of this
matter, the Commission also determined to take no further action and closed its file as it
pertains to you. The Factual and Legal Analysis, which formed a basis for the
Commission'’s finding, is attached for your information.

The Commission reminds you that it is a violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441f 1o
knowingly permit one’s name to be used to effect a contribution made in the name of
another person. You should take steps to ensure that this activity does not occur in the
future.

The file will be made public within 30 days after this matter has been closed with
respect to all other respondents involved. You are advised that the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(12)(A) remain in effect with respect to all respondents
still involved in this matter.

If you have any questions, please contact Dominique Dillenseger, the attorney
assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Sincerely,

Enclosure
Factual and Legal Analysis




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: T.P. Reddy MUR: 4582

This matter was generated based on information ascertained by the Federal
Election Commission (“the Commission™) in the normal course of carrying out its
supervisory responsibilities. See U.S.C. § 437g(a)2).

2 U.S.C. § 441f prohibits: (1) making a contribution in the name of another;

(2) knowingly permitting one’s name to be used to effect such a contribution; and

(3) knowingly accepting such a contribution. In addition, no person may knowingly help
or assist any person in making a contribution in the name of another. 2 U.S.C. § 441f;

11 C.F.R. § 110.4(b)1)Xin).

In the 1993-94 election cycle, Lalit Gadhia solicited several individuals to
contribute money to the Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund (“IALIF”) or
directly to a federal candidate committee. He promised that the contributions would be
reimbursed. Satish Bahl aided Mr. Gadhia’s scheme by soliciting individuals to make
reimbursed contributions using money given to him by Mr. Gadhia.

The IALIF report covering the period 10/1/94 through 11/8/94 discloses that T. P.
Reddy made a $500 contribution which was received on October 31, 1994, Mr. Bahl was
a part-owner of Akbar Restaurant where Mr. Reddy was employed as an assistant
manager. Mr. Reddy stated that on October 22, 1994, Mr. Bahl gave him $500 and

asked him to bring in a personal check in that amount the next day. Mr. Reddy brought
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in the check on October 23, 1994, and made it payable to the IALIF. Mr. Reddy stated
that he did not inquire into the purpose of the contribution.

T. P. Reddy made a $500 contribution at the request of Satish Bahl for which he
was reimbursed. Therefore, there is reason to believe that T. P. Reddy violated 2 U.S.C.
§ 441f by knowingly permitting his name to be used to effect a contribution in the name

of another.




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

November 25, 1996

Tejpal S. Rehncy
10123 Fountain Drive
Baltimore, MD 21234

RE: MUR 4582

Dear Mr. Rehncy:

On November 12, 1996, the Federal Election Commission found reason to believe
that you violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f, a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended ("the Act”). However, after considering the circumstances of this
matter, the Commission also determined to take no further action and closed its file as it

- pertains to you. The Factual and Legal Analysis, which formed a basis for the

Commission's finding, is attached for your information.

The Commission reminds you that it is a violation of 2 U.S.C. § 44If to
knowingly permit one's name to be used to effect a contribution made in the name of

another person. You should take steps to ensure that this activity does not occur in the
future.

The file will be made public within 30 days after this matter has been closed with
respect to all other respondents involved. You are advised that the confidentiality

& provisions of 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(12)(A) remain in effect with respect to all respondents

still involved in this matter.

If you have any questions, please contact Dominique Dillenseger, the attomey
assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Sincerely,




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Tejpal S. Rehncy MUR: 4582

This matter was generated based on information ascertained by the Federal
Election Commission (“the Commission™) in the normal course of carrying out its
supervisory responsibilities. See U.S.C. § 437g(a)?2).

2 U.S.C. § 441f prohibits: (1) making a contribution in the name of another;

(2) knowingly permitting one’s name to be used to effect such a contribution; and

(3) knowingly accepting such a contribution. In addition, no person may knowingly help
or assist any person in making a contribution in the name of another. 2 U.S.C. § 441f;

11 C.F.R. § 110.4(b)(1)(ii1).

In the 1993-94 election cycle, Lalit Gadhia solicited several individuals to
contribute money to the Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund (“IALIF”) or
directly to a federal candidate committee. He promised that the contributions would be
reimbursed. Uday Gadhia aided Lalit Gadhia’s scheme by soliciting individuals to make
reimbursed contributions using money given to him by Lalit Gadhia.

The IALIF report covering the period 10/1/94 through 11/8/94 discloses that
Tejpal S. Rehncy made a $1,000 contribution which was received on October 31, 1994.
Mr. Rehncy stated that on or around October 25, 1994, Uday Gadhia requested that he
write a check for $1,000 for “people running for office” and told Mr. Rehncy that the
contribution would be reimbursed. Uday Gadhia said that it would help the Indian-

American community to show their support in numbers. Mr. Rehncy stated that he wrote




the check for $1,000 to the IALIF and that Uday Gadhia reimbursed him in cash, mostly
in $100 denominations.

Tejpal S. Rehncy made a $1,000 contribution at the request of Uday Gadhia for
which he was reimbursed. Therefore, there is reason to believe that Tejpal S. Rehncy
violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f by knowingly permitting his name to be used to effect a

contribution in the name of another.




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463
November 28, 1996

Ashok Sahni
3526 Carriage Hill Circle
Randallstown, MD 21133

RE: MUR 4582
Dear Mr. Sahni:

On November 12, 1996, the Federal Election Commission found reason to believe
that you violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f, a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended ("the Act"). However, after considering the circumstances of this
matter, the Commission also determined to take no further action and closed its file as it
pertains to you. The Factual and Legal Analysis, which formed a basis for the
Commission's finding, is attached for your information.

The Commission reminds you that it is a violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441f to
knowingly permit one’s name to be used to effect a contribution made in the name of
another person. You should take steps to ensure that this activity does not occur in the
future.

The file will be made public within 30 days after this matter has been closed with
respect 1o all other respondents involved. Youmadvnsedthattheeonﬁdulumy
provisions of 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(12)(A) remain in effect with respect to all respondents
still involved in this matter.

If you have any questions, please contact Dominique Dillenseger, the attorney
assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Sincerely,

el HE




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Ashok Sahni MUR: 4582

This matter was generated based on information ascertained by the Federal
Election Commission (“the Commission”) in the normal course of carrying out its
supervisory responsibilities. Sge U.S.C. § 437g(a)2).

2 U.S.C. § 441f prohibits: (1) making a contribution in the name of another;

(2) knowingly permitting one’s name to be used to effect such a contribution; and

(3) knowingly accepting such a contribution. In addition, no person may knowingly help
or assist any person in making a contribution in the name of another. 2 U.S.C. § 441f;

11 C.ER. § 110.4(bX1)iii).

In the 1993-94 election cycle, Lalit Gadhia solicited several individuals to
contribute money to the Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund (“IALIF™) or
directly to a federal candidate committee. He promised that the contributions would be
reimbursed. Vinay Wahi aided Mr. Gadhia’s scheme by soliciting individuals to make
reimbursed contributions using money given to him by Mr. Gadhia.

The IALIF report covering the period 10/1/94 through 11/8/94 discloses that
Ashok Sahni made a $1,000 contribution which was received on October 31, 1994. Mr.
Wahi was a part-owner of Akbar Restaurant where Mr. Sahni was employed as a
manager. Mr. Sahni stated that in October 1994, Mr. Wahi asked him to write a check for

$1,000 to the IALIF for which he would be reimbursed. Mr. Sahni further stated that he




wrote a check for $1,000 to IALIF and that Mr. Wahi gave him ten $100 bills. Mr. Sahni
stated that he did not inquire into the purpose of the contribution.

Ashok Sahni made a $1,000 contribution at the request of Vinay Wahi for which
he was reimbursed. Therefore, there is reason to believe that Ashok Sahni violated
2 US.C. § 441f by knowingly permitting his name to be used to effect a contribution in

the name of another.




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

November 25, 1996

Indra Seunarine
1813 South Road, 2W
Baltimore, MD 21209

RE: MUR 4582
Dear Mr. Seunarine:

On November 12, 1996, the Federal Election Commission found reason to believe
that you violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f, a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended ("the Act”). However, after considering the circumstances of this
matter, the Commission also determined to take no further action and closed its file as it
pertains to you. The Factual and Legal Analysis, which formed a basis for the
Commission's finding, is attached for your information.

The Commission reminds you that it is a violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441f to
knowingly permit one’s name to be used to effect a contribution made in the name of
another person. You should take steps to ensure that this activity does not occur in the
future.

The file will be made public within 30 days after this matter has been closed with
respect to all other respondents involved. You are advised that the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)12)(A) remain in effect with respect to all respondents
still involved in this matter.

If you have any questions, please contact Dominique Dillenseger, the attorney
assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Sincerely,

ol Ul

beeAnnElhou
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Indra Seunarine MUR: 4582

This matter was generated based on information ascertained by the Federal
Election Commission (“the Commission™) in the normal course of carrying out its
supervisory responsibilities. Seg¢ U.S.C. § 437g(a)(2).

2U.S.C. § 441f prohibits: (1) making a contribution in the name of another:;

(2) knowingly permitting one’s name to be used to effect such a contribution; and

(3) knowingly accepting such a contribution. In addition, no person may knowingly help
or assist any person in making a contribution in the name of another. 2 U.S.C. § 441f;

11 C.F.R. § 110.4(b)(1)in).

In the 1993-94 election cycle, Lalit Gadhia solicited several individuals to
contribute money to the Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund (“IALIF™) or
directly to a federal candidate committee. He promised that the contributions would be
reimbursed.

The [ALIF report covering October 1, 1994 through November 8, 1994 discloses
that Indra Seunarine made a $1,000 contribution which was received on October 31,
1994. Indra Seunarine is listed in Mr. Gadhia’s records as having been reimbursed for a
$1,000 contribution to the IALIF. Therefore, there is reason to believe that Indra
Seunarine violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f by knowingly permitting his name to be used to

effect a contribution in the name of another.




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

November 25, 1996

Rajendra K. Sharma
A/4-6 Joppawood Court
Baltimore, MD 21236

RE: MUR 4582
Dear Mr. Sharma:

On November 12, 1996, the Federal Election Commission found reason to believe
that you violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f, a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended ("the Act"). However, after considering the circumstances of this
matter, the Commission also determined to take no further action and closed its file as it
pertains to you. The Factual and Legal Analysis, which formed a basis for the
Commission's finding, is attached for your information.

The Commission reminds you that it is a violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441f to
knowingly permit one’s name to be used to effect a contribution made in the name of
another person. You should take steps to ensure that this activity does not occur in the
future.

The file will be made public within 30 days after this matter has been closed with
respect to all other respondents involved. You are advised that the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(12)(A) remain in effect with respect to all respondents
still involved in this matter.

If you have any questions, please contact Dominique Dillenseger, the attomey
assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Sincerely,

724

Lee Elliott
Chairman
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Rajendra K. Sharma MUR: 4582

This matter was generated based on information ascertained by the Federal
Election Commission (“the Commission™) in the normal course of carrying out its
supervisory responsibilities. S¢e U.S.C. § 437g(a)(2).

2 U.S.C. § 441f prohibits: (1) making a contribution in the name of another;

(2) knowingly permitting one’s name to be used to effect such a contribution; and

(3) knowingly accepting such a contribution. In addition, no person may knowingly help
or assist any person in making a contribution in the name of another. 2 U.S.C. § 441f;

11 C.ER. § 110.4¢bx 1 Xiii).

In the 1993-94 election cycle, Lalit Gadhia solicited several individuals to
contribute money to the Indian-American [eadership Investment Fund (“IALIF™) or
directly to a federal candidate committee. He promised that the contributions would be
reimbursed.

The IALIF report covering October 1, 1994 through November 8, 1994 discloses
that Rajendra K. Sharma made a $1,000 contribution which was received on October 31,
1994. Rajendra K. Sharma is listed in Mr. Gadhia's records as having been reimbursed
for a $1,000 contribution to the IALIF. Therefore, there is reason to believe that Rajendra
K. Sharma violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f by knowingly permitting his name to be used to

effect a contribution in the name of another.




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

November 25, 1996

Zubair Mohammad Siddiqi
4 Philadelphia Court
Baltimore, MD 21237-4600

RE: MUR 4582
Dear Mr. Siddiqi:

On November 12, 1996, the Federal Election Commission found reason to believe
that you violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f, a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended ("the Act™). However, after considering the circumstances of this
matter, the Commission also determined to take no further action and closed its file as it
pertains to you. The Factual and Legal Analysis, which formed a basis for the
Commission's finding, is attached for your information.

The Commission reminds you that it is a violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441f to
knowingly permit one’s name to be used to effect a contribution made in the name of
another person. You should take steps to ensure that this activity does not occur in the
future.

The file will be made public within 30 days after this matter has been closed with
respect to all other respondents involved. You are advised that the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(12XA) remain in effect with respect to all respondents
still involved in th<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>